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Elder  Dam  and  irrigation  project,  Kans.,  in  view  of  the  farm  suoplna  3iWatiox,* 
pp  \  9169-71 

Sen.  Allott  inserted  a  resolution  from  R.  J.  Moses  favoring  the  proposed 
Fryingpan-Arkansas  project,  Colo.  p.  9222 

5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  inserted  a  statement  by  economics  professors 
favoring  the  President's  trade  agreements  bill.  p.  9173 

Sen.  Allott  spoke  in  favor  of  moving  cautiously  on  the  President's  trade 
bill  and  inserted  letters  he  has  received  on  this  subject,  pp.  9222-3 

•  S&n. 


6.  CONSERVATION, 


Long,  Mo.,  inserted  and  discussed  an  editorial  on  the  impor¬ 


tance  of  conservation  to  Mo.  pp.  9173-4 

7.  PERSONNEL;  EXPENDITURES.  Received  the  report  of  the  Joint  /Byrd)  Committee  on 

Reduction  of  Nones  serial  Federal  Expenditures  for  April./  pp.  9158-61 

8.  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY.  Received  from  the  State  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  author¬ 

ize  an  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  State;  to  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
p.  9157  X  7 

.  FOOD  DISTRIBUTION.  Received  a\GAO  report  on  the  f/od  distribution  program  in  D.C.; 
to  Government  '"'■aerations  Committee,  p.  9157 

niee  on  n  c 

^rt  tx  . 

10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Hruska  criticized  S.  ^53,  stating  that  it  would  give  the 
Pacific  Northwest  priority  for  electric  povyer  that  should  also  be  available  to 
Nebraska,  pp.  9223-5 


> 


ll.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Hruska  inserted  his  spe* 
son,  Nebr.,  Beef  Cattle  Research  Stati 


at  the  field  day  for  the  Fort  Robin- 
pp.  9225-7 


12.  ROADS.  Sen.  Chavez  summarized  the  history  of  construction  of  the  Inter -American 

Highway,  pp.  9227-8 

I  w  ,  ,  f 

13.  SOIL  STEWARDSHIP.  Sen.  Humphreyy^poke  in  commemoration  of  Soil  Stewardship  Week. 

pp.  9174-5 

^4,  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Sen.  Gore  explained  and  inserted  correspondence  regarding  proposec 
amendments  to  the  agreement  between  the  U.  S.  and  t^e  European  Atomic  Energy 
Community*  pp.  9175-8 

i5.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Safi.  Mansfield  announced  that  the  Interior  appropriation 
bill  is  to  be  debat ed/ftfon.  p.  9227 

HOUSE 


16.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Rulei;  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  11222,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  pp.  9231, 


Rep.  Findle^  discussed  the  farm  bill  and  criticized  "the  broad \cope  of  Fed- 

eral  spending/ this  bill  would  launch  for  recreation  facilities,  both,  publicly 
and  privately  owned,  and  the  unanswered  question  of  racial  segregation  in  these 
facilities/"  pp.,;£249-50 

L7.  FOREIGN  TkADE;  TEXTILES.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees,  in  executive 
sessioii,  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the 
Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  10788,  to  regulate  imports  of 
cultural  commodities."  p.  D477 


agri- 


23. 


FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
1921,  the  proposed  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (H,  Rept.  1788).  p.  9258/ 


19. 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amen^nent 
H.  R\  11523,  to  authorize  the  employment  without  compensation  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  readers  for  blind  Government  employees  (H.  Rept.  1787).  p.  92 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of/H.  R. 
11677,  to,  prohibit  discrimination  on  account  of  sex  in  the  payment  ox  wages  by 
certain  employers  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  production  of  goods  for  commerce 
and  to  provide  for  the  restitution  of  wages  lost  by  employees  byyreason  of  such 
discrimination,  pp.  9231,  9258 


20. 


PUBLIC  DEBT.  TheXWays  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  apfendment  H.  R. 
11990,  to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit  set  forth 
in  section  21  of  thd  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  (H.  Rept,  1789).  p. 


9258 


21. 


HEALTH.  The  inter state\and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  v6ted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  with  amendments  H.  R.  10541,  to  Assist  States  and  communi¬ 


ties  to  carry  out  intensive  vaccination  programs. 


D446 


22. 


CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Received  from\GA0  a  report  on  the /review  of  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  established  by  the  Office  of  Civil  and  pefense  Mobilisation,  succeeded 
by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning,  for  the  u/e  of  escess^  -led  materials 


by  Federal  agencies,  p.  9258' 
ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  11. 


9258 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


24.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remarks  df  Rep\  Gross  inserting  an  article,  "Small 
Businessmen  Oppose  Free  Trade."  p/A4187 


25.  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remark^  of  Sen.  Youn^.  N.  D. ,  inserting  a  resolution 
urging  early  approval  of  the  Garrison  diversion  "unit ,  N.  D.  p.  A4203 


26.  TEXTILES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Taylor  discussing  the  problems  of  the 

domestic  textile  industry , /saying,  "We  must  face  the 'fact  that  the  textile  im¬ 
port  problem  is  still  with  us  and  further  action  is  needed."  pp.  A4218-9 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


27.  FARM  LABOR.  S.  3382/  by  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J.  (for  hinself  and  others),  to  amend 
the  Public  Health  /Service  Act  so  as  to  establish  a  program  to 'assist  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  adequate  sanitation  facilities  for  migratory  farm  labor;  to  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Williams,  pp.  91&2-3 


3387,  by  Sen.  Humphrey  (for  himself  and  Sen.  McCarthj 

L961  in  order  to 


to  amend 
crease 


28.  FARM  LOANS. 

the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 

the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  insured  under  subtitle  A  of 
such  Act/  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 


29.  FOOD  AJfD  FIBER.  S.  J.  Res.  197,  by  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  authorize  and  request  fshe 
President  to  appoint  a  bipartisan  Commission  to  make  a  study  of  the  total  fooi 
an 4  fiber  requirements  of  the  United  States;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com- 
.ttee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  9165 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  /Session  j  j  No.  1786 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  11222 


June  7,  1962. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  678] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  678,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  240 

H.  RES.  678 

[Report  No.  1786] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  7, 1962 

Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
8  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

I  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11222)  to 

5  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 

6  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
^  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 

8  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com- 

9  modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
10  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 

II  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
12  and  points  of  order  against  said  bill  as  they  pertain  to  Public 
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Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  are  hereby  waived.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  six  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order 
to  consider  without  the  intervention  of  any  point  of  order 
the  amendments  recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  now  printed  in  the  bill  as  they  pertain  to  Public  Law 
480,  Eighty-third  Congress.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit.  After  the  passage  of  the  bill  H.R.  11222, 
it  shall  be  in  order  in  the  House  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  S.  3225  and  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  said  Senate  bill  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  provisions  contained  in  H.R.  11222  as  passed  by  the 
House. 
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House  of  Representatives 
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\The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
i  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.koffered  the  following  prayer: 

II  Tihiothy  2:  15:  Study  to  show  thy¬ 
self  approved  unto  God,  a  workman 
that  needeth  not  to  be  ashamed. 

Eternal  God,  in  the  midst  of  the  dis¬ 
cord  and  disorders  of  these  strenuous 
and  troubled  times  may  we  hold  fast  our 
freedom  and  keepS^nviolate  our  faith  in 
the  triumph  of  rigl 

Grant  that  the  crechmtials  of  our  high 
vocation  and  the  integrity  of  our  char¬ 
acter,  as  our  country’s\honored  and 
chosen  Representatives,  mt^y  never  be 
called  into  question. 

May  we  authenticate  the  rdality  and 
sanctity  of  our  lofty  mission  by/,  clear 
vision  of  our  responsibilities  and  by  our 
passion  to  discharge  them  faithfullyN 
We  pray  that  it  may  never  appear 
be  said  that  the  children  of  darkness 
of  communism  are  wiser  and  more 
zealous  in  this  generation  than  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  light  and  of  democracy. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


TO  PROHIBIT  DISCRIMINATION  ON 
ACCOUNT  OF  SEX 

Mr.  TRIMBLE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  677,  Rept.  No.  1785) , 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11677)  to  prohibit  discrimination  on  account 
of  sex  in  the  payment  of  wages  by  certain/ 
employers  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  tl 
production  of  goods  for  commerce  and/to 
provide  for  the  restitution  of  wages  lost  by 
employees  by  reason  of  any  such  discrimina¬ 
tion.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  banking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor,  the  bill  shjfll  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five/iinute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  ttfe  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bifl  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as /nay  have  been  adopted, 
and  the  previous  qu/stion  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  Ole  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  /sassage  without  intervening 
motion  except/6ne  motion  to  recommit. 

GENERAL  FARM  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  TRIMBLE,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  reported  the  following  privi- 
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leged  resolution  (H.  Res.  678,  Rept.  No. 
1786),  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11222)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities 
for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  points  of  order  against  said  bill  as  they 
pertain  to  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  are 
hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  six  hours,  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the 
intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the 
amendments  recommended  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  now  printed  in  the  bill  as 
they  pertain  to  Public  Law  480,  83d  Con- 
'gress.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with¬ 
out  intervening  motion  except  one  motion 
to  recommit.  After  the  passage  of  the  bill 
H.R.  11222,  it  shall  be  in  order  in  the  House 
to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill 
S.  3225  and  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  said  Senate  bill  and  to  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  contained 
in  H.R.  11222  as  passed  by  the  House. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the' 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  102] 

Addonizio  Clark  Flood 

Alford  Coad  Fogarty 

Ashley  Colmer  Frazier 

Ashmore  Curtis,  Mass.  Hardy 

Barrett  Daniels  Harrison,  Va. 

Bass,  N.H.  Davis,  Tenn.  Henderson 

Blatnik  Dent  Hoffman,  Mich. 

Blitch  Devine  Horan 

Boland  Diggs  Jones,  Ala. 

Bow  Donohue  Kilburn 

Boykin  Dooley  Kitchin 

Cederberg  EUsworth  loser 

Celler  Evins  McMillan 

Chiperfield  Fisher  McVey 


Madden 

Pilcher 

Smit^Va. 

Marshall 

Powell 

Specfce 

Meader 

Rains 

Steed 

Michel 

Reece 

S/ratton 

Minshall 

Riley 

/Thomas 

Moeller 

St.  Germain 

/  Tollefson 

Norrell 

Saund  / 

Whitten 

O’Konski 

Seely-Brown 

Williams 

Peterson 

Sibal  / 

Philbin 

Smith,  Miss. 

The  SPEAKER/  On  this  rollcall,  366 
Members  have  a/dswered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanim6us  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  urjaer  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

JO  EVELYN  LINDER,  DAR  CONTEST 
WINNER 

Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  given 
lermission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Miss  Jo 
Evelyn  Linder,  daughter  of  James  Lind¬ 
er,  Hamburg,  Ark.,  recently  wrote  for 
the  regional  contest  sponsored  by  the 
Daughters  of  the  American  Revolution 
an  essay  in  which  our  distinguished  sen- 
tor  Senator  John  L.  McClellan  was  given 
a  very  fine  and  appropriate  tribute. 

The  title  of  the  essay  is  “The  Mark 
of  a  Man.”  This  essay  was  a  winner  in 
the  regional  contest  and  it  permits  her 
to  enter  the  statewide  contest  in  this  im¬ 
portant  program. 

I  am  inserting  this  fine  essay  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  commend  it 
to  my  colleagues. 


COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  report  on  H.R, 
11921. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SPECTAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  LABOR 

OF  TIJE  COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCA¬ 
TION  And  labor 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimouk  consent  that  the  Special 
Subcommittee  </  Labor  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  and  Labor  be  permitted 
to  sit  today  duringgeneral  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is\there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  /RMED 
SERVICES  PROCUREMENT  A,CT  ' 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speakek  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules'! 
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c5vR  up  House  Resolution  667  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

TOe  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows.  • 

Resolv'Bd,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolutioiv-it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  «>nsideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
5532)  to  amend  the  Armed  Services  Procure¬ 
ment  Act  of  1947.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pass¬ 
age  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Mrs.  St.  George]  and 
pending  that  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  667 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
5532,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Armed  Services 
Procurement  Act  of  1947.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  provides  for  an  open  rule  with  1 
hour  of  general  debate. 

It  has  been  the  purpose  of  the  Pro¬ 
curement  Act  to  cause  the  reestablish¬ 
ment  of  the  advertised  competitive 
method  in  the  placement  of  the  great 
majority  of  contracts  for  supplies  and 
services.  This  method  gives  the  best  as¬ 
surance  that  suppliers  in  a  position  to 
furnish  the  Government’s  requirement 
will  have  a  fair  and  equal  opportunity  to 
compete  for  a  share  in  the  Government’s 
business. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  bill — H.R. 
5532 — to  restore  the  rule  of  law  to  the 
military  procurement  processes  and  to 
add  additional  provisions  which  will 
strengthen  the  procurement  methods  be¬ 
cause  of  the  heavy  incidence  of  negoti¬ 
ated  procurement  for  new  and  highly 
technical  weaponry  and  supplies. 

H.R.  5532  is  identical  with  H.R.  1257^" 
which  passed  the  House  without  dissent 
in  the  86th  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoptipn  of 
House  Resolution  667.  / 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  m^  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  makes  in 
order  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
5532)  to  amend  the  A^ned  Services 
Procurement  Act  of  194! 

The  bill  comes  to  up  with  two  rather 
interesting  sidelights  that  we  do  not 
often  see.  First  of/all.  it  is  the  only  bill 
I  have  ever  seen  /ome  out  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed*  Services  with  a  minor¬ 
ity  report.  Sepbnd,  I  understand  the  bill 
is  to  be  amended  on  the  floor. 

The  bill  ,does  make  some  changes  in 
procurement.  It  also,  it  seems  from  the 
minority/ report,  raises  certain  questions 
that  we  should  think  about.  On  page  1 
of  the  minority  report  we  read: 

Ipr  the  bill  H.R.  5532,  a  proposed  amend- 
it  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  sub- 
§ction  2304(a)(1),  reads  as  follows: 


“It  is  determined  that  such  action  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  public  interest  during  a  national 
emergency  declared  by  the  Congress  for  a 
period  of  six  months  following  a  national 
emergency  hereafter  declared  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.” 

This  proposed  amendment  changes  the 
concept  of  the  Executive  order  dated  Decem¬ 
ber  1950  which  is  presently  being  followed* 
throughout  the  Government.  However,  H.R. 
5532  would  change  this  concept  or  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  national  emergency  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  only.  All  other  Govern¬ 
ment  offices,  agencies,  and  bureaus  would 
continue  to  operate  under  the  December  1950 
national  emergency  provisions. 

* 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  certain  objec¬ 
tion  that  we  can  all  see  in  having  dif¬ 
ferent  forms  for  different  departments. 
Nevertheless,  it  is  equally  certain  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  can  only  be 
regulated  and  can  only  have  this  bill 
passed  through  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are 
certain  things  here  that  are  a  little  dis¬ 
turbing.  For  instance,  we  read  this: 


detailed  discussion  of  these  problems 
when  the  matter  was  presented  to  tt 
Rules  Committee  and,  accordingly, 
much  as  I  am  not  convinced  that  /this 
particular  measure  is  a  step  in  the -right 
direction,  I  would  like  to  make  the  record 
clear  at  this  time  in  case  this  body  has 
to  reconsider  its  action  at  spfhe  future 
date. 

My  people  feel  that  H.R/5532  is  tink¬ 
ering  legislation  without7  a  clear  need 
and  in  some  regards  mischievous.  Ideas 
behind  the  bill  explain7 some  of  its  provi¬ 
sions  better  than  the  provisions  them¬ 
selves.  One  such  idea  appears  to  be  re¬ 
sentment  at  the  continuation  of  certain 
authority  under' the  Presidents  procla¬ 
mation  of  a  state  of  emergency — No. 
2914,  December  16,  1950.  The  particu¬ 
lar  authority  has  been  used  to  cover 
some  longstanding  policies — apparently 
endorsed  by  the  Congress — with  respect 
to  special  treatment  of  set-asides  for  la¬ 
bor  surplus  areas  and  small  business. 
The  labor  surplus  policy  is  described  in 
Negotiation  of  the  purchase  or  contract  is  detail  in  Armed  Services  Procurement 
^otherwise  authorized  by  law,  or  when  in  .Regulation,  section  I,  part  8.  Among 

furtherance  of  small  business,  labor  surplus  /  .tu..  +Vl.  _ _ 

area,  or  major  disaster  area  programs,  the  0t^el  thlngS’  thlS  eXClting  Policy  states: 
agency  head  determines  that  supplies  6v  But  in  no  case  will  price  differentials  be 


services  are  to  be  procured  from  small  b,usi 
ness  Concerns  as  defined  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. of  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion,  from,  concerns  which  will  perform  the 
contracts  substantially  within  labor  surplus 
areas  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  \  / 

Some  of  us,  I  think,  are)'  disturbed  by 
this.  Is  this  going  to  make  procurement 
for  the  Defense  Department,  which  has 
the  biggest  procurement  program  in  the 
Nation,  a  national  WPA?  I  believe  that 
the  amendment  that  will  be  offered  will 
change  this.  While  I  cahnot  discuss  this 
amendment  as  I  do  not  know  very  much 
about  it,  I  am  told  that  it  will  accom¬ 
plish  its  purpose.  For  that  reason,  I  do 
not  think  there  is  a  very  strong-objection 
to  this  measure,  but  I  think  it  shpuld  be 
examined  and  studied  by  Members  of 
the  House.  I  am  sure  a  lot  of  questions 
will,  foe  asked  and  answered  during  the 
debate.  \ 

/Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  \ 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  during  my  membership  on  the 
Rules  Committee,  my  recollection  is  that 
all  previous  bills  from  the  great  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  have  always 
been  reported  unanimously  by  that  com¬ 
mittee.  This  is  an  exception  to  that  rule 
and  there  is  a  minority  report  by  three 
members.  I  believe  that  particularly 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Gtjbser]  had  certain  objections  which 
according  to  testimony  before  the  Rules 
Committee  will  be  corrected  by  appro¬ 
priate  amendments. 

The  procurement  field  is  complicated 
and  difficult  to  understand.  It  is,  how¬ 
ever,  one  that  I  have  been  particularly 
interested  in  because  of  a  group  of  out¬ 
standing  business  organizations  in  my 
congressional  district. 

Several  questions  have  arisen  of  con¬ 
cern  to  my  business  people  in  connection 
with  H.R.  5532.  Time  did  not  permit  a 


paid  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this 
policy. 

Assuming  a  firm  in  a  surplus  labor 
area  will  meet  the  price  of  some  other 
firm,  the  authority  permits  negotiation 
of  a  contract  with  the  surplus  area  firm. 

Apparently,  the  bill  approves  of  the 
special  treatment  for  labor  surplus  areas. 
But  in  striking  at  the  state-of-emergency 
authority  now  contained  in  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2304(a)  (1)  — 
per  section  (a)  of  H.R.  5532 — it  can 
only  enable  continuation  of  the  policy 
by  conferring  a  new  authority  through 
added  language  in  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2304(a)  (17).  Except  for 
some  small  R.  &  D.  contracts,  the  labor 
surplus  and  small  business  purposes  are 
the  only  uses  being  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  of  the  state  of  emer¬ 
gency  authority  now  in  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  section  2304(a)  (1).  These 
two  changes  therefore  go  all  around  the 
bam  without  adding  anything  construc¬ 
tive. 

\Several  more  mischievous  conditions 
ate  imposed  by  the  bill.  Section  (e) ,  for 
example,  while  it  has  a  constructive 
sound,  uses  rubber  terminology  and  will 
likely  increase  administrative  costs  and 
delay  procurements.  For  purchases  over 
$2,500,  it\equires  solicitation  from  the 
maximum  number  of  qualified  sources — 
an  undefined,  quantity  useful  only  for 
purposes  of  added  hindsight  criticism — 
and  then  imposes  a  statutory  require¬ 
ment  for  discussions  with  all  responsible 
offerors  within  a  coinpetitive  range. 

The  theory  behinchthis  is  one  thing. 
Practice  would  be  another.  At  present, 
ASPR  3-101  requires  that  21  separate 
considerations  be  applied\to  the  evalu¬ 
ation  of  competitive  proposals.  These 
necessarily  include  such  things  as  first, 
price;  second,  bidder  responsibility; 
third,  product  quality;  fourth,  delivery ; 
fifth,  reliability  of  accounting  practices 
and  pricing  techniques;  sixth,  small 
business  policy;  seventh,  mobilization 
needs;  eighth,  facilities;  ninth,  lafc 
supply;  tenth,  conflict  with  other  work 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  sugar  bill./  House  began  debate  on  farm  bill.  Sen.  Morse 
endorsed  bill  to  revise  school  lunch/apportionment  formula. 
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1.  SUGAR.  Passed,  319-72,  without  amendment  H.  R.  1215X,  to  amend  and  extend  the 

Sugar  Act.  (See  Digest  » 9  for  a  summary  of  the  bill>)  pp.  .10145-6  , 

2.  FARM  PROGRAM .  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11222,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture 

Act  of  1962.  pp.  10146-86. 


i  information  as 
£,u  and  inserted 
e  loans. 


3.  FARM  LOANS.  Rep.  Beckworth  stated  that  he  had  "tried  to  obtain 

to  the  percentage  of  people  who  actually  farm  who  receive  loai 
correspondence/and  tables  from  various  sources  in  regard  to  the1 
pp.  10192-20 

4.  CONTRACTS.  /The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 

11500,  to' extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (H.  Rept.  1839), 

p.  1020/  \ 


.A  .  /; 


1  r 


5.  ROADS/  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  "Met  in 
executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.  R.  12135 
(a/ended),  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962."  p.  D490 


I 
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SENATE 


7. 


FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. ,  expressed  concern  over  economic  conditions/of 
migratory  farm  workers  and  commended  a  new  Calif,  health  program  for  farm  ^ork- 
ei^j.  pp.  10220-1 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  Morse  urged  enactment  of  H.  R.  11665  and  S.  2442,  tcf  revise 
the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  stating  that  under  the  recommendations  of'this  De¬ 
partment  Oregon’s  share  of  the  funds  would  rise  from  $893,000  to  $^16,000. 

p.  10266 


8.  ESTES  INVESTIGATION.  Sen.  Tower  expressed  confidence  that  the  Combined  leader¬ 
ship  of  Sens.  McClellan  and  Mundt  in  the  Estes  inquiry  "will  assure  its  thorough 
ness  and  competence,"  and  inserted  an  article  commending  thjzm.  pp.  10210-1 


9.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963. 
ed  an  additional  conferee  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10802.  p/ 


fen  Dworshak  was  appoint 
10208 

10.  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Ervin  cofnmended  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  on  ( 
their  100th  anniversary  and  inserted  an  article  by  Dr.  John  T.  Caldwell, 
chancellor  of  North  Caroling  State  College,  on  thf  origin  and  accomplishments 


of  the  land-grant  colleges,  ^p.  10211-3 


11.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Javits  criticized  the  President’s  Committee  on  Equal  Employ¬ 


ment  Opportunity  as  '’reported^  suffering  from  a  conflict  of  philosophies  and  a 
conflict  of  personalities,"  and  inserted  an  article  on  the  matter,  pp.  10215-6 


Mi 


12.  FORESTRY.  .Sen,  Gruening  inserted  an  article  quoting  the  regional  forester  for 
the  Tonga9s  National  Forest  in  Alaska  as  predicting  that  recreation  would 
compete  strongly  with  timber  as  one  of  Alaska’s  chief  resources  in  the  future, 
pp.  10218-9  /  \ 


13.  COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate y6n  H.  R.  11(1^0,  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  commercial  communications  satellite  Aystem.  pp.  10223-57 


14.  ECONOMICS.  Sen.  Curtis  criticized  the  President ’ s\xe cent  speech  at  Yale,  stattaj 
that  it  "in  effect,  rewrote  fhe  principles  of  economics,"  and  inserted  an  edi* 
torial  criticizing  the  speech,  "Leftward  Ho."  p.  lO^hl 


15.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Mdrse  inserted  an  article  from  th^v Northwest  Ruralite  on 
the  furnishing  of  eleotric  power  to  the  Maritime  Administration’s  Astoria 
Reserve  Fleet  by  the/west  Oregon  Electric  Cooperative.  p?\l0266 


16.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRA^f.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  possibly  the  latter  part  of 
this  week  bills  tiould  be  considered  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  and  to 
continue  the  authority  for  regulation  of  exports,  p.  10260 
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17. 


SUGAR.  Sndech  in  the  House  of  Rep.  Roosevelt  urging  the  enactment  of  h\r. 
11706,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  fair  and  reasonable  minimum  w^ge 
rates  ^or  workers  employed  on  sugar  farms,  pp.  A  4575-6 

Speech  in  House  of  Rep.  Anderson,  Ill.,  urging  that  a  provision  be  inse 
le  sugar  bill  "that  in  exchange  for  the  receipt  of  a  sugar  allocation, 


in 


fofeign  producer  would  agree  that  dollar  credits  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
ome  of  our  surplus  agricultural  commodities."  p.  A4607 
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Afuerica  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
theppurposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Mrs.  Hasmik  Arzoo  shall  be 
held  and  considered  to  have  been  lawfully 
admitted  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence\.as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Adt  upon  payment  of  the  required 
visa  fee.  Upon  the  granting  of  permanent 
residence  toNucl1  alien  as  provided  for  in 
this  Act,  the  ^Secretary  of  State  shall  in¬ 
struct  the  proper  quota-control  officer  to 
deduct  one  number  from  the  appropriate 
quota  for  the  first\year  that  such  quota  is 
available. 

With  the  followinKcommittee  amend¬ 
ment  : 

Strike  out  all  after  tfte  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“That  the  Attorney  General  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  cancel  any  outstanding  or¬ 
ders  and  warrants  of  deportation,  warrants 
of  deportation,  warrants  of  arresKand  bond, 
which  may  have  issued  in  the  cake  of  Mrs. 
Hasmik  Arzoo.  From  and  after  thdsdate  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  said  Mrs. 
Hasmik  Arzoo  shall  not  again  be  subject 
to  deportation  by  reason  of  the  same  facts 
upon  which  such  deportation  proceedii 
were  commenced  or  any  such  warrants  ar 
orders  have  issued.’’ 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


BOGDAN  KUSULJA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4718) 
for  the  relief  of  Bogdan  Kusulja. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Bogdan  Kusulja  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  have  been  lawfully  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  upon  payment  of  the  required 
visa  fee.  Upon  the  granting  of  permanent 
residence  to  such  alien  as  provided  for  in  this 
Act,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  instruct  the 
proper  quota-control  officer  to  deduct  one 
number  from  the  appropriate  quota  for  the 
first  year  that  such  quota  is  available. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment  : 

Srike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clausey 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following 
“That  the  Attorney  General  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  cancel  any  outstanding. /or¬ 
ders  and  warrants  of  deportation,  warrants 
of  arrest,  and  bond,  which  may  have  -issued 
in  the  case  of  Bogdan  Kusulja.  From  and 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of/this  Act, 
the  said  Bogdan  Kusulja  shall  npt  again  be 
subject  to  deportation  by  reason/of  the  same 
facts  upon  which  such  deportation  proceed¬ 
ings  were  commenced  or  any/such  warrants 
and  orders  have  issued.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third,/  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was/laid  on  the  table. 

ELADIO  ARIS  (ALSO  KNOWN  AS 
ELADIO  ARIS  CARVALLO) 

The  crferk  called  the  bill  (HR.  9186) 
for  the  relief  of  Eladio  Aris  (also  known 
as  Eladio  Aris  Carvallo) . 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Eladio  Aris  (also  known  as 
Eladio  Aris  Carvallo)  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to 
the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
upon  payment  of  the  required  visa  fee. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment  : 

On  page  1,  at  the  end  of  the  bill,  change 
the  period  to  a  colon  and  add  the  following: 
“Provided,  That  a  suitable  and  proper  bond 
or  undertaking,  approved  by  the  Attorney 
General,  be  deposited  as  prescribed  by  sec¬ 
tion  213  of  the  said  Act.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  concludes  the 
call  of  the  Private  Calendar. 


JGAR  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OP  1962 

m  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  vote  on  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  to 
recommit  the  bill  (H.R.  12154)  tp  amend 
and  extefid  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948>^s  amended. 

Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will 
again  report  the  motion  tp  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Dole  moves  tp  recommit  the  bill  H.R. 
12154  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  with 
instructions  to  reportNfhe  same  back  to  the 
House  forthwith  witty ■''the  following  amend¬ 
ment:  Page  25,  line  3,Nptrike  out  lines  3 
through  23.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  has  demanded  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  arid  there 
were — ;yeas  174,  nays  222,  not  voting  41, 
as  foljbws: 

[Roll  No.  117] 

YEAS— 174 


syidabbo 

Conte 

Hays 

/Mger 

Corbett 

Hechler 

/  Andersen, 

Cramer 

Hemphill 

Minn. 

Cunningham 

Hiestand 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hoeven 

Arends 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Ashbrook 

Denton 

Hosmer 

Auchincloss 

Derounian 

Jensen 

Avery 

Derwinski 

Johansen 

Ayres 

Devine 

Jonas 

Baker 

Diggs 

Judd 

Baldwin 

Dole 

Kastenmeier 

Baring 

Dominick 

Kearns 

Barry 

Dooley 

Keith 

Bates 

Dorn 

Kilgore 

Battin 

Durno 

King,  N.Y. 

Becker 

Dwyer 

Knox 

Beermann 

Ellsworth 

Kunkel 

Bell 

Feighan 

Kyi 

Berry 

Fenton 

Langen 

Betts 

Findley 

Latta 

Blatnik 

Fino 

Lindsay 

Bolling 

Fisher 

Lipscomb 

.  Bolton 

Ford 

McCulloch 

Bow 

Gary 

McDonough 

Broomfield 

Gavin 

Mclntire 

Brown 

Goodell 

McVey 

Broyhill 

Goodling 

Macdonald 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Griffin 

MacGregor 

Cederberg 

Gross 

Mahon 

Chamberlain 

Gubser 

Mailliard 

Chenoweth 

Hall 

Marshall 

Church 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Clancy 

Harsha 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Collier 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Mason 

Colmer 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Mathias 

Meader 
Michel 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 
Minshall 
Moore 
Moorehead, 
Ohio 
Morse 
Mosher 
Nelsen 
Norblad 
Nygaard 
O’Konski 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Pelly 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Quie 
Ray 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Bailey 
Barrett 
.  Bass,  Tenn. 

Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 

Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Brademas 
Breeding 
Brooks,  Tex. 

Buckley 
Burke,  Ky. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burleson 
Byrne,  Pa. 

Cahill 
Cannon 
Carey 
Casey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Coad 
Cohelan 
Cook 
Cooley 
Corman 
Curtin 
Daddario 
Dague 
Daniels 
Davis,  John  W.  Lesinski 
Dawson  Libonati 


Reece 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Riehlman 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Roush 

Rousselot 

St.  George 

Saylor 

Schadeberg 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Schwengel  / 

Scranton 

Seely-Brown 

Shrlver 

Sibal 

Siler 

Smith,  Calif. 

Springer 

Stafford 

NAYS — 222 

Griffiths 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Haley 

Halpern 

Hansen 

Harding 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison,  Va. 
Healey 
Hebert 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Holifield 
Holland 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Inouye 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Joelson 


Steed 

Taber 


,/ 


Teague,  Calif/ 
Thompson,  N.J. 
Thomson, .^Tis. 
Tollefsoo 
Utt 

Van  Peit 

Van  Zandt 

Waggonner 

Wallhauser 

Weaver 

Weis 

Westland 

Whalley 

Wharton 

Widnall 

Williams 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Winstead 

Young 

Younger 


O’Hara,  Mich. 

Olsen 

O’Neill 

Patman 

Perkins 

Peterson 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Pike 

Pilcher 

Poage 

Powell 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Rains 

Randall 

Reifel 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Roberts,  Ala. 


Johnson,  Calif.  Roberts,  Tex. 
Johnson,  Md.  Rodino 


Johnson,  Wis. 

Jones  Ala. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kee 

Kelly 

Keogh 

King,  Calif. 

Kirwan 

Kitchin 

Kluczynski 

Komegay 

Kowalski 

Landrum 

Lane 

Lankford 

Lennon 


Delaney 
Dent 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Downing 
Doyle 
Julski 
dmondson 
Elliott 
Evetett 
Evins 
Fallof 
FascelP 
Finnegai 
Flynt 
Fogarty 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gathings 
Glaimo 
Gilbert 
Gonzalez 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 


Adair 
Addonizio 
Alford 
Bass,  N.H. 


McDowell 

McFall 

McMillan 

McSween 

Mack 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Matthews 

May 

Miller,  Clem 
Miller, 
George  P. 
Mills 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Montoya 


Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowslri 
Rutherford 
Ryan,  Mich. 
Ryan,  N.Y. 

St.  Germain 

Santangelo 

Scott 

Selden 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Shipley 

Short 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 
Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Teague,  Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Thornberry 
Toll 
Trimble 
Tuck 


Bennett,  Mich.  Bruce 
Blitch  Chiperfield 


Moorehead,  Pa.  Udall,  Morris  K. 
Morgan 
lorris 
forrison 
oss 

Mi  liter 
Murphy 
Murra 
Natch  et 
Nedzi 
Nix 

Norrell 
O’Brien,  Ill. 

O’Brien,  N.Y.'’ 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

NOT  VOTING — 4*1 

Boykin  Da\ 

Bray  Jatoes  C. 

Brewster  DavisITenn. 

Bromwell  Dowdy' 

Farbsteln 


Ullman 
Vanik 
Vinson 
Walter 
Watts 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Willis 
Wright 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 


Flood 
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zier  Kilburn 

Frefinghuysen  King,  Utah 
Garland 
Glenn\ 

HalleckN 
Hoffman, \] 

Horan 
Ichord,  Mo.' 


Laird 
Loser 
Merrow 
lich.  Moulder 
Riley 
Robison 


Roudebush 

Saund 

Stubblefield 

Thompson,  La. 

Tupper 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Yates 


otion  to  recommit  was  re- 


So  the 
jeeted. 

The  Clerk  ^nounced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  'tor,  with  Mr.  Davis  of 
Tennessee  against. 

Mr.  Bass  of  New  Hampshire  for,  with  Mrs. 
Riley  against. 

Mr.  Bray  for,  with  Mr.  Farbstein  against. 
Mr.  Alford  for,  with  Mr.  Sciund  against. 
Mr.  Laird  for,  with  Mr.  Brewster  against. 
Mr.  Kilburn  for,  with  Mr.  Lbser  against. 


Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Addonizio  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Ichord  of  Missouri  with  Mr.  Bennett 
of  Michigan. 

Mr.  King  of  Utah  with  Mr.  Tupper. 

Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Yates  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Stubblefield  with  Mr.  Bromwell. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Dowdy  with  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Flood  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 

Mrs.  Blitch  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  Indiana. 
Mr.  Boykin  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 


Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Addabbo 

Albert 

Alexander 

Andrews 

Anfuso 

Arends 

Ashmore 

Aspinall 

Auchincloss 

Avery 

Ayres 

Baker 

Baldwin 

Barrett 

Barry 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Bates 

Battin 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Belcher 

Bell 

Bennett,  Fla. 
Berry 
Betts 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Brademas 
Breeding 
Brooks,  Tex./ 
Broyhlll 
Buckley 
Burke, 

Burke,  Mass. 
Burleson 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Byrnes,  Wis. 


Cahill 

Cannon 

Carey 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 
Church 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Corman 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Daddario 
Dague 
Daniels 
Davis,  Job 
Dawson 
Delaney / 
Dent 

Derouilian 
Dom/nick 
Doiiobue 
imley 
Downing 
Doyle 
Dulski 
Durno 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Everett 
Evins 
Fallon 
FasceU 


Fenton 
Finnegan 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frledel 
Fulton 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathing 
Gavin , 

Giab 
Gilh/rt 
Gqedling 
ranahan 
“rant 
/Gray 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagan,  Ga. 
Hagen,  Calif. 
Haley 
Hall 
Halpem 
Hansen 
Harding 
Hardy 
Harris 

Harrison,  Va. 
Harrison,  Wyo. 
Harvey,  Ind. 
Harvey,  Mich. 
Hays 
Healey 
Hebert 
Henderson 


Herlong 
Hoeven 
Holland 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Inouye 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Joelson 


Milliken 

Mills 

Monagan 

Montoya 

Moore 

Moorehead, 

Ohio 

Moorhead,  Pa. 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Morse 


Johnson,  Calif.  Mosher 
Johnson,  Md.  Moss 
Johnson,  Wis. 

Jonas 


Mr.  SHELLEY  and  Mr.  LANE  changed 
their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  On  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas,  319,  nays  72,  not  voting  46, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  118] 

YEAS— 319 


Jones  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kee 
Keith 
Kelly 
Keogh 
King,  Calif. 
King,  N.Y. 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczynski 
Knox 
Kornegay 
Kowalski 
Kunkel 
Landrum 
Lane 
vLangen 
jankford 
L&tta 
Lehnon 
Lesmskl  « 
Liboilati 
Lipscohab 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McDowell 
McFall 
Mclntire 
McMillan 
McSween 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mack 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mailliard 
Martin,  Mass. 
Martin,  Nebr. 
Mathias 
Matthews 


Multer 

Murphy 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nelsen 

Nix 

Norbald 
Norrell 
Nygaard 
O’Brien,  IU. 
O’Brien,  N.Y. 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
Olsen 
O’Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Peterson 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pike 
Pilcher 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Poff 
Price 
Purcell 
Rains 
Randall 
Reece 
eifel 

odes,  Ariz., 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Rivera,  Al/ska 
Rivers\j.C. 


Robert 
Robev 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colc\ 
tiers,  Fla. 


Santangelo 

Schenck 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Schwengel 

Scott 

Scranton. 

Seely-Brown 

Selden 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Short 

Shriver 

Sibal 

Sikes 

Siler 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Miss. 

Smith,  Va. 

Spence 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Sullivan 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Thomas 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Thornberry 
Toll 
Trimble 
Tuck 

Udall,  Morrt 
Ullman 
Utt 

Van  Pelt) 

Van  Zsyfidt 
Vins 

Was/onner 
Waflhauser 
liter 
latta 
'Weaver 
Weis 

Westland 
Whalley 
Wharton 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wlckersham 
WidnaU 
Williams 
Willis 


May 

Rooney  ' 

\Wilson,  Calif. 

Meader  , 

^Rosenthal 

Winstead 

Miller,  Clem  / 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Wright 

Miller,  / 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Yotmger 

George  R/ 

St.  George 

Zablqckl 

Miller,  N.Y. 

St.  Germain 

NAYS— 72 

ZelenXp 

Alger/ 

Ellsworth 

O’KonskiX 

Andersen, 

Feighan 

Pillion  \ 

Minn. 

Findley 

Powell  \ 

Apderson,  Ill. 

Fogarty 

Pucinski  \ 

Ashbrook 

Goodell 

Quie 

•'Ashley 

Green,  Oreg. 

Ray 

Baring 

Gross 

Reuss 

Beermann 

Harsha 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Blatnik 

Hechter 

Roosevelt 

Bow 

Hemphill 

Rostenkowski 

Broomfield 

Hiestand 

Roush 

Brown 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Rousselot 

Casey 

Johansen 

Rutherford 

Chiperfield 

Kastenmeier 

Saylor 

Clancy 

Kearns 

Schadeberg 

Clark 

Kilgore 

Scherer 

Cook 

Kyi 

Shipley 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lindsay 

Taber 

Denton 

MacGregor 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Derwinski 

Mahon 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Devine 

Marshall 

Tollefson 

Diggs 

Michel 

Vanik 

Dingell 

Minshall 

Young 

Dole 

Moeller 

Dorn 

Morris 

NOT  VOTING — 46 

Adair 

Davis, 

Holifield 

Addonizio 

James  C. 

Horan 

Alford 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Bailey 

Dowdy 

Kilburn 

Bass,  N.H. 

Farbstein 

King,  Utah  ' 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Flood 

Laird 

Blitch 

Frazier 

Loser 

Boykin 

Frelinghuysen 

Mason 

Bray 

Garland 

Merrow 

Brewster 

Glenn 

Moulder 

BromweU 

Gonzalez 

Riley 

Bruce 

Halleck 

Robison 

Coad 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Roudebush 

Saund 
Stubblefield 
Teague,  Tex. 


Thompson,  La.  Wilson,  Injj 
Tupper  Yates 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  /following 

pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Laird  for,  with  Mr.  Bii$  against. 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  King  of  Utah  with  MY  Robison. 

Mr.  Brewster  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  wifn  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 
Mrs.  Riley  with  Mr.  Bruce. 

Mr.  Saund  with  Mr/wilson  of  Indiana. 

Mr,  Holifield  witl/Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Frazier  witVMr.  Tupper. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Ichord  pi  Missouri  with  Mr.  Roude¬ 
bush. 

Mr.  Alforc/with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Bailey  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Da/is  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr./Dowdy  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire/ 

It.  Yates  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan, 
fr.  Stubblefield  with  Mr.  Bromwell. 

'  Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
/Mason. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  un¬ 


avoidably  detained  and  was  not  able  to 
vote  on  the  last  rollcall.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  “yea.” 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  ab¬ 
sent  from  the  floor  on  the  last  rollcall. 
Had  I  present,  I  would  have  voted  “yea.” 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  115,  on  June  18,  1962,  a 
quorum  call,  I  was  recorded  as  absent. 
I  was  present,  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  the  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 


Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  678,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11222)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  in¬ 
come,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to 
the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable 
and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities 
for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  points  of  order  against  said  bill  as  they 
pertain  to  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Con¬ 
gress,  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
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and  continue  not  to  exceed  six  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-min¬ 
ute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider 
without  the  intervention  of  any  point  of 
order  the  amendments  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  now  printed  in 
the  bill  as  they  pertain  to  Public  Law  480, 
Eighty-third  Congress.  At  the  conclusion  of 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit.  After  the  passage 
of  the  bill  H.R.  11222,  it  shall  be  in  order 
in  the  House  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  S.  3225  and  to  move  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  said 
Senate  bill  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
provisions  contained  in  H.R.  11222  as  passed 
by  the  House. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  and,  pending  that,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ordinarily  when  I  have 
charge  of  a  rule  I  do  not  argue  the  merits 
of  a  bill.  The  rule  on  this  bill  is  quite 
clear.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 
very  controversial  farm  bill.  The  rule 
provides  for  lengthy  general  debate,  6 
hours.  It  provides  for  waiving  points  of 
order  against  the  provisions  that  modify 
Public  Law  480.  It  is,  otherwise,  an  open 
rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  customary  in  the 
House  Chamber  when  a  Member  repre¬ 
senting  a  city  district  has  the  temerity 
to  discuss  agriculture  to  assume  that 
obviously  because  he  represents  a  city, 
he  cannot  know  anything  about  agricul¬ 
ture.  I  notice,  however,  that  when  we 
have  other  matters  of  legislation — per¬ 
haps  labor  legislation — that  we  suddenly 
have  a  great  many  farm  boys  who  are 
experts  on  labor.  I  happen  to  represent 
a  city,  the  city  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.  The 
reason  that  I  have  always  been  inter¬ 
ested  in  agriculture  is  that  I  can  tell  from 
the  Federal  Reserve  Retail  Sales  Index 
how  agriculture  in  our  area  is  doing. 
As  soon  as  agriculture  is  more  pros¬ 
perous,  that  fact  shows  up  in  the  figures 
on  department  store  sales.  Also,  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  serving  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  on  the  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  served  on  several  oc¬ 
casions  as  chairman  of  its  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Economic  Policy.  On  one 
occasion  we  spent  a  number  of  years 
dealing  with  what  we  call  United  States- 
Soviet  economic  comparisons.  We  dis¬ 
covered  rather  earlier  than  many  people 
in  this  country  that  the  Soviet  Union 
was  capable  of  doing  a  great  many  things 
quite  well,  not  just  in  the  field  of  rockets, 
but  in  various  other  fields  such  as  heavy 
industry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  one  great  flaw  in  the 
Communist  system  to  date  has  been  its 
inability  to  master  the  production  of 
agricultural  commodities.  We  see  fam¬ 
ine  in  China;  we  see  agricultural  diffi¬ 
culties  still  in  Russia,  more  than  40  years 
afiter  the  so-called  revolution.  We,  on 
the  other  hand,  are  embarrassed  by  our 
riches.  We  are  made  to  appear  in  the 


eyes  of  the  world  as  something  close  to 
idiots.  We  have  had  a  greater  techno¬ 
logical  revolution  in  agriculture  than  we 
have  had  in  any  field.  We  in  this  Con¬ 
gress,  we  in  the  U.S.  Government,  under 
a  whole  array  of  administrations,  have 
been  unable  to  turn  this  great  richness 
into  a  positive  asset.  The  reason  that  we 
have  not  turned  it  into  a  positive  asset 
is  that  some  people  have  thought  that 
we  could  have  our  cake  and  eat  it  too. 

We  in  the  cities  have  pretty  consist¬ 
ently  supported  farm  legislation.  We 
have  supported  legislation  which  we 
thought  would  benefit  the  farmer  be¬ 
cause  we  recognize  that  the  farmer  is  a 
market  for  our  manufactured  goods.  But 
we  can  no  longer  continue  supporting 
both  the  farmer  and  the  surpluses  that 
the  farmer  produces. 

I  choose  to  speak  on  this  bill  because 
this  is  the  first  bill  on  agriculture  in  a 
very  long  time  which  attends  to  both  the 
problems.  It  attempts  to  give  the  farmer 
an  income  floor.  I  do  not  propose  to  go 
into  the  details  of  all  the  titles,  but  it 
very  clearly  is  intended  to  give  the  farm¬ 
er  a  decent  floor  under  his  income.  But, 
beyond  that,  it  moves  to  eliminate  the 
surpluses,  the  surpluses  which  are  a  glut 
on  our  market,  which  are  a  glut  on  the 
world  market,  and  which  are  an  embar¬ 
rassment  to  us  in  foreign  affairs.  Think 
what  the  people  around  the  world  think 
of  the  United  States  when  they  look  at 
our  agricultural  program;  the  greatest 
technological  revolution  of  modern 
times,  the  U.S.  revolution  in  agricultural 
production,  turned  into  a  curse  because 
we  have  not  been  able  to  manage  it, 
turned  into  a  curse  which  overhangs  the 
domestic  market,  which  costs  the  gen¬ 
eral  taxpayers  literally  billions  of  dollars 
over  a  period  of  time  and  makes  us  ridic¬ 
ulous  in  the  world,  a  world  in  which  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  people  starve  and 
we  allow  our  surpluses  to  deteriorate ;  a 
world  in  which  they  read  of  speculators 
manipulating  to  get  illgotten  gains. 

It  seems  to  me  very  clear — and  this  is 
the  reason  I  must  speak  on  this  bill — 
that  this  may  very  well  be  our  last  chance 
to  get  an  effective  agricultural  program. 

If  in  the  debate  on  this  issue  it  be¬ 
comes  a  purely  partisan  issue,  it  seems 
to  me  that  there  will  be  a  real  revolt  of 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country.  Farmers 
are  important,  but  they  represent  a  de¬ 
creasing  segment  of  the  population.  A 
smaller  and  smaller  number  of  farmers 
produce  more  and  more.  And  unless  we 
here  in  the  Congress  and  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  are  wise  enough  to  provide’ 
a  solution  which  will  give  to  the  farmer 
a  floor  but  at  the  same  time  prevent  these 
insane  surpluses,  we  will  not  have  an 
agricultural  program  for  many  more 
years.  I  would  regret  to  see  that  day 
come.  But  these  surpluses,  this  expense, 
will  soon  be  too  much. 

The  reason  I  very  strongly  support 
this  resolution  and  this  bill  is  that  I 
feel  that  this  particular  bill  which  this 
resolution  makes  in  order,  for  the  first 
time  in  many  years,  is  a  realistic  ap¬ 
proach  to  solving  a  problem  which  is 
critical  on  the  domestic  front  and  equally 
critical  in  the  foreign  field. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 
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Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  BROWN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  good 
friend  and  distinguished  colleague  on 
the  Rules  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bolling],  has  clearly 
explained  this  rule.  As  a  Representa¬ 
tive  who  comes  from  not  only  a  great 
agricultural  district,  but  also  from  a 
great  industrial  district,  and  as  one  who 
has  for  many  years  owned  and  operated 
several  fairly  good  Ohio  farms,  I  wel¬ 
come  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  as 
one  of  those  who  understands  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  agriculture.  However,  I  should 
like  to  remind  him,  because  I  have  a 
warm  spot  in  my  heart  for  Kansas  City — 
that  is  where  I  buy  my  feeder  calves,  out 
in  the  Kansas  City  market,  and  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  is  well  aware  of  that 
great  livestock  market  in  his  home  city — 
that  he  is  incorrect  in  his  statement 
that  if  this  legislation  is  not  enacted  we 
will  not  have  any  farm  program  for  a 
long  while  to  come,  because,  unless  this 
legislation  is  enacted,  I  understand,  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958  will  remain  in 
effect,  and  therefore  we  will  continue 
under  the  present  law  now  on  the  statute 
books. 

I  have  read  and  studied  the  report  on 
the  bill  we  have  before  us,  and  have 
listened  to  the  testimony  in  the  Rules 
Committee,  and  in  my  opinion  this  par¬ 
ticular  measure  is  one  of  the  worst  legis¬ 
lative  monstrosities  which  has  been 
brought  to  the  floor  of  this  House  in 
many  and  many  a  year;  in  fact,  it  is 
such  a  poorly  drawn  and  such  a  ques¬ 
tionable  measure  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  under  the  dominant  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina — and  he  is  a  dominant  figure,  and 
centainly  anyone  who  could  put  over 
this  sugar  bill  that  just  went  through 
the  House  has  a  great  deal  of  leadership 
and  considerable  dominance — that  the 
gentleman’s  own  committee  gagged  on 
this  bill  three  times  before  it  was  pos¬ 
sible  to  obtain  a  sufficient  number  of 
votes  to  report  the  bill  out  of  commit¬ 
tee.  Even  then  it  was  reported  by  the 
margin  of  but  one  vote,  and  cloakroom 
whispers  have  it  that  that  vote  was  ob¬ 
tained  with  the  understanding  the  re¬ 
luctant  gentleman  who  voted  to  report 
the  bill  would  not  have  to  support  the 
measure  when  it  came  to  the  floor. 

Some  of  us  have  served  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  a  considerable  number  of  years 
have  learned  to  rely  more  or  less  on 
what  we  call  the  grapevine  telegraph. 
Up  here  on  Capitol  Hill  it  carries  whis¬ 
pers  and  rumors  and  stories  about  what 
is  going  to  happen  in  connection  with 
various  legislative  bills  brought  up  for 
attention  on  the  floor  of  this  body. 
The  grapevine  telegraph  has  been  sound¬ 
ing  off  rather  loud  and  clear  in  the  last 
24  or  48  hours  that  when  we  reach  the 
proper  place  in  the  consideration  of  this 
bill,  under  the  5 -minute  rule,  some  of 
the  leaders  of  this  House,  or  at  least 
men  of  great  substance  and  dominating 
influence,  will  rise  in  their  places  and 
offer  certain  amendments  to  strike  out 
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of  this  measure  some  of  the  controversial 
provisions  now  contained  in  it,  in  the 
belief  and  on  the  theory  that  after  their 
amendments  are  accepted  it  will  not  be 
too  difficult  to  get  the  leadership  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  accept 
some  of  these  amendments  under  pres¬ 
ent  conditions.  I  say  this  because  the 
whispers  have  had  it  that  this  measure 
has  been  in  trouble  for  some  time  here  in 
the  House,  which  is  perhaps  the  reason 
the  measure  was  not  called  up  as  orig¬ 
inally  scheduled  last  week,  but  instead 
consideration  was  put  over  until  this 
week  so  certain  arrangements  could  be 
made,  to-wit,  for  the  offering  of  certain 
amendments  that  will  be  adopted  here 
to  sweeten  up  this  rather  obnoxious 
legislation  as  much  as  it  can  be  sweet¬ 
ened  up,  so  to  get  a  sufficient  number  of 
votes  to  pass  it  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  send  it  to  conference  where — 
and  I  am  sure  you  can  depend  upon 
this — the  plan  will  be  to  reinstate  all  of 
the  provisions  of  the  present  measure 
and  to  give  to  bureaucratic  government 
here  in  Washington,  and  specially  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Freeman, 
if  you  wish  to  name  names,  the  power, 
the  authority  and  the  means  to  dominate 
and  to  control  the  activities  on  every 
farm,  almost  without  exception,  through 
the  length  and  breadth  of  our  beloved 
America. 

That  is  exactly  what  will  be  done. 
And,  of  course,  in  my  opinion,  any  person 
who  believes  in  liberty  and  freedom — 
not  for  the  farmer  but  for  all  Ameri¬ 
cans,  should  vote  against  this  bill.  Re¬ 
member,  if  we  can  take  liberty  and  free¬ 
dom  away  from  those  who  till  the  soil, 
the  next  step  will  be  to  take  liberty  and 
freedom  and  the  right  to  conduct  their 
own  business,  away  from  others  who  are 
engaged  in  other  forms  of  free  enter¬ 
prise  here  in  America.  If  you  vote  for 
this  kind  of  legislation  you  will  be  spell¬ 
ing  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  that 
which  we  have  always  held  precious  here 
in  this  Republic,  from  the  days  of  our 
Founding  Fathers,  the  free  enterprise 
system  under  which  a  man  might  go 
out  on  his  own,  make  good,  and  take  his 
losses  or  his  winnings,  as  they  may  come 
his  way,  according  to  his  ability,  his  will¬ 
ingness  to  work,  and  to  do  that  which 
is  necessary  to  make  a  success  in  life. 

Personally,  I  do  not  want  a  controlled 
agriculture.  Personally,  I  do  not  believe 
any  one  bureaucrat  in  Washington 
should  be  given  the  power  and  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  this  bill,  because  if 
you  will  read  this  measure  carefully, 
you  will  find,  in  paragraph  after  para¬ 
graph,  in  section  after  section,  there  is 
nothing  but  grants  of  power  and  au¬ 
thority — that  “the  Secretary  may  deter¬ 
mine”;  that  “the  Secretary  may  do  this 
or  that”;  that  “the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
cide”;  that  “in  his  discretion  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  have  the  authority  to  do  so- 
and-so.”  Just  read  the  measure  and 
then  counsel  with  your  own  conscience, 
and  not  with  this  horde  of  lobbyists  run¬ 
ning  around  Capitol  Hill  in  support  of 
this  legislation — and  decide  for  yourself 
just  how  you  should  vote. 

While  I  am  at  it,  I  would  like  to  say 
something  else  that  has  been  on  my  chest 


for  a  good  while.  In  all  the  years  I  have 
been  here,  I  have  never  seen  a  session 
of  the  Congress  in  which  there  have  been 
more  lobbyists  at  work  on  Capitol  Hill 
than  during  this  particular  session.  I 
served  on  the  special  House  committee 
that  investigated  lobbying  activities  a 
few  years  ago,  and  I  would  like  to  add, 
I  am  convinced,  from  my  experience  and 
my  knowledge,  that  the  greatest  lobby 
we  have  at  work  in  America  today  is 
not  private  enterprise — it  is  not  some 
special  interest — it  is  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  various 
agencies  and  departments  thereof,  who 
do  their  lobbying  at  the  expense  of  the 
taxpayer  in  an  effort  to  control,  influ¬ 
ence,  and  direct  legislative  activity  here 
on  Capitol  Hill  so  such  public  officials 
may  continue  to  obtain  and  wield  more 
and  more  power  over  the  people  of 
America. 

The  time  has  come  in  my  opinion,  in 
connection  with  this  particular  piece  of 
legislation  that  we  demonstrate  our  in¬ 
dependence  and  vote  it  down,  just  to  con¬ 
vince  those  who  seek  more  and  more 
power  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  will  protect  the  proper  interests 
not  only  of  the  American  people  gen¬ 
erally,  but  of  the  individual  citizen  as 
well,  by  refusing  to  grant  more  and 
greater  dictatorial  power  to  Washington 
bureaucracy,  by  refusing  to  centralize 
more  power  in  the  Government  here  in 
Washington  and  by  saying  plainly,  we 
will  decide  for  ourselves,  and  permit 
others  to  decide  for  themselves,  what 
their  actions  and  course  of  conduct  may 
be  in  connection  with  agriculture  or  any 
other  proper  activity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  for  a  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  and  include 
extraneous  material.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker, 
under  existing  law,  the  1958  Feed  Grains 
Act,  which  was  in  effect  in  1959  and 
1960,  will  spring  back  into  effect  unless 
this  Congress  passes  other  legislation. 
This  is  the  approach  under  which  the 
Billie  Sol  Estes  type  operations  grew 
and  grew  at  Government  expense.  Every 
bushel  of  grain  sorghum  in  those  bins 
was  grown  under  a  no-allotment  ap¬ 
proach.  If  that  law  comes  back  into 
effect,  we  can  expect  to  see  a  Billie  Sol 
type  structure  at  every  comer. 

Last  year  we  passed  the  emergency 
feed  grains  bill,  which  suspended  the 
1958  act  and  has  reduced  cost  to  tax¬ 
payer's,  increased  farm  income  and  pro¬ 
vided  a  market  for  some  grain  that  was 
in  storage.  While  this  kind  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  cannot  operate  successfully  after 
the  carryover  is  reduced  to  normal,  it 
could  operate  successfully  for  1  or  2 
more  years. 

While  neither  the  farmers  nor  the 
taxpayers  should  want  to  go  back  to  the 
low  support-no  allotment  1958  act  that 
ran  up  Government  costs  and  overloaded 
Government  bins,  I  think  the  most  out¬ 
standing  producers  of  food  in  the  world 
are  entitled  to  another  year  under  a  vol¬ 
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untary  program  before  holding  a  refer¬ 
endum. 

I  am  proposing  an  amendment  which 
would  prevent  the  use  of  history  as  the 
sole  criterion  for  determining  allotments, 
and  allotments  must  be  adjusted  in  any 
permanent  program.  There  is  not  ade¬ 
quate  time  between  now  and  August  20 
to  pass  this  bill,  adjust  allotments,  dis¬ 
seminate  full  information  as  to  its  effect 
on  each  faim,  and  prepare  for  a  refer¬ 
endum.  I  have  also  prepared  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  make  the  program 
voluntary  for  next  year,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  favorably  consider  these 
proposals. 

I  am  in  favor  of  amending  farm  legis¬ 
lation  to  help  make  supply  balance  with 
demand  so  that  farmers  will  not  be 
penalized  so  much  for  being  efficient  pro¬ 
ducers  and  so  as  to  reduce  costs  to  the 
taxpayers  at  the  same  time.  This  kind 
of  legislation  can  be  developed  but  as  a 
basis,  we  need  to  have  the  facts  concern¬ 
ing  existing  legislation  on  basic  com¬ 
modities.  There  has  been  a  great  deal 
of  talk  about  the  feed  grains  problem 
and  we  do  have  such  a  problem,  but  I 
think  it  has  been  exaggerated  in  com¬ 
parison  to  other  crops. 

The  volume  of  feed  grains  produced 
and  needed  in  this  country  is  great  be¬ 
cause  they  provide  the  basic  source  of 
nutrients  that  are  converted  in  protein 
products  such  as  meat,  poultry,  and 
dairy  products;  however,  the  cost  in  re¬ 
lation  to  value  is  not  as  great  as  on  some 
other  commodities.  I  have  obtained 
calculations  of  these  costs  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  study  them  while  consider¬ 
ing  alternate  programs.  The  primary 
source  of  these  figures  is  the  Library  of 
Congress.  They  are  as  follows: 

Cost  op  Price  Supports  in  Relation  to 

Value  of  Production  in  Recent  Periods 

In  the  fiscal  year  1960-61  realized  losses  on 
CCC  inventory  transactions,  including  re¬ 
sealing  and  interest  expenses  (under  ac¬ 
counting  procedures  adopted  June  30,  1961), 
plus  export  subsidies  and  Section  32  funds 
used  for  price  support  operations  and  value 
of  production  for  feedgrains,  wheat,  and  cot¬ 
ton,  were  as  follows : 


CCC 
inventory 
losses  and 
subsidies 

Value  of 
production 

Price  sup¬ 
port  costs 
as  a  per¬ 
centage  Qf 
value  of 
production 

Million s 

Millions 

Feed  grains _ 

.$452 

$5,372 

R.  4 

Wheat _ 

239 

2,253 

10  6 

Cotton _ 

330 

2,634 

12.5 

Sales  of  wheat  and  other  products  for  local 
currencies  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480 
are  not  included  as  a  part  of  Government 
costs  in  the  above  figures.  Wheat  price  sup¬ 
port  costs  especially  would  have  been  much 
higher  if  the  cost  of  Public  Law  480,  title  I, 
sales  had  been  included. 

In  1961  cash  receipts  from  the  sale  of  feed 
crops,  livestock,  and  livestock  products  to¬ 
taled  $22.1  billion.  Feed  grain  price  sup¬ 
ports  (and  storage  programs)  have  stabilized 
and  prevented  further  declines  in  all  feed 
crop  and  livestock  prices. 

Feed  grain  price  support  costs  in  1961  were 
only  2  percent  of  the  value  of  the  feed  crops, 
livestock,  and  livestock  products  marketed. 
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In  the  3-year  period  1959-61,  price  sup¬ 
port  costs  and  value  of  production  for  feed 
grains,  wheat,  and  cotton,  were  as  follows: 


Average 

annual 

price 

support 

costs 

Average 
annual 
value  of 
produc¬ 
tion 

Price 
support 
costs  as 
a  percent¬ 
age  of 
value  of 
production 

Millions 

Millions 

Feed  grains _ 

$439 

$5,623 

8 

Wheat _ 

250 

2,112 

12 

Cotton _ 

315 

2,512 

12 

The  above  figures  are  comparable  to  those 
for  1960-61  and  do  not  include  the  cost  of 
Public  Law  480,  title  I,  sales. 

The  cost  of  feed  grain  price  supports  for 
this  3-year  period  as  a  percentage  of  the 
value  of  feed  crops,  livestock,  and  livestock 
marketed  is  3  percent. 

In  the  9-year  period  1953-61  price  support 
costs  averaged  slightly  lower  for  both  feed 
grains  and  cotton  as  a  percentage  of  the 
value  of  their  production  than  in  the  most 
recent  years.  The  9-year  average  price  sup¬ 
port  costs  and  value  of  production  of  feed 
grains,  wheat,  and  cotton,  were  as  follows: 


Average 

annual 

price 

support 

costs 

Average 
annual 
value  of 
produc¬ 
tion 

Price 
support 
costs  as 
a  percent¬ 
age  of 
value  of 
production 

Millions 

Millions 

Feed  grains . . 

$296 

$5,  824 

5 

Wheat _ 

233 

1,994 

12 

Cotton _ 

195 

2,502 

8 

The  9-year  average  cost  of  feed  grain  price 
supports  was  only  about  1  percent  of  the 
value  of  feed  crops,  livestock,  and  livestock 
products  marketed. 

Estimated  costs  of  price  support  programs 
for  1963  as  a  percentage  of  value  of  pro¬ 
duction 

Percent 


Cotton _ 11 

Bice _ 17 

Tobacco _  1 

Peanuts _ 13.  5 

Wheat: 

No  new  legislation,  return  to  1960 

program _ 43 

President’s  proposal: 

(1)  No  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 

stocks _ 33 

(2)  After  credit  for  CCC  sales  from 

stocks _ 15 

Feed  grains: 

No  new  legislation,  return  to  1960 

program _ 13 

President’s  proposal,  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram: 

(1)  No  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 

inventory _  9.  5 

(2)  After  credit  for  CCC  sales  from 

stocks _  1 

Dairy: 

No  new  legislation _ 11 

President’s  proposal _  5.  6 


These  estimates  take  into  account  only  the 
additional  costs  of  continuing  price  supports 
for  1963  and  omit  the  carrying  and  handling 
charges  on  stocks  acquired  in  earlier  years. 

Although  not  covered  in  the  letter,  using 
a  similar  approach,  cost  of  continuing  the 
current  voluntary  feed  grain  program  for 
1963,  with  no  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 
stocks  would  be  about  15  percent  of  the 
value  the  feed  grains  produced,  after  credit 
for  CCC  sales  the  cost  would  be  about  8  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  feed  grains  produced 
and  about  2  percent  of  the  value  of  feed 


crops,  livestock,  and  livestock  products  mar¬ 
keted. 

(In  estimating  the  cost  of  feed  grains 
price  support  programs  for  1963,  U.SD.A.  as¬ 
sumed  even  higher  yields  than  those  ob¬ 
tained  in  1961  with  the  most  favorable 
weather  in  30  years.  Had  they  used  lower 
yield  estimates,  price  support  costs  would 
have  been  estimated  lower  for  all  alternative 
feed  grain  programs.) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Avery]. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
morning  when  the  most  amicable  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  up  in  the  Rules  Committee,  I 
said:  “Well,  good  morning,  Mr.  Cooley; 
what  have  you  this  morning?” 

He  said:  “I  have  a  good  bill  here  this 
morning.” 

I  said:  “It  will  be  refreshing  to  have  a 
good  bill.  This  is  the  first  one  you  have 
brought  us  this  year.” 

He  said:  “I  agree  with  you.” 

I  do  not  know  whether  he  quite  under¬ 
stood  the  full  import  of  his  statement  or 
not,  but  I  could  only  interpret  that  to 
mean  that  he  thought  the  agriculture 
bill  he  brought  there  was  not  very  good 
either.  He  may  have  some  explanation 
to  make  in  the  colloquy  which  will  follow 
here. 

I  regret  I  heard  only  part  of  what  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  had  to  say.  I 
was  called  off  the  floor,  and  I  did  not 
hear  all  of  his  remarks.  But  he  com¬ 
menced  his  remarks  by  way  of  making 
an  explanation  as  to  why,  representing 
a  metropolitan  area,  he  took  the  floor  to 
defend  or  to  explain  a  piece  of  farm  leg¬ 
islation.  That  is  entirely  in  conformity 
with  the  format  of  this  administration. 
That  is,  to  have  persons  without  practi¬ 
cal  experience  speaking  for  an  industry 
or  submitting  economic  advice.  Few  if 
any  of  the  economic  advisers  to  the 
President  have  ever  had  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  meeting  a  payroll  or  securing  nec¬ 
essary  financing.  So  I  think  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  consistent  that  a  Member  from  the 
city  should  undertake  to  explain  a  farm 
biU. 

I  am  sure  it  wiU  be  no  surprise  to 
Members  of  the  House  when  I  announce 
my  opposition  to  this  bill.  It  naturally 
follows  that  I  would  be  opposed  to  the 
rule  but  I  know  from  a  practical  stand¬ 
point  it  would  be  futile  to  oppose  the 
adoption  of  the  rule. 

I  deplore  the  cynical  statements  that 
have  been  made  by  persons  high  in  the 
administration  and  persons  close  to  the 
administration  that  all  opposition  to  this 
discriminatory  bill  stems  from  purely 
partisan  politics.  On  several  occasions 
Members  have  stood  in  this  well  to  beg 
the  House  not  to  approve  legislation  that 
they  described  as  discriminating  against 
the  area  that  they  represent.  I  submit, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  never  been  a  bill 
that  has  been  more  discriminatory,  more 
arbitrary,  and  more  adverse  to  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  than  is  this  so-called  Food 
and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962. 

Historically,  why  do  we  have  a  farm 
program?  There  are  three  basic  rea¬ 
sons:  First,  to  stabilize  farm  income; 
second,  to  keep  supply  and  demand  In 
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a  reasonable  balance;  and,  third,  to 
preserve  through  a  normal  granary  plan 
a  reasonable  amount  of  food  reserve,  it 
appears  now  there  may  be  a  fourth  rea¬ 
son  for  this  farm  program;  that  reason 
being  to  further  extend  the  big  brother 
policy  to  agriculture.  We  have  recently 
seen  this  administration  inject  the  coer¬ 
cion  of  the  Executive  into  the  price 
and  wage  field;  we  have  been  warned 
that  it  will  seek  the  power  to  arbitrarily 
establish  tax  rates;  and  so  there  is  every 
reason  to  believe  that  this  bill  repre¬ 
sents  a  further  manifestation  of  Execu¬ 
tive  pov/er  thrust,  now  in  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  agriculture. 

You  may  say  that  this  is  purely  a 
partisan  statement.  That  is  simply  not 
true.  I  think  it  is  self-evident  in  the 
majority  report  that  the  usual  reasons 
for  an  agricultural  program  are  absent 
in  the  justification  for  this  bill.  Let  us 
take  the  feed  grain  section.  There  are 
approximately  102  million  acres  an¬ 
nually  planted  to  feed  grain.  This  bill 
would  provide  for  a  20-percent  manda¬ 
tory  reduction  in  those  acres,  which 
would  mean  that  approximately  23 
million  acres  would  be  forced  out  of  pro¬ 
duction.  But  what  will  go  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  under  the  present  progam? 
Under  existing  contracts,  nearly  27 
million  acres  are  out  of  production  under 
the  soil  bank  program,  and  25  million 
acres  were  voluntarily  retired  under  the 
feed  grain  program  of  1961,  for  a  total 
of  45  million  acres  that  have  been  volun¬ 
tarily  taken  out  of  production.  If  this 
bill  becomes  law,  the  soil  bank  contracts 
commence  to  retire,  and  the  base  acreage 
eligible  for  planting,  becomes  manda¬ 
tory  instead  of  voluntary.  The  only  pos¬ 
sible  conclusion  is  that  there  will  be 
actually  less  acres  taken  out  of  produc¬ 
tion  under  the  bill  than  was  diverted  in 
1962. 

I  mentioned  discrimination.  In  order 
to  pass  this  bill,  it  is  quite  evident  that 
the  administration  was  compelled  to 
agree  to  a  so-called  deficit-area  provi¬ 
sion.  This  is  a  nebulous  authority  given 
to  the  Secretary  to  designate  certain 
States  as  deficit  feed  grain  States,  and 
under  this  bill  they  would  be  exempt 
from  the  mandatory  feed  grain  provision. 
These  deficit  States  total  32,  many  of 
which  are  located  in  the  South  and  on 
the  eastern  seaboard.  By  setting  out 
this  large  block  of  States  and  retaining 
the  restrictive  features  of  this  bill  to  18 
largely  Midwestern  States,  apparently 
the  administration  hoped  to  be  able  to 
obtain  the  necessary  votes  to  complete 
their  sacking  of  agriculture.  There  was 
a  rumor  about  this  Chamber  yesterday 
that  even  the  deficit  area  provision  was 
not  enough  to  muster  the  necessary 
votes,  and  that  the  original  25-acre  ex¬ 
emption  in  the  bill  had  been  increased 
to  40  acres.  This  was  supposed  to  en¬ 
tice  enough  other  votes  to  secure  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill.  There  may  be  other 
amendments  also,  just  for  a  cushion  on 
the  vote. 

An  example  of  how  this  discrimination 
will  work  is  very  simple.  Livestock  or 
dairy  farmers  in  Colorado  or  Wiscon- 
son  or  Oklahoma  that  raise  all  of  their 
feed  can  continue  to  operate  as  usual.  A 
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farmer  of  similar  operations  in  Kansas, 
Missouri,  and  seven  other  Midwestern 
States  will  be  compelled  to  reduce  his 
feed  grain  production  to  20  percent,  just 
because  he  did  not  elect  to  farm  in  one 
of  the  32  magic  States. 

Finally,  on  feed  grains.  I  am  one 
Member  that  has  refrained  from  the 
current  sport  of  reciting  Billie  Sol  Estes 
stories  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  Frank¬ 
ly,  I  must  admit  that  I  have  enjoyed 
some  of  the  references  that  have  been 
delivered  from  this  well,  but  I  did  not 
think  these  stories  reflected  any  credit 
on  the  great  American  industry  of  agri¬ 
culture.  Now  there  has  been  an  effort 
on  the  part  of  various  persons  in  this 
administration  to  twist  various  findings 
in  the  Estes  case  into  support  for  this 
bill.  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  this 
bill  is  passed  the  stage  will  be  set  for 
many  other  Billie  Sol  Estes  conspir¬ 
acies.  As  long  as  a  feed  grain  program 
remains  voluntary,  there  is  no  incentive 
nor  any  motivation  for  capitalizing  on 
feed  grain  acreage  allotments  If  this 
bill  passes,  immediately  every  one  of  the 
100  million  acres  of  feed  grain  allotments 
will  become  attractive  prizes  and  fair 
game  for  another  Billie  Sol  Estes.  His 
name  may  not  be  Billie  Sol  Estes,  and 
he  may  not  be  from  Texas,  his  exploita¬ 
tion  may  not  cover  all  the  front  pages 
of  the  daily  press,  but  you  may  be  sure 
there  will  be  some  ingenious  operator 
who  will  capitalize  on  the  premiums  re¬ 
lated  to  these  acreage  allotments. 

In  respect  to  wheat.  Wheat  has  be¬ 
come  the  favorite  whipping  boy  for  all 
of  the  adversaries  of  agriculture.  Be¬ 
cause  of  most  unusual  climatic  condi¬ 
tions  that  have  prevailed  in  the  wheat- 
producing  areas  for  the  past  5  or  6  years, 
plus  the  trespass  of  5,000  new  farmers 
a  year  into  the  wheat-producing  indus¬ 
try,  we  have  accumulated  what  has  been 
described,  and  we  recognize  to  be,  a  con¬ 
siderable  surplus.  And  these  5,000  new 
wheat  farmers  have  come  from  States 
which  historically  have  not  been  wheat- 
producing  areas.  Last  year  this  admin¬ 
istration  proposed  a  10 -percent  cut  in 
all  wheat  allotments.  I  supported  that 
proposal  because  I  recognized  our  wheat 
supply  was  approaching  an  unmanage¬ 
able  surplus,  but  I  vehemently  object  to 
subjecting  wheat  producers  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  10-percent  cut  when  we  have  not 
even  harvested  one  crop  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  we  passed  last  year. 

There  is  every  reason  to  believe  we 
have  turned  the  corner  on  the  years  of 
miracle  yields  per  acre  due  to  ideal 
weather  conditions.  It  was  suggested 
to  the  Rules  Committee  that  the  Okla¬ 
homa  crop  was  down  40  million  bushels 
this  year.  Some  reliable  spokesmen 
from  Kansas  have  estimated  that  our 
crop  will  be  from  65  to  100  million  bush¬ 
els  less  than  we  harvested  in  1961.  That 
would  be  approximately  a  30-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  Kansas  wheat  production.  I 
think  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that 
this  is  going  to  be  generally  the  pattern 
clear  across  the  Wheat  Belt. 

If  this  becomes  a  reality,  and  evalu¬ 
ated  with  reports  of  our  increasing  an¬ 
nual  exportation  of  wheat,  it  is  quite 
possible  that  instead  of  having  an  un¬ 
manageable  carryover  of  1,300  million 


bushels  of  wheat,  we  could  very  conceiv¬ 
ably  have  a  carryover  of  less  than  1  bil¬ 
lion  bushels.  Despite  all  of  the  irrespon¬ 
sible  accusations  that  have  been  made 
against  the  wheat  supply,  our  present 
level  of  carryover  is  barely  equal  to  1 
year’s  requirement  for  consumption  of 
U.S.  wheat. 

Because  of  deteriorating  producing 
conditions  around  the  world,  now  the 
United  States  is  the  only  country  that  is 
considered  to  have  a  surplus  of  wheat. 
Argentina,  Canada,  and  all  of  the  other 
major  wheat-producing  countries  are 
considered  to  have  only  a  bare  mini¬ 
mum  of  what  they  consider  necessary  for 
a  stable  carryover  supply. 

There  is  also  discrimination  in  the 
wheat  provision  in  this  bill.  Under  the 
present  Wheat  Act,  a  State’s  share  of 
the  national  allotment  has  been  based  on 
a  10-year  history  of  production.  This 
bill  proposes  to  reduce  those  base  years 
to  5.  This  means  that  Kansas  and 
other  major  producing  wheat  States 
would  not  be  subjected  to  20  percent 
reduction  but  to  an  amount  in  excess  of 
20  percent.  In  Kansas,  this  would 
amount  to  a  100,000-acre  penalty  below 
what  would  occur  from  a  straight  20- 
percent  reduction.  Maybe  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  this  100,000  acres  to  other 
States  may  have  been  another  incentive 
to  securing  votes  for  this  bill. 

In  answer  to  the  critics  that  say  the 
Members  of  my  side  of  the  aisle  are 
merely  out  to  emasculate  this  bill,  let  me 
say  this:  I  took  the  floor  to  support  the 
now  majority  leader  in  his  effort  to  pass 
the  1962  wheat  program.  I  also  voted  for 
the  present  voluntary  feed  grain  reduc¬ 
tion  program.  We  were  told  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  they  had  been  very 
successful  in  bringing  about  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  this  administration.  If  this  is 
true  why  can  we  simply  not  sustain 
those  programs  for  1  more  year?  This 
was  the  recommendation  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  in  the  other  body,  and 
l  am  certain  that  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  of  this  body  would  have  agreed 
to  such  a  proposal  without  the  4-week 
deferment  on  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor  because  of  the  lack  of  support  in 
the  committee  for  the  bill  as  it  appears 
today. 

Since  such  a  proposal  was  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in 
the  other  body,  it  was  apparently  the 
original  judgment  of  a  majority  of  the 
members  on  the  House  committee.  It  is 
certainly  the  judgment  of  all  the  farmers 
in  the  Midwest.  What  other  conclusion 
can  be  reached  other  than  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  determined  to  pass  this 
bill  to  further  extend  the  control  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  more  particu¬ 
larly  this  administration,  into  the  field  of 
economics,  in  this  case  agriculture.  This 
bill  should  be  soundly  defeated  and  the 
committee  can  resubmit  to  the  House  a 
bill  that  does  not  destroy  the  economic 
position  and  the  constitutional  preroga¬ 
tives  of  the  American  farmer. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  NelsenI. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  hear 
a  lot  of  talk  about  equal  time,  in  the 
debate  on  the  sugar  bill  our  very  lovable 


friend,  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
Billy  Matthews,  recited  a  little  poem 
that  I  think  was  particularly  pleasing 
and  amusing.  I  wish  to  avail  myself  of 
equal  time  with  a  reply. 

Here  is  Billy’s  great  work: 

The  Congressmen  are  fussing  on  Capitol  Hill. 
They  are  debating  the  merits  of  the  sugar 
bill. 

Pine  men  and  women,  tried  and  true. 

Beg  for  more  sugar  ’til  their  faces  are  blue. 
They'll  give  Mr.  Freeman  all  the  power  in 
the  land. 

Put  their  farmers  in  straitjackets,  with  a 
loving  hand. 

What  would  be  their  attitude  if  we  evened 
up  the  score 

And  call  this  bill  11222  instead  of  12154? 

Now,  to  be  effective  a  feed  grain  bill 
or  a  farm  bill  should  apply  to  the  tillable 
acres  in  our  country  to  be  an  effective 
instrument.  But  it  ran  into  trouble; 
areas  wanted  out,  votes  were  needed,  so 
deficit  areas  were  exempted;  pretty  soon 
25  acres  exempted,  and  soon  we  hear 
of  farmers  operating  40  will  be  next  to 
be  favored.  So  we  now  find  we  give  up 
acres  in  our  feed  grain  areas  to  other 
areas.  So,  here  is  a  new  story : 

It’s  true  there’s  been  fussing  on  Capitol  Hill. 
It’s  because  we  have  before  us  a  new  farm 
bill. 

The  first  bill  up  was  quite  some  packet, 

It  had  everything  in  it — even  a  straitjacket. 
It  had  jail  sentences,  fines  and  penalties 
galore — 

With  all  those  experts  they  should  have 
thought  of  more. 

When  the  word  got  out,  it  fell  like  a  dud. 
The  experts  said  the  score  is  clear  as  mud. 
The  boys  worked  hard  day  and  night 
So  as  not  to  squeeze  their  boys  too  tight. 

So  now,  Billy  says,  “Your  argument  sounds 
silly,” 

But  it’s  me  that  would  be  put  in  the 
jacket — not  Billy. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  want  to  congrat¬ 
ulate  my  dear  friend  on  his  poetry.  It 
is  with  deep  regret  that  I  resign  from 
my  prematurely  designated  title  as  poet 
laureate  of  the  House  and  give  him  that 
title. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  remaining  time  on  this  side  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross!. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  fitting  that  this  bill  should  follow 
the  sugar-eoated-pill  sugar  bill  that 
was  wheeled  through  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  a  few  minutes  ago.  This  so- 
called  farm  bill  provides  for  taking  more 
land  out  of  production  while  the  sugar 
bill  provided,  among  other  things,  for 
giving  production  to  foreign  countries. 
So,  in  the  pending  bill  we  pay  farmers 
to  take  land  out  of  production  when,  un¬ 
der  a  proper  sugar  bill,  we  should  have 
used  at  least  some  of  this  land,  this 
productive  capacity  for  American  farm¬ 
ers  to  grow  cane  and  sugarbeets.  In 
other  words,  we  pay  twice.  We  pay  a 
premium  on  the  sugar  that  we  get  from 
foreign  countries  and  we  pay  for  idled 
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land  in  this  country.  This  is  par  for  the 
course  for  the  House  of  Representatives. 
It  is  entirely  in  keeping  with  the  contra¬ 
dictions  that  have  become  a  way  of  life 
in  the  House  and  elsewhere  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  . 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Bolling]  said  something 
about  either  foreigners  or  Americans 
being  embarrassed  as  a  result  of  our  sur¬ 
pluses.  Perhaps  the  gentleman  will  be 
kind  enough  to  tell  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  whether  it  is  the  foreigners  who  are 
embarrassed,  or  Americans  who  are  em¬ 
barrassed.  Could  the  gentleman  tell  me 
to  which  he  referred? 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Of  course,  I  would  be 
glad  to  tell  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  If  the  Nation  is  not 
embarrassed,  I  would  be  very  much  sur¬ 
prised — the  United  States  of  America. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  the  foreigners  are 
not  embarrassed.  The  gentleman  is  not 
saying  that  foreigners  are  embarrassed 
by  our  surpluses? 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Well,  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  wishes  me  to  go  into  details,  some 
certainly  are.  Our  surplus  of  wheat  has 
an  effect  in  a  variety  of  countries  around 
the  world,  including  our  neighbor, 
Canada,  and  Australia. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Most  foreigners  ought 
to  be  pleased  that  we  have  a  surplus  in 
this  countx*y,  and  American  citizens 
ought  to  be  pleased  that  we  have  a  sur¬ 
plus.  I  agree  that  the  present  surplus  is 
too  large  and  ought  to  be  reduced.  But 
we  have  been  shoveling  our  surplus  out 
to  foreign  countries,  giving  it  away 
through  grants-in-aid,  and  virtually  giv¬ 
ing  it  to  them  under  the  arrangement 
of  accepting  their  currencies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  that  last  year  we 
went  through  the  farce  of  selling  Bolivia 
3  million  and  some  odd  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  dollars  worth  of  food  products,  the 
agreement  being,  of  course,  that  the  cur¬ 
rency  remain  in  Bolivia.  Then,  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  release — I  have  forgotten  from 
what  agency  of  Government — telling 
how  some  time  ago  the  Bolivian  Gov¬ 
ernment  confiscated  the  British-owned 
railroad  in  that  country.  What  do  you 
suppose  we  are  doing  now?  We  are  go¬ 
ing  to  use  nearly  $2  million  of  the  cur¬ 
rency  generated  in  Bolivia  to  buy  fuel 
and  equipment  for  this  railroad  and  we 
are  going  to  spend  $700,000  to  establish 
a  management  team  in  Bolivia  to  tell 
the  Bolivians  how  to  run  the  railroad 
that  they  confiscated  from  British  pri¬ 
vate  investors. 

Mr.  Speaker,  some  of  these  foreign 
countries  had  better  hope  that. Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  continue  to  produce  a  sur¬ 
plus.  Incidentally,  I  wonder  what  would 
happen  if  we  did  not  have  a  food  sur¬ 
plus  in  this  country  with  respect  to  the 
school  lunch  program,  and  the  various 
relief  programs?  When  we  talk  of  the 
farm  surplus,  does  anyone  ever  give 
consideration  to  the  average  $90  billion 
a  year  inventory  maintained  by  indus¬ 
try,  wholesalers,  and  retailers  in  this 
country?  Whom  do  you  suppose  pays 
for  this  $90  billion  inventory?  I  would 
hope  that  we  would  always  have  more 


than  a  few  months’  supply  of  automo¬ 
biles,  wearing  apparel,  appliances  and 
everything  else  in  this  inventory  pipe¬ 
line.  But  who  pays  for  it?  It  is  paid  for, 
as  you  well  know,  in  the  marketplace  by 
the  consumer  when  he  purchases  the 
product. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  difference  between 
the  farm  surplus  and  the  inventory  car¬ 
ried  by  business  and  industry  in  this 
country  is  the  fact  that  the  agricultural 
surplus  is  paid  for  out  of  the  Treasury. 
But  it  is  fortunate  that  we  have  a  rea¬ 
sonable  surplus.  We  had  better  hope 
that  the  day  never  arrives  when  one 
travels  through  the  State  of  Iowa  and 
the  other  Midwestern  States  and  finds 
the  grain  bins  empty,  and  the  fields  and 
feed  lots  empty  of  cattle  and  hogs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  oppose  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  so-called  farm  bill  because  it 
would  make  a  czar  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  for  many  other  reasons. 
I  am  opposed  to  the  rule  that  makes  the 
bill  in  order. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  previous  question,  I  would 
like  to  comment  very  briefly  on  one  part 
of  the  statement  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown].  He  indicated  that 
he  had  never  seen  such  lobbying  going 
on  in  Washington.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  is  one  of  the  most  sin¬ 
cere,  committed,  and  honest  men  of  my 
acquaintance.  But  he  must  have  a  very 
short  memory,  because  I  remember  a 
very  few  years  ago  when  we  actually  had 
Cabinet  officers  ensconced  in  places 
around  this  Capitol  lobbying  as  hard  as 
I  have  ever  seen  anybody  lobby.  I  think 
there  was  a  postal  rate  bill  in  particular 
and,  if  my  memory  serves  me  correctly, 
an  agriculture  bill  among  others. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Of  course,  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  tell  us  just  what  Mr.  Freeman — 
Orville,  I  think  his  first  name  is,  and  I 
think  he  holds  the  title  of  Secretary  of 
Agriculture — has  been  doing  around 
these  Halls  during  the  last  few  days. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Exactly  the  same 
thing. 

Mr.  BROWN.  And  I  wonder  what 
these  other  members  of  the  Cabinet  have 
been  doing,  inviting  our  employees  down 
to  their  offices,  to  explain  to  them  the 
New  Frontier  program  and  what  wonder¬ 
ful  legislation  they  are  asking  for,  so 
that  they  may  subvert  the  people  for 
whom  they  work.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree  with  me  that  there  has 
been  a  little  lobbying  activity. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  answer  the  gentleman’s  question. 
They  are  doing  exactly  the  same  thing 
as  a  man  whose  name  I  think  I  remem¬ 
ber,  who  comes  from  a  Western  State 
and  who  was  Secretary  of  Agriculture — 
the  same  thing  Mr.  Benson  did. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  suspect  that  is  right; 
but  that  does  not  make  it  the  right  thing. 
Two  wrongs  do  not  make  a  right,  as  the 
gentleman  knows. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11222)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11222,  with 
Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes.  I  present  to  the 
House  for  its  consideration  H.R.  11222, 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  majority  members  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  the 
splendid  effort  put  foi'th  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  during  the  long  consideration  of  this 
very  important  measure.  At  the  out¬ 
set  I  must  say  that  we  did  not  have  the 
cooperation  of  the  minority  in  an  effort 
to  improve  the  bill  or  any  provision  of 
the  bill  to  which  they  objected.  Their 
position  was  completely  negative.  They 
charged  us  with  the  responsibility  and 
we  have  accepted  the  responsibility,  and 
bring  this  measure  to  you  and  offer  you 
the  opportunity  to  improve  it. 

.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  during  the  discussion  of  the 
rule  for  consideration  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  said  that  we  had  agreed  to  accept 
certain  amendments.  I  am  certain  that 
this  bill  is  not  perfect.  I  am  certain  that 
it  can  be  improved  and  I  hope  it  will  be 
improved  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
We  shall  accept  amendments.  I  have 
heard  14  or  15  amendments  being  dis¬ 
cussed  and  I  am  sure  that  many  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  accepted  and  that  the  bill 
will  be,  thereby,  improved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  its  action  upon  this 
legislation  now  before  us,  the  House  con¬ 
fronts  two  alternatives,  and  our  deci¬ 
sion  may  be  the  most  important  we  shall 
make  in  this  Congi-ess.  Our  votes  will 
caxry  a  tremendous  impact  upon  the 
economic,  social  and  political  order  of 
this  Nation,  in  the  years  ahead. 

These  alternatives  are: 

First.  To  adopt  sensible  and  sound 
programs  for  the  major  grain  crops  now, 
to  permit  our  farmers  to  balance  supply 
with  demand,  or 

Second.  To  continue  the  buildup  of 
farm  surpluses,  waste  billions  of  dollars, 
and  finally  to  destroy  all  farm  programs. 

For  the  farmers  of  America,  the  legis¬ 
lation,  if  approved  by  the  Congi’ess,  of¬ 
fers  tlie  crucial  choice  between  (a)  con¬ 
trolling  sui-plus  production  and  thereby 
enjoying  firm  price  suppoi-ts  and  stable 
incomes,  or  (b)  the  complete  abandon¬ 
ment  of  all  faim  price  stabilization  pro¬ 
grams.  In  shoi-t,  the  decision  offered 


10152 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  19 


in  H.R.  11222  for  the  producers  of  major 
crops  is  between  self-imposed  produc¬ 
tion  restraints,  or  freedom  to  plunge 
headlong  into  bankruptcy. 

H.R.  11222  is  drawn  with  not  only  our 
farmers  in  mind,  but  the  well-being  of 
all  other  Americans,  as  well. 

It  will  cut  down  farm  surpluses. 

It  will  save  taxpayers  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars. 

It  will  offer  new  stability  and  prosper¬ 
ity  to  the  farm  economy. 

It  will  assure  consumers  plentiful  food, 
at  reasonable  prices. 

THE  FARM,  FREE  ENTERPRISE,  AND  COMMUNISM 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  farm  problem  poses 
a  danger  for  the  free  enterprise  system 
in  America. 

Agriculture  is  the  Nation’s  largest  in¬ 
dustry,  by  far.  The  nature  and  produc¬ 
tivity  of  our  agriculture  underlies  the 
growth  and  strength  of  the  greatest  in¬ 
dustrial  establishment  the  world  has  ever 
known.  Our  farmers  have  made  us  the 
best  fed  Nation  on  earth,  at  the  lowest 
cost.  Under  our  family  farm  free  enter¬ 
prise  system,  as  contrasted  to  the  collec¬ 
tivized  agriculture  behind  the  iron  and 
bamboo  curtains,  we  have  food  to  share 
with  other  freedom  loving  peoples. 

The  productivity  of  America’s  agricul¬ 
ture  is  the  greatest  stabilizing  force  today 
in  the  economy  of  the  free  world.  Vic¬ 
tory  in  the  cold  war  may  well  turn  upon 
the  miracle  of  abundance  from  our  farms 
that  is  feeding  hungry  millions  of  people 
the  world  over. 

Food  from  our  fields,  pastures  and  or¬ 
chards  has  defeated  or  checked  commu¬ 
nism  in  its  tracks  in  important  areas  of 
the  world.  Khrushchev  rattles  his  mis¬ 
siles.  He  talks  about  Russia’s  great  in¬ 
dustrial  strides,  but  you  never  hear  him 
boasting  of  overtaking  the  American 
farmer.  Communism,  in  huge  collec¬ 
tivized  farms,  has  not  begun  to  match 
the  efficiency  and  productivity  of  the 
family  farms  of  America. 

Yet,  our  farmers  are  the  poorest  re¬ 
warded  workers  in  our  capitalistic  sys¬ 
tem. 

UNWISE  POLICIES  OF  THE  PAST 

The  farmer  today  is  the  victim  of  un¬ 
wise,  uneconomic  and  otherwise  foolish 
farm  policies  in  the  1950’s;  he  is  en¬ 
tangled  in  the  twisted  wreckage  of  the 
old  farm  program  that  worked  so  well 
for  so  long. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  in  this  country 
prior  to  1953  a  farm  program  that  was 
based  on  the  sound  principle  that  fair 
and  adequate  prices  would  be  assured 
farmers  who  were  willing  to  adjust  their 
production  to  fit  their  markets.  Under 
this  program  our  agriculture  experi¬ 
enced  its  golden  era  of  all  our  history. 
For  11  consecutive  years — 1942-52  in¬ 
clusive — farm  prices  averaged  100  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  or  above  100  percent  of 
parity. 

And  now,  listen  carefully.  During  the 
20-year  history  of  the  farm  program, 
prior  to  1953,  the  Government  actually 
showed  a  profit  of  $13  million  in  support¬ 
ing  the  prices  of  the  basic  crops — wheat, 
corn,  cotton,  rice,  tobacco,  and  peanuts. 
The  Government  was  able  to  sell  for  that 


much  profit  in  this  20 -year  period  the 
crop  collateral  surrendered  by  farmers 
for  price  supporting  loans. 

Then  things  changed.  In  the  1950’s 
our  national  policies  were  directed  to¬ 
ward  an  unlimited  production,  low  price 
farm  economy.  We  heard  then  a  great 
deal  about  “regimentation”  and  “free¬ 
dom.”  We  heard  more  then  about  get¬ 
ting  the  Government  out  of  agriculture 
than  we  did  about  the  responsibility  of 
Government  to  serve  our  farmers  on 
equal  terms  with  industry  and  labor. 

The  consequence  was  that  the  net  in¬ 
come  of  agriculture  dropped  by  $21.5  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  8  years,  1953-60  inclusive,  as 
compared  to  the  previous  8  years;  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1953 
through  1960  spent  some  $37  billion — 
more  than  was  spent  in  all  the  previous 
90-year  history  since  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  was  founded  in  1862;  we  en¬ 
tered  the  1960’s  with  warehouses  virtu¬ 
ally  bursting  with  surpluses;  and  the 
costs  now  are  staggering.  And,  it  should 
be  noted  that,  during  those  8  years,  many 
thousands  of  family  farmers  were  forced 
to  give  up  and  go  into  the  cities  to  look 
for  jobs. 

Between  January  1,  1953  and  Decem¬ 
ber  30,  1960,  in  the  8  years  when  the 
philosophy  of  all-out,  reckless  produc¬ 
tion,  with  low  farm  prices  prevailed. 
Government  investments  in  farm  com¬ 
modities  increased  from  $2,452  million 
to  $9,228,604,000. 

I  submit  a  table  showing  Government 
investments — in  inventory  and  loans — 
in  major  crops,  comparing  January  1, 
1953  with  January  1,  1961;  and  another 
table  showing  the  earnings  of  farmers  in 
the  reckless  years  1953-60  as  against  the 
previous  8  years  when  we  had  sound  and 
sensible  farm  programs: 


CCC  investments  in  major  crops  ( inventory 
and  loans) 


Crop 

Unit 

Amount 

Value 

Cotton: 

Jan.  1,  1953.. 

Bale _ 

1, 097, 000 
5,242,000 

$166, 779, 000 
892, 144, 000 

Jan.  1,  1961- 
Wheat: 

. do . 

Jan.  1,  1953.. 

Bushel _ 

467,  847, 000 

1,081,545,000 

Jan.  1,  1961- 
Corn: 

. do . 

1,  515,  715, 000 

3, 634,072,000 

Jan.  1,  1953.. 

. do _ 

368, 349, 000 

587, 274, 000 

Jan.  1,  1961- 
Rice: 

. do _ 

1,  844,  093, 000 

2, 852,106,000 

Jan.  1,  1953.. 

Hundred- 

168,000 

878,000 

weight. 

Jan.  1,  1961- 
Pcanuts: 

. do . 

6, 553, 000 

38,433,000 

Jan.  1, 1953.. 

Pound _ 

192, 528, 000 

22, 644, 000 

Jan.  1, 1961- 
Tobacco: 

. do . 

332, 660, 000 

35, 469, 000 

Jan.  1,  1953- 

. do _ 

544, 067, 000 

250,373,000 

Jan.  1,  1961- 
Dairy  prod- 

. do _ 

640,697,000 

403, 694, 000 

ucts: 

Jan.  1,  1953- 

8, 445, 000 
79,124,000 

Jan.  1,  1961- 

Total  realized  net  income  of  farmers: 


8  years  1953-60  inclusive:  In  millions 

1953  _  $13, 899 

1954  -  12, 201 

1955  - -  li,  470 

1956  -  12,  032 

1957. . .  11,018 

1958 -  12,980 

1959__. . . .  11,308 

1960 . . . .  11,  649 


Total - - -  96,557 


8  previous  years: 

1945  _ 

1946  _ _ 

1947  _ _ 

1948  _ 

1949  _ 

1950  _ 

1951  _ 

1952  _ 


In  millions 
—  $12,850 

15,223 
17,304 
16,057 
13,789 
13,  185 
15,  158 
14,416 


Total _ _ _  117,  982 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  where  are  we  to¬ 
day? 

Our  people  are  generally  and  they  are 
rightfully  indignant.  They  will  not 
stand  longer  for  the  waste  and  the  squan¬ 
dering  of  their  money,  in  farm  programs 
that  are  not  working  either  to  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  farmer  or  to  the  tax¬ 
payer. 

The  Nation  is  demanding  that  the 
Congress  enact  sound  and  sensible  farm 
legislation,  or  end  farm  programs  once 
and  for  all. 

It  is  in  response  to  this  temperament 
of  the  people  that  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  which  it  is  my  honor  and 
privilege  to  serve  as  chairman,  presents 
to  the  House  H.R.  11222.  It  is  similar 
to  legislation  already  passed  by  the 
Senate.  As  I  have  said,  it  will  cut  down 
farm  surpluses,  save  billions  of  dollars 
for  taxpayers,  strengthen  the  entire 
economy  by  improving  the  income  of 
farmers,  and  assure  consumers  plentiful 
food  and  fiber  at  fair  prices. 

As  I  said  above  also,  this  bill  gives  the 
grain  farmers  of  the  Nation  the  choice 
between  controlling  surpluses  with  as¬ 
surances  of  fair  prices  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  complete  freedom  with  no  controls 
and  no  price  supports,  to  produce  them¬ 
selves  into  bankruptcy. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  me  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide  price  supports  for  the 
unlimited  production  of  anything.  I 
think  that  in  assuring  price  stability  for 
fanners  the  Government  has  the  right  to 
expect  of  farmers  that  they  will  cooper¬ 
ate  in  programs  to  hold  their  production 
within  bounds,  so  that  they  do  not  glut 
and  ruin  their  markets,  at  the  cost  of 
billions  of  dollars  to  our  taxpayers. 

I,  for  one,  am  unwilling  to  provide  a 
nickel  of  price  support  to  a  farmer  who 
will  not  cooperate,  who  will  not  assume 
the  responsibility  of  controlling  his  sur¬ 
plus  production. 

I  am  asked  what  would  happen  if  the 
bill  now  before  us  does  pass  and  corn 
and  other  grain  farmers  then  reject  con¬ 
trols  in  the  referendum  provided  for  in 
the  legislation. 

Such  a  decision  by  corn  and  other 
grain  farmers  no  doubt  would  signal  the 
ultimate  and  for  all  farm  production 
and  price  stabilization  programs.  This, 
in  my  judgment  would  convulse  agri¬ 
culture  "in  a  way  that  its  spasms  would 
be  felt  in  every  nerve  of  the  economic 
body  of  this  country. 

Moreover,  it  no  doubt  would  mean  the 
end  of  the  family  farm  in  America,  in 
any  significant  way,  as  out  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  wreckage  great  integrated  farm¬ 
ing  corporations  would  emerge,  replac¬ 
ing  independent  fanners  with  a  hired- 
hand  agriculture.  That,  indeed,  would 
be  a  sad  day  for  America.  The  family 
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farm  was  the  beginning  of  free  enter¬ 
prise  on  this  continent.  It  formed  the 
economic  base  for  the  development  of 
the  greatest  democratic  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  the  world  has  known.  The 
decline  and  fall  of  the  family  farm  would 
not  stop  at  that.  There  would  be  a  chain 
reaction.  Thousands  upon  thousands  of 
units  of  capitalism  in  industry  and  busi¬ 
ness,  now  serving  the  family  farm  sys¬ 
tem,  would  vanish,  as  the  family  farm 
gave  way  to  an  integrated  corporate, 
hired-hand  agriculture. 

This  may  happen,  and  sooner  than  we 
think. 

SOME  DETAILS  OF  H.R.  11222 

This  legislation  provides  specific  pro¬ 
grams  for  com  and  other  feed  grains, 
for  wheat,  and  for  the  dairy  industry. 
The  programs  for  grain,  if  approved  by 
farmers,  would  place  controls  on  surplus 
production.  The  bill  attempts  to  head 
off  a  gathering  surplus  situation  in  dairy 
production,  through  a  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  long-range  feed  grains  and  wheat 
programs  in  H.R.  11222  are  not  new  pro¬ 
grams;  they  simply  apply  the  success 
story  of  tobacco,  cotton,  rice  and  pro¬ 
grams  to  feed  grains  and  wheat.  They 
would  permit  producers  to  choose,  freely 
and  democratically,  between  price  sup¬ 
ports  with  surplus  controls,  and  un¬ 
limited  production  without  effective 
price  support.  This  is  a  choice  which 
producers  of  many  major  commodities 
now  make  nearly  every  year.  When  ap¬ 
plied  to  cotton,  tobacco,  rice  and  pea¬ 
nuts,  it  is  a  choice  to  which  all  major 
farm  organizations  subscribe. 

The  feed  grains  and  wheat  programs 
in  H.R.  11222,  by  the  best  estimates  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  would 
cost  the  Government  $600  million  less 
for  1963  crops  than  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
grams  now  in  effect,  as  follows: 


Government  cost  of  alternative  programs 
for  1963  crops 
[In  millions] 


Feed 

grains 

Wheat 

Feed 

grains 

and 

wheat 

Long-range  program 
(H.R.  11222) . . 

*644 

$1,188 

$1, 832 

Extension  of  1961-62 
emergency  programs. 

1,200 

1,217 

2,417 

Return  to  1960  pro¬ 
grams . 

1,372 

1,405 

2,837 

In  4  years  of  operation,  the  savings  to 
the  public  would  be  $4  billion,  including 
$3  billion  saved  in  Government  pay¬ 
ments  to  fanners. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  that  an 
effort  probably  will  be  made,  through  an 
amendment  to  substitute  for  the  wheat 
and  feed  grain  sections  of  this  bill  lan¬ 
guage  which  would  continue  the  current 
voluntary  and  temporary  programs  for 
these  crops.  It  is  true  that  these  vol¬ 
untary  programs,  worked  out  last  year 
in  cooperation  between  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  the  Congress  are  improving 
farm  income  and  reducing  Government 
costs.  But  these  programs  are  but  tem¬ 
porary  expedients.  They  are  still  too 
costly.  I  shall  resist  all  efforts  to  per¬ 
petuate  them  and  I  shall  insist  upon  the 


basic  provisions  of  the  bill  now  before 
us. 

A  WORD  WITH  MY  SOUTHERN  COLLEAGUES 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to 
speak  briefly  to  my  colleagues  from  the 
South,  where  we  have  successful  surplus 
control  programs  working  for  cotton, 
tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

Our  farmers,  by  their  own  decisions, 
prevent  surplus  production  of  these 
crops.  In  return,  our  Government  sup¬ 
ports  our  prices.  Our  farmers  vote  over¬ 
whelmingly  year-by-year  for  whatever 
controls  are  necessary  to  prevent  surplus 
accumulations  which  are  a  burden  to  our 
Government. 

I  think  that  all  of  us  from  the  South 
should  be  willing  and  eager  to  give  the 
farmers  of  the  Great  Midwest  and  else¬ 
where  the  same  opportunity  that  we  have 
with  crops  we  produce,  to  determine 
in  free  and  democratic  referendiuns 
whether  they  want,  as  we  have  done,  to 
place  controls  on  surplus  production  and 
enjoy  stable  prices,  or  to  go  it  on  their 
own,  with  no  check  on  production  and  no 
stability  of  price. 

Moreover,  I  must  admonish  my  south¬ 
ern  colleagues  of  the  alternative,  if  this 
bill  should  fail.  Defeat  of  H.R.  11222 
will  return  the  feed  grains  to  unlimited 
production,  with  price  supports — price 
support  on  unlimited  production — under 
the  old  law  enacted  in  1958.  I  think  the 
Nation  would  revolt  against  being  buried 
by  a  new  avalanche  of  surpluses  of 
grains,  as  likely  would  occur.  I  think 
that  this  might  well  mean  an  end  to  all 
farm  support  programs,  and  this  would 
spell  ruin  for  the  cotton,  tobacco,  rice, 
and  peanut  farmers  of  the  South.  All  of 
us  from  the  Southland  should  think  on 
this,  when  we  cast  our  votes. 

SMALL  FARMS  AND  DEFICIT  AREAS 

One-half  of  the  Nation’s  fantns  are  in 
the  South.  We  have  numerous  small 
farms.  This  legislation,  in  its  feed  grains 
provisions,  comprehends  and  protects 
the  position  of  the  small  fanner.  It  pro¬ 
vides  special  exemptions  from  cutbacks 
in  production  by  small  farmers. 

The  bill  also  properly  takes  into  ac¬ 
count  the  special  problems  of  farmers 
in  deficit  feed  grains  producing  areas,  by 
providing  certain  exemptions. 

We  have  tried  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  to  be  as  fair  in  all  respects  as 
it  is  possible  to  be. 

FARM  POLICY 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  appeared  in  the 
House  on  many  other  occasions,  in  be¬ 
half  of  what  I  believed  to  be  sound  and 
sensible  farm  programs.  Many  of  you 
are  aware  of  my  own  philosophy  and  ob¬ 
jectives,  in  the  development  of  national 
farm  policies. 

I  simply  want  to  make  available  to 
farmers  the  basic  tools  of  free  enterprise 
that  have  made  America  the  industrial 
giant  among  nations.  These  tools  and 
these  essential  requirements  for  success 
in  any  productive  enterprise  in  our  free 
economy  are  first,  the  ability  to  adjust 
supply  to  demand,  through  holding  pro¬ 
duction  to  the  measure  of  effective  mar¬ 
kets;  and  second,  the  power  to  put  a  price 
tag  on  the  products  of  enterprise  that 
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reflects  costs  plus  a  reasonable  profit  to 
the  producers  thereof. 

This  is  what  I  have  been  fighting  for 
in  farm  programs  all  these  years,  simply 
to  place  our  many  thousands  of  farmers 
scattered  across  the  land  on  an  equal 
footing  with  industry,  by  making  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  farmei'S  to  use  the  supply  ad¬ 
justment  and  pricing  mechanisms  of  in¬ 
dustry  so  that  they,  too,  may  make  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand  work  for  them 
and  not  against  them. 

ORIGIN  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

H.R.  11222  embraces  the  philosophy  of 
turning  the  law  of  supply  and  demand 
to  the  advantage  of  the  farmer,  under 
our  free  enterprise  system,  as  I  have  set 
foi*th  as  the  sound  starting  point  in  the 
development  of  farm  policy. 

The  legislation  was  drawn  originally 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Hon.  Orville  Freeman.  The 
Secretary  and  his  staff  have  cooperated 
splendidly  with  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  in  bi'inging  about  extensive  im¬ 
provements  and  refinements  which  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  legislation  as  now  presented 
to  the  House. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  I  have  served  in  this 
House  for  28  long  yeai's  and  under  sev¬ 
eral  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  many 
Cabinet  officers,  but  I  have  never  known 
a  more  diligent,  a  more  faithful,  more 
loyal  worker  than  Mr.  Freeman.  Per¬ 
haps  he  has  been  pounding  these  corri¬ 
dors,  perhaps  he  has  been  lobbying  for 
this  bill,  but  he  has  not  lobbied  me  about 
it.  He  has  replied  whenever  I  called  on 
him  to  come  either  to  my  office  or  to  the 
committee  room.  He  will  discuss  any 
section  of  the  bill  at  any  time  with  any¬ 
body. 

I  live  within  3  feet  of  a  very  prom¬ 
inent  Cabinet  officer,  just  across  the  cor¬ 
ridor  from  me,  yet  he  has  not  even 
spoken  to  me  about  this  bill,  the  debt 
limitation,  or  these  other  bills  we  are 
talking  about.  If  he  were  going  to  lobby 
me  about  it  or  anything  else  would  he  not 
have  the  best  opportunity  in  the  world 
when  I  live  just  3  feet  away  from  him 
and  am  a  close  personal  friend  and  he 
a  former  Governor  of  our  Common¬ 
wealth? 

I  do  not  see  anything  evil  or  unholy 
about  a  Cabinet  officer  explaining  legis¬ 
lation  to  Members  who  want  to  know 
and  who  ought  to  know  the  ti-uth  about 
the  proposition  they  are  called  upon  to 
decide. 

THE  NATURE  OF  THE  OPPOSITION 

Now,  what  is  the  opposition  to  this 
legislation? 

The  principal  opponent,  so  far  as  I 
am  aware,  is  the  top  echelon  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

I  must  say,  arid  I  confess  to  the  House, 
that  the  position,  and  the  activities,  of 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  particu- 
larly  in  its  Washington  headquartei'S 
has  been  a  mystery  to  me  since  the  late 
Edward  A.  O’Neal,  the  greatest  farm 
organization  statesman  of  our  time,  re¬ 
tired  as  Farm  Bureau  pi’esident  some 
15  years  ago. 

Ed  O’Neal,  of  Alabama,  as  head  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  was 
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one  of  the  principal  architects  of  the  old 
farm  program  that  worked  so  well  for  so 
long  in  the  direction  of  bringing  farmers 
into  a  parity  position  in  our  free  enter¬ 
prise  economy.  With  the  help  of  men 
like  Earl  Smith,  then  president  of  the 
Illinois  Agricultural  Association,  he 
welded  the  farm  interest  of  this  country 
into  a  united  front  to  lift  agriculture  out 
of  the  great  depression  and  to  set  agri¬ 
culture  on  the  road  to  the  era  of  greatest 
prosperity  farmers  have  known — an  era 
that  ended  in  the  1950’s. 

If  you  ask  what  happened  in  the  top 
level  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  or  question 
the  nature  of  the  new  influences  that 
have  prevailed  in  that  organization,  I 
must  confess  to  this  House  that  I  do 
not  know. 

It  is  evident  to  me,  however,  that  the 
decline  in  the  agricultural  economy,  and 
the  heaping  up  of  the  farmers’  prob¬ 
lems,  have  coincided  with  the  departure 
of  the  new  dynasty  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
from  the  precepts  of  such  former  leaders 
as  O’Neal  of  Alabama  and  Smith  of 
Illinois. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  now  before  this 
House  in  effect  restores  the  surplus  con¬ 
trol  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938  with  respect  to  corn,  and  extends 
these  provisions  to  other  feed  grains. 
The  authority  to  control  the  production 
of  corn  through  marketing  quotas  was 
deleted  from  farm  law  in  1954.  Corn  was 
one  of  the  basic  crops,  subject  to  produc¬ 
tion  controls  to  prevent  surpluses,  if 
producers  approved,  embraced  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1938. 

I  had  a  nostalgic  experience  in 
preparation  for  this  debate.  I  looked 
back  through  the  House  and  Senate 
committee  hearings  on  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1938.  This,  I  emphasize,  was  the 
legislation  that  authorized  production 
controls,  on  approval  of  farmers,  to  pre¬ 
vent  surpluses.  I  saw  in  the  yellowing 
pages  of  these  old  hearings  where  O’Neal, 
of  Alabama,  and  Smith,  of  Illinois, 
flanked  by  the  Farm  Bureau  presidents 
of  various  States,  submitted  this  legisla¬ 
tion  as  their  own,  for  the  long  range 
solution  of  the  farm  problem. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  recent  years 
the  Farm  Bureau  national  organization 
for  reasons  beyond  my  explanation,  has 
done  an  about-face.  Its  leaders  are  go¬ 
ing  about  the  country  saying  in  effect 
that  for  the  farmers  to  try  to  make  the 
law  of  supply-and-demand  work  for 
them,  and  not  against  them,  it  is  a  viola¬ 
tion  perhaps  of  even  the  laws  of  God. 

Some  5  years  ago  the  Bureau  top 
echelon,  you  will  recall,  shocked  the  farm 
community  of  this  Nation  by  proposing 
the  repeal  of  the  parity  concept.  This  is 
the  principle  on  which  all  of  agriculture’s 
aspirations  and  hopes  are  founded. 

The  Farm  Bureau,  as  I  have  pointed 
out,  is  the  foremost  opponent  of  the  bill 
before  us.  It  should  be  recalled,  in  this 
connection,  that  these  same  top  people 
in  the  Farm  Bureau  were  the  principal 
advocates  of  the  farm  policies  of  the 
1950’s  which  opened  the  floodgates  on 
farm  production,  reduced  farm  prices, 
built  up  the  surpluses  that  now  over¬ 
whelms  us,  and  generally  brought  about 
the  conditions  we  seek  to  cope  with  in 
this  legislation.  It  should  be  stressed 


also  that  these  top  Farm  Bureau  people 
propose,  as  their  only  alternative  to  the 
bill  before  us,  something  they  call  a 
cropland  retirement  program,  which 
would,  as  best  I  can  determine,  bring 
back  the  old  and  discredited  soil  bank 
of  the  1950’s. 

I  must  say  to  this  House,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  I  do  not  believe  the  position 
and  the  activities  of  the  top  people  in 
the  national  organization  of  the  Farm 
Bureau  in  any  way  whatsoever  represent 
the  thinking  or  the  will  of  the  working 
farmers  back  in  the  State  and  in  the 
county  farm  bureau  organizations.  We 
here  in  this  House  are  working  for  the 
people  back  there  on  the  farms.  I  rest 
my  position  on  this  bill  to  the  good 
judgment  of  the  individual  farmer  and 
his  wife  who  are  looking  to  us  for  posi¬ 
tive,  effective,  and  courageous  action. 

THE  POLITICAL  CLIMATE 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  appropriate  that 
I,  in  presenting  this  bill  to  the  House, 
should  take  note  of  the  political  environ¬ 
ment  which  encompasses  it.  We  all  are 
well  aware  of  the  events  contributing  to 
this  environment  in  the  last  few  days. 

I  abhor  even  the  thought  that  politi¬ 
cal  advantage  may  at  any  time  over¬ 
shadow  the  best  interests  of  our  farmers, 
and  of  our  country,  in  the  consideration 
of  this  legislation. 

I  seek  the  support  of  Republicans  as 
well  as  Democrats  for  this  bill. 

I  shall  not  introduce  politics  into  this 
debate. 

But  I  say,  here  and  now,  if  cheap 
partisan  politics  are  thrown  onto  the 
floor  of  this  House  by  any  opponent  of 
this  legislation,  I  am  prepared  to  go  to 
whatever  lengths  as  are  necessary  to  turn 
this  debate  and  the  votes  on  this  bill  to 
the  best  advantages  of  the  farm  families 
who  feed  and  clothe  the  Nation  and  to  all 
our  people  who  are  demanding  respon¬ 
sible  action  of  this  House  in  the  interest 
of  all  our  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  present  now  a  memo¬ 
randum  prepared  for  me  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  with  certain  tables. 
It  is  my  thought  that  this  material  will 
be  helpful  to  all  the  Members  in  analyz¬ 
ing  and  understanding  the  legislation 
before  us: 

Memorandum:  H.R.  11222,  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  op  1962 

H.R.  11222,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  would  benefit  farmers,  taxpayers, 
and  consumers.  It  is  a  farm  bill  for  all  the 
people.  It  represents  another  step  toward 
improvement  of  rural  living,  toward  better 
resource  use,  and  toward  sensible  commodity 
programs.  It  would  modify  the  feed  grain 
and  wheat  programs  of  the  1950’s — pro¬ 
grams  which  cost  far  too  much,  and  which 
left  large  carryovers  in  the  hands  of  the 
Government.  Those  programs  were  largely 
responsible  for  increasing  budget  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  from 
$2.9  billion  in  1954  to  $7.1  billion  in  1959. 

A  steady  increase  in  Government  costs  was 
certain  to  occur  if  the  pre-1961  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  had  been  continued  for  1961 
and  1962  crops.  If  the  old  programs  were 
to  be  effective  again  for  the  1963  crops,  as 
some  propose,  carryover  stocks  would  in¬ 
crease  by  the  end  of  the  1966  marketing  year 
to  about  4.3  billion  bushels  of  corn  and 
grain  sorghums  and  2.1  billion  bushels  of 
wheat.  Annual  CCC  expenditures  for  carry¬ 
ing  charges  on  these  three  grains  would  ex¬ 
ceed  $1%  billion  by  the  fiscal  year  1967. 


In  contrast,  the  long-range  programs  in 
H.R.  11222  would  reduce  CCC  stocks  of  corn 
and  grain  sorghum  to  about  1.1  billion  bush¬ 
els  and  wheat  stocks  to  about  655  million 
bushels,  and  would  begin  to  use  our  excess 
farm  land  resources  effectively.  Carrying 
charges  on  grains  would  be  nearly  $1  bil¬ 
lion  less  than  if  the  old  programs  were  to 
operate  again. 

The  1961-62  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  1962  wheat  program  have 
raised  farm  income  and  reduced  Government 
costs  materially,  but  they  are  responsible 
programs  only  as  temporary  expedients. 
They  were  clearly  better — for  farmers  and 
for  taxpayers — than  the  programs  in  effect 
prior  to  1961.  But  they  are  costly,  and  their 
results  are  uncertain  compared  with  the 
long-range  programs  proposed. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  wisely  rejected  efforts  to  continue  the 
existing  emergency  programs  in  1963,  and 
approved  the  long-range  programs  in  H.R. 
11222.  Advantages  of  these  programs  are 
given  below. 

1.  The  long-range  programs  are  less  costly. 

(a)  The  proposed  feed  grain  and  wheat 

programs  would  cost  the  Government  about 
$600  million  less  in  1963  alone  (table  1). 

(bj  In  4  years,  the  proposed  programs 
would  cost  $4  billion  less  than  the  voluntary 
programs.  Future  budget  savings  would  be 
higher  under  the  long-range  programs  than 
under  the  temporary  programs  (table  2) . 

(c)  Diversion  payments  alone  would  be 
half  a  billion  dollars  less  in  1963,  and  more 
than  $3  billion  less  in  4  years,  than  with  the 
voluntary  programs  (table  3). 

(d)  All  farmers  could  participate  in  solv¬ 
ing  the  surplus  problem  in  the  long-range 
programs.  With  voluntary  programs,  how¬ 
ever,  noncooperators  offset  much  of  the 
acreage  reduction  paid  for  on  farms  of  co- 
operators. 

2.  Consumers-are  fully  protected. 

No  measurable  increase  in  consumer  food 
prices  would  result  from  the  program.  Farm 
prices  make  up  only  38  percent  of  food  prices. 
Food  prices  rose  steadily  In  the  1950’s  while 
farm  prices  fell.  Increases  in  future  food 
prices  would  tend  to  be  caused  primarily  by 
other  factors — not  by  farm  prices. 

Farm  price  supports  and  farm  prices  were 
increased  somewhat  in  1961,  yet  food  prices 
have  been  stable  the  past  year.  The  range 
in  which  price  supports  for  wheat  and  feed 
grains  are  authorized  is  not  changed  by  H.R. 
11222.  Nothing  in  the  bill,  therefore,  should 
be  construed  as  indicating  higher  food  prices. 

3.  The  long-range  feed-grain  program  is 
fair  to  farmers. 

It  would  provide  producers  a  choice  be¬ 
tween  good  prices  and  incomes  with  produc¬ 
tion  restrictions,  and  neither  production  lim¬ 
itations  nor  price  supports. 

(a)  Producers  of  cotton,  tobacco,  rice, 
wheat  and  peanuts  have  made  a  similar 
choice  for  many  years. 

(b)  From  two- thirds  to  around  90  percent 
of  the  producers  in  cost  of  the  southeast  and 
the  northeast  could  be  exempt  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  because  they  would  have  allotments 
smaller  than  25  acres  (table  7) . 

4.  The  wheat  provisions  of  H.R.  11222. 

H.R.  11222  provides  a  marketing  certifi¬ 
cate  program  in  place  of  the  existing  price 
support  for  wheat.  It  includes  also  an  acre¬ 
age  allotment  geared  to  the  market  for  wheat 
in  place  of  the  excessive  55  million-acre  min¬ 
imum  allotment  in  existing  law. 

The  central  advantages  of  the  marketing 
certificate  program  over  the  price-support 
program  now  in  effect  are  greater  flexibility 
for  farmers  and  a  limitation  on  the  price- 
support  obligation  of  the  Government.  Mar¬ 
keting  certificates  provide  a  means  of  dis¬ 
tinguishing  between  wheat  for  food  and  ex¬ 
port,  to  be  supported  at  the  higher  price, 
and  wheat  for  feed,  or  for  export,  to  be  sup¬ 
ported  at  a  lower  price. 
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The  provision  permitting  wheat  to  be 
planted,  on  feed-grain  allotments  in  another 
key  feature  of  the  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would: 

(a)  Provide  farmers  with  much  needed 
flexibility. 


(b)  Provide  a  larger  supply  of  quality 
wheats  from  which  millers  and  exporters 
could  select  their  supplies. 

(c)  Not  add  to  feed  supplies,  since  wheat 
planted  on  feed-grain  acreage  would  displace 
other  grains. 


Detailed  comparisons  of  program  costs  and 
returns  to  producers  under  alternative  pro¬ 
grams  are  in  the  following  tables: 


'  Table  1. — Feed  grains  and  wheat — Major  elements  of  CCC  costs  by  crop  years 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


1961 

1963 

With 

1960 

program 

Emer¬ 

gency 

program 

With 

1960 

program 

With 

1961-62 

program 

With 

long- 

range 

program 

With 

cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

FEED  GRAINS 

Cost  of  acquisitions _ 

880 

865 

750 

932 

123 

107 

Proceeds  from  dispositions. 

-379 

46 

-1, 060 
62 

-300 

45 

-1,285 

52 

-550 

54 

-420 

23 

Carrying  charges  and  in¬ 
terest . . . . 

593 

505 

710 

419 

335 

335 

Public  Law  480,  excluding 
export  subsidies _ 

186 

186 

167 

182 

182 

167 

Subtotal _ 

1,326 

539 

1,372 

300 

144 

203 

Payments  for  land  diver- 

782 

'900 

*500 

*  1, 175 

Total . 

1, 326 

1,321 

1, 372 

1,200 

644 

1,378 

/ 

1  Based  upon  an  assumption  that  the  price  support  would  be  $1.20  per  bushel  for 
corn  and  $1.80  per  bushel  for  wheat.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  indicated 
only  that  the  corn  price-support  level  would  be  between  $1.20  and  $1.30  if  the  manda¬ 
tory  feed  grain  program  were  in  effect  in  1963,  and  that  the  wheat  price  support  would 
be  about  $2  per  bushel  if  the  marketing  certificate  program  were  in  effect. 

*  Diversion  payments  of  $600,000,000  would  be  associated  with  $1.20  per  bushel  price 


1961 

1963 

With 

1960 

program 

Emer¬ 

gency 

program 

With 

1960 

program 

With 

1961-62 

program 

With 

long- 

range 

program 

With 

cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

a 

WHEAT 

375 

502 

1962 

program 

153 

100 

-425 

138 

-547 

Proceeds  from  dispositions. 
Export  subsidies . . 

-417 

—420 

-454 

410 

375 

313 

430 

13 

Carrying  oharges  and  in¬ 
terest.  . . . . 

300 

310 

252 

225 

243 

Public  Law  480,  excluding 
export  subsidies . 

580 

608 

608 

608 

608 

Subtotal _ 

1,248 

1,465 

872 

938 

455 

Payments  for  land  diver- 

1  345 

1  250 

*705 

Total _ _ _ 

1,248 

1,465 

1,217 

1,188 

1,160 

supports  for  corn;  payments  of  approximately  $400,000,000  would  be  made  if  the  price- 
support  level  were  at  or  near  $1.30  per  bushel. 

*  Estimated  total  payments  of  $1,880  are  attributed  to  feed  grains  and  wheat  even 
though  some  of  the  acreage  is  diverted  from  crops  not  in  surplus  supply. 

*  Payments  of  $226,000,000  in  the  wheat  program  have  also  been  indicated  in  some 
reports. 


Table  2. — Feed  grains  and  wheat — Estimated  ultimate  net  savings  from  supply  management  programs  compared  with  returning  to  1960 

programs 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


1961 

emer¬ 

gency 

pro¬ 

gram 

1963 

- 

1961 

emer¬ 

gency 

pro¬ 

gram 

1963 

With 
1960  pro¬ 
gram 

With 

1961-62 

pro¬ 

grams 

With 

long- 

range 

pro¬ 

gram 

With 

cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

With 
1960  pro¬ 
gram 

With 

1961-62 

pro¬ 

grams 

With 

long- 

range 

pro¬ 

gram 

With 

cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

FEED  GRAINS 

Acquisition  costs  avoided,  net . 

Carrying  costs  and  interest  avoided. . 

Diversion  payments  incurred . 

Additional  administrative  expense 

353 

1,054 

-782 

-42 

341 

980 

-900 

-35 

376 

1,005 

-500 

-37 

376 
1,005 
i  -1,175 

-74 

WHEAT 

Acquisition  costs  avoided,  net . . 

Carrying  costs  and  interest  avoided.. 

Diversion  payments  incurred . 

Additional  administrative  expense 

im 

program 

207 

335 

-345 

-13 

267 

450 

-250 

-13 

220 
374 
i  -70S 

-42 

683 

386 

844 

132 

184 

454 

-153 

i  Estimated  total  payments  of  $1,880  are  attributed  to  feed  grains  and  wheat  even  though  some  of  the  acreage  is  diverted  from  crops  not  in  surplus  supply. 


Table  3. — Difference  in  cost  to  the  Government  of  diversion  pay  ments  under  long-range  proposal  compared  with  continuation  of  1962  voluntary 

feed  grain  and  wheat  programs 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


Crop  and  program 

Wheat 

Feed  grains 

Total 

Crop  and  program 

Wheat 

Feed  grains 

Total 

1063  crop: 

H  ft  11222 

'250 

345 

*500 

900 

760 

1,245 

1966  crop: 

H.R  11222  .  . . 

Voluntary  programs.'1. . . 

Voluntary  programs.. . . . 

Difference . . . . . 

345 

900 

1, 246 

95 

400 

495 

345 

900 

1,245 

1064  crop: 

J1  .R.  11222 

1063-^6  crops: 

H.R.  11222 . . 

1  200 
345 

*400 

900 

600 

1,245 

625 

1, 380 

1,200 

3,600 

1,825 

4,980 

Voluntary  programs _ _ _  ... 

Voluntary  programs . 

Difference _ _ 

145 

500 

645 

765 

2,400 

3, 155 

1965  crop: 

II.  R.  11222 _ _ 

V oluntary  programs  . . . 

Difference _ _ _ _ 

1 175 
345 

*300 

900 

475 

1,245 

170 

600 

770 

'Diversion  payments  at  approximately  these  levels  would  apply  with  the  price  1  Those  payment  rates  would  apply  If  the  price  support  for  corn  was  $1.20  per  bushel, 
support  for  certificate  wheat  at  $2  per  bushel.  The  deolining  schedule  of  payments  If  the  corn  price  support  were  around  $1.30  per  bushel,  payments  would  range  from 
Indicates  a  general  policy  position  only,  not  a  determination  of  the  level  of  payments  approximately  $406,000,000  to  $200,000,000  from  1903  to  1905. 

in  future  years. 
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Table  4. — Feed  grains— Estimates  for  various  programs,  by  crop  years 


June  19 


1961 

1963 

1961 

1963 

With 

1960 

program 

Emer¬ 

gency 

program 

With 

1960 

program 

With 

1961-62 

program 

Long- 

range 

program 

Crop¬ 
land  re¬ 
tirement 
program 

With 

1960 

program 

Emer¬ 

gency 

program 

With 

1960 

program 

With 

1961-02 

program 

Long- 

range 

program 

Crop¬ 
land  re¬ 
tirement 
program 

Acreage  (thousand  acres): 
Diverted: 

Soil  bank . . 

Utilization  (million  tons): 

137.  4 

134.9 

141.5 

138. 1 

135.0 

‘  135. 0 

13, 943 

13, 943 

12,029 

12, 029 

12, 029 

12, 029 

Export _ _ _ 

13.3 

13.3 

14.0 

14.0 

14.0 

14.0 

25, 215 
106, 763 

1.  32 

29,500 
105, 800 

1.37 

33, 000 

33, 000 

124, 100 

125, 100 

101,500 

1.37 

98,000 

Total  use . . . — 

150.7 

148.2 

155.  5 

152.  0 

149.0 

149.0 

Yield  (tons  per  harvested 

1.42 

Carryout  (million  tons).... 
Increase  (+)  or  decrease 

97.6 

77.7 

81.9 

64.0 

61.5 

61.6 

(— )  in  carryover  during 

Supply  (million  tons): 

+12.8 

-7.1 

+11.5 

-6.4 

-8.9 

-8.8 

84.8 

84.8 

70.4 

70.4 

70.4 

70.4 

Payments  for  land  diver- 

163.  0 

140.  6 

166.0 

144.6 

139. 1 

139.2 

sion  (million  dollars) _ 

$782 

3  $900 

3  $500 

<$800 

.5 

.5 

L0 

1.0 

1.0 

•  1.0 

Season  average  price  to 

$0.  98 

$1. 07 

$0. 98 

3  $1.  07 

3  $1.23 

$1. 13- 

248.3 

225.9 

237.4 

216.0 

210.6 

210.  6 

1  Assumes  3,000,000  more  tons  of  wheat  used  for  foed. 

3  Estimates  of  diversion  payments  and  average  prices  received  by  farmers  are  based 
upon  an  assumption  that  the  price  support  in  1963  would  be  $1.20  per  bushel  if  the 
1961-4)2  programs  were  extended.  Since  program  costs  would  be  more  than  $500,000,000 
higher  than  under  the  mandatory  program,  the  level  of  price  support  would  have  to 
be  reviewed  with  a  view  to  reducing  program  costs. 


’  Diversion  payments  and  average  prices  received  by  farmers  are  based  on  an  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  support  price  would  be  around  $1.20  per  bushel.  The  price  support  for 
corn  in  1963  has  not  been  set,  but  the  Department  has  indicated  that  under  the  manda¬ 
tory  program  it  would  be  set  between  $1.20  and  $1.30  per  bushel. 

*  Represents  only  that  part  of  $1,880,000,000  in  payments  which  can  be  specifically 
ascribed  to  feed  grain  acreage. 


Table  5. —  Wheat — Estimates  for  various  programs,  by  crop  years 


1961 

program 

1963 

With  1961 
program 

With  1962 
program 

Long- 

range 

Cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

Acreage  (thousand  acres): 
Diverted: 

Soil  bank . . . 

3, 163 

2,729 

2,729 

14,000 

48,300 

43,100 

25.5 

2,729 

13,000 

45,800 

40,600 

25.5 

2,729 

Planted  1 * _ _ 

Harvested . . 

Yield  (bushels  per  acre) . 

Supply  (million  bushels): 

Beginning  stocks . . 

Production . . . 

Imports . . . 

Total  supply . . . 

55,648 
51.  620 
23.9 

57,000 

63,500 

25.0 

61,000 

47,000 

25.5 

1,  412 
1,235 

8 

1,295 
1, 340 

8 

1,295 
1, 100 

8 

1,295 

1,035 

5 

1,295 

1,200 

5 

2,655 

2,643 

2,403 

2,335 

2,500 

i  Estimates  take  into  consideration  “small  farm”  base  acreages  of  about  6,000,000 

acres  under  administration  proposal  but  about  11,000,000  acres  under  the  1962  program. 

3  Diversion  payments  and  average  prices  received  by  farmers  are  based  upon  an 
assumption  that  the  1963  price  support  for  wheat  would  be  $1.80  if  the  1962  wheat 
program  were  extended  to  the  1963  crop,  but  that  the  price  support  would  be  about 
$2  if  the  marketing  certificate  program  were  in  effect. 


1963 

1961 

program 

With  1961 
program 

With  1962 
program 

Long- 

range 

Cropland 

retire¬ 

ment 

program 

Utilization  (million  bushels): 

Domestic . . 

590 

603 

585 

585 

700 

Export . - . 

685 

625 

625 

625 

625 

Total  use _ _ _ 

1,275 

1,228 

1,210 

1,210 

1, 325 

Carryout  (million  bushels) . 

1,380 

1,  415 

1, 193 

1,125 

1,175 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— )  in 

carryover  during  year _ 

-32 

+120 

-102 

-170 

-120 

Payments  for  land  diversion 

(million  dollars) _ _ 

3  345 

3  250 

*  no 

Season  average  price  to  farmers  <_ 

$1.84 

$1.75 

3  $1.80 

3  $2. 05 

$1.35 

3  Represents  only  that  part  of  $1,880,000,000  in  total  payments  which  can  be  specifi¬ 
cally  ascribed  to  wheat  acreage.  If  all  payments  are  prorated  to  wheat  and  feed  grains, 
this  becomes  $705,000,000. 

*  Feed  and  seed  wheat  value  assumed  to  be  $1.40  per  bushel,  except  upon  cropland 
retirement  program. 


Table  6. — Estimated,  value  of  production  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  under  various  programs,  by  crop  years 


1961 

1963 

With 

1960 

pro¬ 

gram 

Pro¬ 

grams 

With 

1960 

pro¬ 

grams 

With 

1962 

pro¬ 

grams 

Long- 

range 

pro¬ 

grams 

Crop¬ 
land  re¬ 
tirement 
program 

WHEAT 

Season  average  price  per 

$1.84 

$1.75 

$1.80 

$2.05 

$1.35 

Value  of  production  (mil- 

2,228 

2,310 

1,940 

345 

2,057 

250 

1,620 

3 110 

Payments  for  land  diver¬ 
sion  (million  dollars) . 

Total  value  plus  pay¬ 
ments _ _ 

2,228 

2,310 

2,285 

3,207 

1,730 

1961 

1963 

With 

1960 

pro¬ 

gram 

Pro¬ 

grams 

With 

1960 

pro¬ 

grams 

With 

1962 

pro¬ 

grams 

Long- 

range 

pro¬ 

grams 

Crop¬ 
land  re¬ 
tirement 
program 

FEED  GKAINS 

Season  average  price  to 
fanners  for  corn: 

Per  bushel _ 

Per  ton _ _ _ 

Value  of  production  of  all 
feed  grains,  basis  price 
per  ton  of  com  (million 
dollars) . . 

•Payments  for  land  diver¬ 
sion  (million  dollars) . 

Total  value  plus  pay¬ 
ments _ 

$0.  98 
$35.  00 

$1.07 
•  $38.20 

$0.98 
$35. 00 

$1.07 

$38.20 

$1.23 
$43.  95 

$1. 13 
$40.  35 

5,705 

5,372 

782 

5,810 

5,526 

900 

6,127 

500 

5,609 

3  800 

5,705 

6,154 

5,  810 

6,425 

6,627 

6,409 

3  Wheat  used  for  feed  and  seed  Is  computed  at  $1.40  per  bushel  except  for  the  cropland  3  Represents  only  that  part  of  $1,880,000,000  on  total  payments  which  can  be  ascribed 
retirement  program.  specifically  to  wheat  or  feed  grain  acreage.  The  rem  ainder  would  apply  to  land  di  verted 

from  other  crops. 
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Table  7. — Feed  grains — Estimated  applicability  of  25-acre  exemption  under  the  provisions  of  the  administration  feed  grain  program1 


Stato 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with 
bases  of  25 
acres  or  less 1 

Percentage 
of  farms  with 
25-acre  base 
or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
farms  with 
25  acres  or 
less 

Acreage  on 
exempt 
farms  as 
percent  of 
total  acreage 

Maine . . . - 

1,079 

96 

Thousands 

8.5 

81 

New  Hampshire _ 

906 

93 

8. 1 

74 

Vermont . . . .. 

3, 482 

90 

37. 1 

69 

Massachusetts . .. . 

1,684 

88 

17.4 

61 

Rhode  Island _ 

240 

83 

3.0 

54 

Connecticut _ 

1,  802 

85 

21.9 

58 

New  York . 

31,045 

81 

319.8 

49 

New  Jersey _ 

3,608 

64 

44.9 

26 

Pennsylvania . . 

56,  586 

81 

857.  2 

69 

Ohio _ 

57,907 

55 

649.2 

17 

Indiana . . . . 

39, 056 

39 

476.1 

9 

Illinois _  _  . 

25,  749 

20 

296.4 

3 

Michigan _ _ 

45,  283 

63 

545.0 

26 

Wisconsin _ _ 

64,528 

61 

796.0 

28 

Minnesota _ _ 

28,  001 

25 

357.6 

5 

Iowa _ _ - 

13, 164 

12 

236.8 

2 

Missouri _ 

46,584 

48 

512.5 

12 

North  Dakota . . 

2, 375 

6 

31.  7 

1 

South  Dakota . 

2,872 

7 

22.4 

1 

Nebraska . . . . 

4,  231 

6 

52.4 

1 

Kansas . . . . 

16,  690 

24 

173.  5 

4 

Delaware..  _  . . . 

1,840 

50 

22.3 

14 

Maryland.  _  .  _ 

11,099 

66 

113.9 

23 

Virginia . .  .. 

56,  386 

89 

463.4 

59 

West  Virginia . . 

20,063 

96 

101.3 

75 

1  The  exemption  applies  to  base  acreage  in  H.R.  11222  and  to  acreage  allotments  in 
the  section  which  was  deleted  from  the  Senate  bill  (S.  2786)  before  it  was  reported  as  S. 
3225. 


State 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with 
bases  of  25 
acres  or  less 2 

Percentage 
of  farms  with 
25-acre  base 
or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
farms  with 
25  acres  or 
less 

Acreage  on 
exempt 
farms  as 
percent  of 
total  acreage 

North  Carolina _  _ 

128, 926 

88 

7'housands 

1,059.6 

54 

South  Carolina _ _ 

50, 241 

87 

426.4 

51 

Georgia— . .  _ 

45,  508 

60 

453.4 

17 

Florida . . . 

6,079 

51 

69.0 

12 

Kentucky _ 

82,  526 

82 

686.  4 

40 

Tennessee _ 

79, 944 

82 

661.9 

43 

Alabama... . . . . 

62,  844 

73 

6-12.9 

31 

Mississippi _ 

82, 176 

89 

722. 1 

58 

Arkansas _ 

31, 121 

91 

210.7 

57 

Louisiana. _ _ 

31,  061 

91 

259.2 

56 

Oklahoma . . 

9, 131 

34 

61.1 

7 

Texas _ 

28,442 

36 

264. 1 

4 

Montana _ _ _ 

3,899 

25 

59.3 

3 

Idaho  . . . .  . 

4,937 

54 

58.7 

10 

Wyoming  . . . . 

1,098 

39 

13.2 

10 

Colorado _ _ 

390 

10 

3.0 

1 

New  Mexico _ 

474 

26 

5.8 

3 

Arizona _ 

301 

23 

2.3 

2 

Utah.. _ _ 

5,538 

70 

53.6 

30 

Nevada _ 

216 

54 

2.3 

15 

Washington . . 

2,  334 

35 

21.9 

3 

Oregon. . . 

4,734 

53 

48.7 

10 

California  _ 

1,352 

18 

22.6 

1 

United  States _ 

1,  204,  532 

64 

11, 976. 5 

12 

2  Includes  com,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  If  oats  is  included,  as  in  H.R  .  11222,  the 
number  and  percentage  of  farms  would  be  smaller  in  most  States. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  know  about 
as  much  about  control  programs  and 
adjustment  programs  as  any  Member  of 
this  House,  because  five  of  the  six  basic 
commodities  are  grown  in  my  district 
and  on  my  own  farm,  and  at  one  time 
or  another  all  of  those  commodities  have 
been  under  some  adjustment  program. 

Everyone  knows  that  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram  has  worked  successfully  and  well 
for  many  years.  The  Government  has 
sustained  very  small  losses  on  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  peanut  program,  under 
which  we  have  made  necessary  adjust¬ 
ments,  is  likewise  operating  well  and  sat¬ 
isfactorily,  and  peanut  farmers  are  not 
now  on  subsidy.  The  program  on  rice 
is  another  adjustment  program  and  that 
is  working  well ;  and  the  program  on  cot¬ 
ton  is  an  adjustment  program. 

We  are  trying  in  this  legislation  to 
give  to  other  producers  of  the  Nation 
the  same  sort  of  legislative  machinery 
and  programs  as  we  have  provided  for 
the  producers  of  the  four  commodities 
I  have  just  mentioned.  I  want  the 
farmers  who  produce  corn  and  feed 
grains,  the  farmers  who  produce  wheat, 
to  have  the  same  choice  that  my  fann¬ 
ers  have  had.  In  every  referendum  we 
have  held  the  fanners  have  approved  the 
programs  by  about  90  to  98  percent,  and 
the  programs  are  working  well. 

We  have  lost  gigantic  sums  of  money 
in  recent  years  on  wheat  and  on  corn 
and  other  feed  grains.  We  have  accum¬ 
ulated  huge  surpluses  in  our  warehouses 
and  our  warehouses  are  now  bulging  with 
vital  food  and  fiber  throughout  this  vast 
Republic  of  ours.  They  have  accumu¬ 
lated  about  $9  billion  worth  of  surpluses. 
We  have  authorized  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  to  do  just 
about  everything  possible  with  these  sur¬ 
pluses  which  are  now  burdening  our 
markets. 

Our  committee  and  this  Congress  have 
given  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the 
right  to  sell  these  commodities  for  cash 


dollars,  to  sell  them  on  short-term  credit 
for  dollars  and  long-term  credit  for  dol¬ 
lars,  to  sell  them  for  foreign  currencies, 
to  barter  the  commodities  away  for  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  needed  in  our  own  coun¬ 
try,  yes,  even  to  give  the  vital  food  and 
fiber  away  around  the  world  wherever 
•  need  can  be  shown.  Yet  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  broad  authority,  our  situation 
has  become  aggravated  with  every  har¬ 
vest. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  this  situation, 
that  we  have  no  alternative  but  to  offer 
to  the  farmers  a  program  providing  that 
-if  they  will  make  the  necessary  adjust¬ 
ments  we  will  provide  the  necessary  and 
desirable  price  supports,  and  on  the 
other  hand,  if  they  reject  the  program, 
they  have  no  price  supports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  what  these  ad¬ 
justment  programs  now  operating  for 
cotton,  tobacco  and  peanuts  mean  to  me. 
I  know  what  they  mean  to  my  constitu¬ 
ents.  But  for  these  programs  that  we 
have,  North  Carolina  farmers  would  be 
in  bankruptcy  before  Thanksgiving.  We 
could  not  possibly  survive  because  we 
would  produce  so  abundantly  that  prices 
would  be  destroyed  and  we  would  have 
no  alternative  other  than  to  suffer  the 
burdens  of  unmanageable  overproduc¬ 
tion  instead  of  the  blessings  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  whereby  we  have  had  stability  of 
supplies  and  stability  in  prices  and  at 
least  some  degree  of  prosperity.  The 
difference  is  prosperity  on  the  one  hand 
and  prostration  on  the  other  hand. 

I  remember  1939  when  we  dropped  the 
tobacco  program.  I  saw  able-bodied 
friends  of  mine  walking  out  of  the  ware¬ 
houses  with  tears  in  their  eyes — with 
not  money  enough  even  to  buy  school 
books.  It  was  a  burden  upon  us  for  2  or 
3  years. 

Now  I  want  to  appeal  to  you  to  give 
the  grain  farmers  of  the  Nation  a  chance 
to  say  yes  or  no. 

Of  course,  the  city  gentleman  here 
from  Kansas  City  made  an  excellent 


speech;  and  he  knows  that  there  would 
not  be  any  great  city  there  but  for  the 
agriculture  of  that  area.  We  know  that 
this  program  is  important.  In  every 
little  city  and  village  in  this  country, 
every  professional  man,  men  and  women 
in  all  vocations  and  avocations  of  pri¬ 
vate  life  are  involved  in  this  controversy. 

I  think  those  Members  from  the  city 
district  should  feel  that  this  bill  is  a 
consumer’s  bill.  It  is  a  bill  to  protect 
consumers  as  well  as  producers.  It  is  a 
bill  in  the  interest  of  the  taxpayer. 

I  appeal  to  the  city  Members  to  vote 
for  this  because  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  taxpayers,  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
consumer,  and  I  think  we  can  expect 
good  administration  of  this  bill  by  Mr. 
Freeman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  long  hearings, 
after  all  who  asked  to  appear  were  given 
an  opportunity  to  express  their  views 
concerning  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and 
to  present  their  own  solutions  for  the 
farm  problems,  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  broke  up  into  subcommittees  and 
I  referred  all  of  the  sections  to  appro¬ 
priate  subcommittees.  The  subcommit¬ 
tees  worked  diligently  and  faithfully  to 
improve  those  sections. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  was  chairman  or  one  or  two  of 
the  subcommittees,  and  he  will  discuss 
those  particular  provisions  that  were 
referred  to  his  subcommittee.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson] 
was  chairman  of  the  Dairy  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  and  he  will  discuss  the  dairy  section. 
The  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Breeding]  was  chairman  of  the  Wheat 
Committee,  and  he  will  present  that  sec¬ 
tion.  We  have  a  section  dealing  with 
Public  Law  480,  which  also  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  conclude  my  remarks 
by  appealing  to  the  reason  of  this  House. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  A  matter  has  been  dis¬ 
turbing  me  now  for  some  time.  That  is 
the  problem  that  some  of  our  producers 
have  fallen  into  where  a  base  has  been 
lost  to  their  farm.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  helped  me,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  tMr.  Poage]  has  helped  me,  but 
in  spite  of  that  help  we  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  establish  a  base  on  a  farm  of 
160  acres,  320  acres,  or  400  acres. 

What  would  happen  to  a  young  man 
who  owns  a  farm  worth  $100,000,  but 
he  is  unable  to  get  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  act?  Those  are  the  things 
that  frighten  me. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  share  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  views  to  this  extent:  I  think  I  am 
safe  in  saying  we  have  a  provision  in 
this  bill  which  will  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  base  on  a  new  farm. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  in  the  debate  on  the  feed  grain  bill 
the  Secretary  had  the  power  to  make 
adjustments  on  feed  grain  bases.  1 
happen  to  have  a  boy  who  runs  my  farm. 
There  is  not  a  single  acre  that  he  can 
get.  He  has  been  denied  a  single  acre. 
What  would  he  do  if  this  bill  passes? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  He  could  appeal  to  the 
local  committee,  and  they  could  make  it 
available  to  him. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  We  do  not  know 
whether  they  will  or  will  not. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  not  sure  whether 
they  will  or  not,  either.  I  suggest  that 
the  gentleman  withhold  his  question  un¬ 
til  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  speaks.  I  think  he  will  be  able 
to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  am  anxious  that  the 
record  be  written  so  there  may  be  some 
directive  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  any  bill  we  pass. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  for  the  very  fine  statement 
that  he  has  made.  I  intend  to  be  here 
on  the  floor  and  listen  to  the  debate 
throughout  the  time  that  we  spend  on 
that  subject  because  I  am  very  much 
interested  in  it.  I  have  a  substantial 
agricultural  community  in  my  district, 
and  I  want  to  properly  evaluate  the  bill 
before  us  before  I  pass  judgment  on  it. 

I  have  been  contacted  by  representa¬ 
tives  of  various  organizations.  One  of 
them  was  the  Farm  Bureau  that  has 
put  on  quite  a  drive  to  get  people  to 
vote  against  this  bill.  I  asked  them,  in 
one  of  my  questions,  What  alternative 
do  we  have?  They  tell  me  that  alterna¬ 
tive  is  something  they  call  the  Federal 
crop  retirement  plan. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Let  me  interrupt. 

You  vote  down  this  bill  and  we  go  back 
to  the  Benson  program  of  1958  under 
which  we  sustained  the  losses  and  ac¬ 
cumulated  the  surpluses.  That  is  the 
choice  we  have. 

Mr.  MACK.  Just  one  more  question. 

The  Farm  Bureau  supposedly  is  sub¬ 
mitting  this  Federal  crop  retirement 
program.  I  can  find  no  support  for  that 
bill  among  the  Congressmen  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  would  like  to  know 


whether  any  Congressman  has  offered 
this  proposal  as  a  substitute  for  this 
bill  during  the  executive  session. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  think  any 
Congressman  thought  enough  of  that  bill 
to  offer  it  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  25  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  ex¬ 
pressed  the  hope  that  this  bill  should  be 
considered  on  a  nonpartisan  manner. 
Yet  in  the  same  breath  he  accused  the 
minority  on  the  committee  of  not  co¬ 
operating  and  being  completely  negative 
in  trying  to  write  this  bill. 

I  just  want  to  set  the  record  straight. 
In  my  capacity  as  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  I  am  ex  officio,  at  least,  a 
member  of  all  subcommittees.  At  the 
first  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  on 
livestock  and  feed  grains  to  consider  the 
feed  grain  section  of  the  bill.  The  ques¬ 
tion  arose  whether  or  not  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  should  proceed  along  the  com¬ 
pulsory  route  or  along  a  voluntary  route 
as  far  as  feed  grains  are  concerned.  We 
were  advised  by  the  ch ail-man  of  the 
subcommittee  that  we  were  going  to  fol¬ 
low  the  compulsory  route.  I  then  ad¬ 
vised  the  chairman  that  we  would  not 
go  along  with  a  compulsory  program. 
So,  we  were  foreclosed  right  from  the 
start. 

Furthermore,  in  the  deliberations  in 
the  full  committee  a  substitute  for  the 
bill  was  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  QtjieI  ,  which  for  all 
practical  purposes  would  have  extended 
the  present  feed  grains  program  for  1 
year  and  the  present  wheat  program  for 
1  year.  And,  may  I  advise  the  member¬ 
ship  that  I  am  giving  some  consideration 
to  offering  a  substitute  to  title  IV,  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Mack],  which  would  extend  the  present 
feed  grains  bill  for  1  year  and  would  ex¬ 
tend  the  present  wheat  program  for  1 
year  with  some  other  features.  Wheth¬ 
er  or  not  the  substitute  is  offered,  re¬ 
mains  to  be  seen. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  most  contro¬ 
versial  and  dangerous  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  will  make  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  a  czar  and  for  all  practical 
purposes  will  make  it  necessary  for  the 
American  farmer  to  procure  a  Federal 
license  in  order  to  operate  his  own  farm. 
I  do  hope  you  will  carefully  read  the 
minority  report  which  fully  sets  out  the 
many  glaring  defects  of  the  bill. 

This  bill  should  not  be  up  for  consider¬ 
ation  in  the  House  today.  In  fact,  the 
bill  should  not  have  been  reported  out 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
It  is  common  knowledge  that  the  bill 
would  not  have  been  reported  out  of 
committee  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  ter¬ 
rific  political  pressure  brought  to  bear 
on  certain  of  the  majority  members  of 
the  committee,  who  apparently  were 
completely  overwhelmed  by  political 
pressure  from  the  White  House  down. 
I  have  seen  nothing  like  it  during  my 
long  service  in  the  Congress.  Constant 
harassment  seems  to  have  been  the  order 


of  the  day.  Throughout  the  critical  time 
when  the  administration  was  trying  to 
get  the  one  necessary  vote  to  have  the  bill 
reported  some  high  officers  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  were  wandering 
the  corridors  near  the  committee  room 
while  others  from  the  office  of  Commo¬ 
dity  Stabilization  Service  were  con¬ 
stantly  on  guard  in  quarters  adjacent 
to  the  committee  room,  keeping  in  touch 
with  ever  move  that  was  made.  You 
can  well  imagine  under  what  terrific 
pressure  some  of  my  Democratic  col¬ 
leagues  were  carrying  on. 

It  is  indeed  a  sad  commentary  on  our 
system  of  free  choice  and  representative 
government  when  representatives  of  a 
free  people  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  are  so  badgered  and  pressured  as 
to  make  it  almost  impossible  for  them 
to  any  longer  exercise  their  own  free  will 
and  judgment  in  deciding  whether  or 
not  a  certain  bill  should  be  reported  out 
of  committee.  If  the  American  people 
continue  to  tolerate  this  type  of  pressure, 
it  must  essentially  follow  that  eventually 
our  entire  system  of  representative  gov¬ 
ernment  will  be  destroyed. 

In  spite  of  this  unprecedented  pres¬ 
sure,  the  bill,  H.R.  11222,  had  a  most 
difficult  time  gettin  out  of  committee. 
May  I  point  out  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  consists  of  21  Democrats  and 
14  Republicans  with  a  majority  of.  7  in 
favor  of  the  majority  party.  The  bill 
under  consideration  was  so  bad  and  con¬ 
troversial  that  3  members  of  the  majority 
party  on  the  committee  absolutely  re¬ 
fused  to  vote  for  the  bill.  They  stood 
firm  and  steadfast  in  support  of  their 
honest  convictions  and  I  salute  them  as 
great  Americans.  ■ 

God  give  us  men. 

A  time  like  this  demands  strong  minds,  great 
hearts,  true  faith,  and  ready  hands, 
Men  whom  the  lust  of  office  does  not  kill, 
Men  whom  the  spoils  of  office  cannot  buy, 
Men  who  possess  opinions  and  a  will. 

Men  who  love  honor,  men  who  cannot  lie. 

After  three  desperate  attempts,  the  bill 
was  finally  reported  out  of  committee  by 
a  vote  of  18  to  17  with  one  member  of  the 
majority  party  who  had  voted  to  report 
out  the  bill  publicly  stating  after  the 
vote  was  had  that  he  expected  to  -vote 
against  the  bill  if  it  came  to  the  floor 
of  the  House.  I  am  convinced  there  were 
others  on  the  majority  side  who  were 
most  unhappy  because  they  had  to  go 
along.  So,  when  you  boil  it  all  down, 
pray  tell  me  who  is  actually  advocating 
this  legislation  except  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  and  the  Dr.  Cochrane  crowd  who 
have  apparently  sold  President  Kennedy 
a  bill  of  goods?  The  American  Farm 
Bureau,  the  largest  farm  organization 
in  this  country,  is  drastically  opposed  to 
this  legislation.  The  American  Grange 
has  been  strangely  silent  since  its  leaders 
gave  a  lukewarm  endorsement  to  the 
bill  several  months  ago.  The  Farmers 
Union,  to  say  the  least,  is  quite  passive 
in  its  support  of  the  legislation.  In  fact, 
the  president  of  the  National  Farmers 
Union  wrote  President  Kennedy  a  rather 
sharp  letter  when  the  original  bill  was 
introduced  in  which  he  took  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  task  for  failing  to  live  up  to  his 
campaign  promises  made  to  the  farmers 
of  America. 
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In  fact,  there  is  no  appreciable  sup¬ 
port  for  this  legislation.  No  clamor  or 
demand  for  this  bill  on  the  part  of  our 
fanners  whatsoever.  My  heavy  mail 
from  all  sections  of  the  country  clearly 
indicates  that  the  overwhelming  number 
of  our  farmers  don’t  want  the  kind  of 
regimentation  and  controls  provided  for 
in  this  bill.  I  will  yield  to -anyone  right 
now  who  wishes  to  stand  up  and  declare 
publicly  that  he  or  she  is  being  begged, 
implored,  or  pressured  to  vote  for  this 
legislation.  Every  farm  poll  I  have  seen 
clearly  indicates  that  farmers  want  no 
part  of  this  legislation.  I  call  your 
special  attention  to  a  recent  poll  taken 
by  the  Farm  Journal,  one  of  the  most 
reputable  of  our  farm  publications.  A 
ballot  was  submitted  to  its  readers  which 
set  out  three  specific  proposals  on  which 
farmers  were  asked  their  views  and 
opinions.  The  choices  submitted  were  as 
follows,  and  I  quote  from  the  ballot: 

1.  Compulsory  Government  quotas  on 
what  I  could  sell,  or  how  much  land  I  could 
farm;  stiff  penalties,  support  prices  at,  or 
above,  present  levels. 

2.  Expanded  voluntary  land-retirement 
program  to  cut  crop  production:  no  com¬ 
pulsory  quotas  or  allotments;  with  supports 
on  crops  at  a  level  to  stabilize  markets  but 
not  add  to  surpluses. 

3.  Get  the  Government  clear  out — no  con¬ 
trols,  no  price  supports. 

The  final  tally  of  64,560  ballots  showed 
only  4  percent  of  the  farmers  in  favor 
of  the  compulsory  quotas  which  is  the 
heart  and  core  provision  of  the  feed  grain 
section  of  this  bill;  43  percent  of  the 
farmers  were  in  favor  of  land  retire¬ 
ment  and  53  percent  wanted  to  get  the 
Government  clear  out. 

Again  I  ask,  who  wants  this  legis¬ 
lation  except  those  who  want  to  regiment 
and  control  the  American  farmer  as  a 
part  of  the  overall  scheme  for  a  man¬ 
aged  economy  in  this  country? 

Let  us  first  turn  to  title  I  of  the  bill. 

This  is  a  brandnew  proposal  which 
establishes  broad  authority  to  spend 
Federal  funds  on  recreational  facilities 
of  all  sorts.  This  would  permit  a  farmer 
to  put  in  a  fish  pond,  build  docks  on  in¬ 
land  ponds  and  lakes,  establish  camping 
areas,  picnic  areas,  ball  diamonds,  golf 
putting  ranges,  set  up  a  merry-go-round 
or  an  amusement  park  on  his  land  with 
the  Federal  Government  participating 
on  a  cost-sharing  basis.  The  theory  of 
all  this  is  to  permit  the  farmer  to  some¬ 
what  augment  his  income.  There  is 
nothing  said  in  the  bill,  however,  about 
protecting  private  enterprise  from  com¬ 
petition  from  these  new  Government 
ventures.  Furthermore,  no  one  knows 
what  the  actual  cost  of  this  new  type  of 
operation  would  be.  There  is  nothing  in 
title  I  which  indicates  just  who  could 
use  these  recreational  facilities  if  once 
established.  Would  the  facilities  be 
available  to  everyone  irrespective  of 
race,  color,  and  previous  condition  of 
servitude,  or  would  they  be  segregated 
areas?  The  language  of  title  I  is  silent 
on  this  question  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  up  to  now  has  been  ducking  the 
issue.  This  new  boondoggling  proposal 
might  well  be  eliminated  from  the  bill 
without  doing  very  much  harm  and,  in¬ 
cidentally,  so  doing  would  save  the  tax¬ 
payers  a  lot  of  money. 


Title  n  of  the  bill  relates  to  agricul¬ 
tural  trade  development  or  Public  Law 
480.  This  title  proposes  an  amendment 
to  Public  Law  480  which  would  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  purchase 
agricultural  commodities  he  deems  to  be 
in  surplus  directly  from  private  stocks 
and  then  donate  these  commodities  to 
needy  people  overseas. 

This  proposal  is  also  a  new  venture 
which  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
original  intent  and  purpose  of  Public 
Law  480.  This  law  was  enacted  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  orderly  disposal  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  and  a  very 
good  record  has  been  made  in  that  re¬ 
gard. 

Now  it  is  proposed  that  we  embark  on 
a  worldwide  welfare  program  coupled 
with  new  and  additional  authority  given 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  If  this 
administration  wants  to  embark  on  a 
worldwide  welfare  program,  let  it  do  so 
through  the  medium  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment  or  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  but  don’t  let  it 
set  aside  the  original  intent  of  Public 
Law  480. 

Title  IH  of  the  bill  provides  for  an 
amendment  to  marketing  order  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  exclude  potatoes  for 
dehydrating  from  the  coverage  of  mar¬ 
keting  orders.  This  proposal  is  obvious¬ 
ly  processor  oriented.  The  proposal 
was  never  brought  up  or  discussed  in  the 
open  hearings  on  the  bill  and  potato 
farmers  were  never  given  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  views  on  it. 

Title  V  relates  to  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration.  It  would  amend  the 
basic  law  by  providing  for  the  addition 
of  recreational  loans  to  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  program.  This 
new  authorization  and  extension  of  au¬ 
thority  would  appear  to  be  rather  unwise 
at  this  time.  The  many  applications  for 
Farmers  Home  Administration  loan 
funds  already  creates  an  overburdening 
demand.  In  fact,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  now  has  more  applica¬ 
tions  for  regular  loans  than  it  can  proc¬ 
ess.  Therefore,  it  seems  rather  foolish 
to  add  new  burdens  to  this  agency  of 
Government.  This  title  also  includes 
sewer  loans  to  municipalities.  Such  a 
program  would  be  a  complete  duplication 
of  the  legislative  authority  contained  in 
several  other  statutes.  I  doubt  very 
much  whether  it  would  be  advisable  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  now  also  go 
into  the  sewer  business. 

The  most  controversial  part  of  H.R. 
11222  is  title  IV  which  deals  with  com¬ 
modity  programs  involving  feed  grains, 
wheat,  and  dairying. 

The  wheat  farmer  will  receive  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  income  under  H.R.  11222.  His 
diversion  payment  will  slide  down  from 
50  percent  in  1963  to  zero  by  1966.  The 
producers  on  about  10,000  farms  in  the 
West  where  weather  presents  a  huge  risk 
are  currently  able  to  store  excess  wheat 
from  a  previous  year  to  be  applied  to  a 
future  year’s  crop.  They  will  no  longer 
be  able  to  have  this  measure  of  protec¬ 
tion  against  the  elements. 

Each  step  of  wheat  production,  proc¬ 
essing,  and  export  would  be  tightly 
policed.  Farmers,  processors,  taxpayers, 
and  consumers  would  all  be  required  to 
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bear  the  burden  of  this  broad  tax  pro¬ 
gram. 

This  bill  is  the  most  harsh  and  vin¬ 
dictive  measure  ever  aimed  at  the  small 
wheat  farmer,  who  is  discriminated 
against  in  voting  and  in  marketing.  The 
so-called  small  farm  exemption  is  really 
a  small  farm  deception. 

Marketing  certificates  are  denied  to 
those  small  farmers  electing  to  use  the 
so-called  small  farm  exemption  pro¬ 
vided  for  under  the  bill,  meaning  that 
small  growers  could  not  even  plant  up 
to  the  farm  wheat  base  without  losing 
the  right  to  x-eceive  certificates  and  the 
right  to  sell  wheat  for  food  and  for  ex¬ 
port. 

The  daily  provisions  of  H.R.  11222  are 
the  ineffective  remnants  of  the  original 
dairy  control  plan.  While  the  bill  now 
only  calls  for  payments,  the  administra¬ 
tive  machinery  and  the  program  data  for 
the  control  program  would  be  established 
for  subsequent  controls.  The  real  fool¬ 
ishness  of  the  proposed  dairy  plan  lies 
in  its  complete  and  obvious  ineffective¬ 
ness.  In  fact,  the  dairy  part  of  the  bill 
is  a  fine  example  of  life  on  the  New 
Frontier.  It  proposes  to  pay  the  dairy 
farmer  $2.50  per  hundred  pounds  if  he 
reduces  his  production  this  year  below 
1961.  Of  course  he  could  sell  his  cows 
to  his  neighbor  who  would  increase  the 
amount  of  milk  he  would  produce.  In 
the  end  we  would  have  just  as  much  milk 
as  before  and  would  have  spent  a  few 
million  dollars  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
The  ultimate  objective  of  course  is  com¬ 
plete  control  of  the  dairy  industry  in  the 
future. 

The  most  controversial  and  startling 
pai’t  of  the  bill  relates  to  the  proposed 
new  conti'ol  program  for  feed  grains. 
The  feed  grain  farmer  is  compelled  to 
take  certain  acres  out  of  production  and 
is  required  to  accept  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  on  feed  grains  in 
order  to  get  pi-ice  supports.  This  is  the 
first  proposal  in  the  proposed  referen¬ 
dum  which  affords  the  farmer  no  choice 
whatsoever.  The  alternative  is  no  price 
supports.  If  the  referendum  fails,  the 
farmer  gets  no  price  supports  which 
means  the  rug  is  pulled  right  out  from 
under  him.  In  1954  Congress  repealed 
marketing  quotas  on  com  as  being  ab¬ 
solutely  unworkable  and  House  Report 
No.  1927  of  the  83d  Congress  relating  to 
H.R.  9680  on  page  26  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  stated  as  follows: 

Consistent  with  the  committee’s  convic¬ 
tion  that  no  single  formula  will  provide  sta¬ 
bility  for  all  branches  of  agriculture,  but 
that  many  of  the  individual  commodities 
require  programs  tailored  to  their  particular 
problems  and  situations,  the  committee  has 
devoted  a  considerable  amount  of  time  to  the 
study  of  a  different  type  of  price-support 
program  for  corn.  Corn  has  its  own  particu¬ 
lar  conditions  that  are  different  from  any 
other  basic  commodities.  First,  since  ap¬ 
proximately  80  percent  of  the  corn  produced 
in  the  United  States  is  fed  on  the  farm  and, 
therefore,  never  reached  commercial  chan¬ 
nels,  marketing  quotas  and  similar  market¬ 
ing  control  measures  on  corn  would  be  vir¬ 
tually  impossible  to  enforce.  Although  the 
law  has  provided  authority  for  marketing 
quotas  for  many  years,  they  have  never  been 
invoked  by  the  Secretary. 

On  page  27  of  the  committee  print  the 
committee  said: 
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Marketing  quotas  have  never  been  applied 
to  corn  in  the  past,  and  it  has  been  generally 
felt  that  the  administrative  difficulties  in¬ 
volved  in  such  a  program  would  be  prohibi¬ 
tive.  Successful  enforcement  would  amount 
to  rationing  not  only  the  corn  sales  of  each 
producer  in  the  commercial  area,  but  also 
the  amount  of  corn  which  he  would  be 
allowed  to  feed  his  livestock. 

In  Senate  Report  No.  1810  on  S.  3052  of 
the  83d  Congress,  the  report  reads  as 
follows : 

Sections  303,  304,  307(c),  and  308  repeal 
authority  for  mandatory  marketing  quotas 
for  corn.  This  authority  has  never  been 
used  and  it  is  generally  believed  that  corn 
quotas  could  not  be  made  to  work  on  a 
satisfactory  basis  in  view  of  the  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  crop  which  is  marketed  as 
com. 

These  statements  in  the  reports  clearly 
set  out  the  marketing  quotas  for  corn 
are  unworkable  and  cannot  be  enforced. 
In  1958  Congress  repealed  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  com.  Marketing  quotas  and 
allotments  were  repealed  by  both  Re¬ 
publican  controlled  and  Democratic  con¬ 
trolled  Congresses  for  a  good  reason — 
they  were  simply  unworkable. 

H.R.  11222  would  reimpose  both  acre¬ 
age  allotments  and  quotas  on  corn,  oats, 
rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghum.  Mar¬ 
keting  quotas  can  be  made  to  appear  to 
work  on  crops  like  cotton  or  tobacco  be¬ 
cause  all  of  the  production  of  these  crops 
can  be  put  on  the  market  for  sale  to 
merchants  and  processors.  This  is  not 
true  of  the  feed  grains  for  some  80  to  85 
percent  never  leaves  the  farm.  They  are 
fed  to  livestock.  Thus  the  marketing 
quotas  are  relatively  meaningless.  In 
spite  of  this  long  required  distinction 
H.R.  11222  would  establish  a  farm  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  every  eligible  feed  grain 
farmer  in  America.  A  violation  of  this 
quota  would  result  in  a  civil  penalty 
based  on  the  whole  production  of  the 
farm — or  the  actual  production — times 
65  percent  of  the  parity  price.  It  would 
take  an  army  of  Government  investiga¬ 
tors  and  officers  to  police  this  feature  of 
the  bill  alone.  Pray  tell  me  how  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  can  be  followed  into  live¬ 
stock.  Of  course  the  ultimate  objective 
of  the  planners  in  this  regard  is  the  com¬ 
plete  control  of  all  livestock,  dairy,  and 
poultry  products.  If  you  do  not  believe 
this  is  true  let  me  remind  you  of  part  7 
of  H.R.  6400  considered  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  last  year,  which  pro¬ 
posed  marketing  quotas  for  all  of  our  256 
agricultural  commodities.  That  bill  pro¬ 
vides  specifically  for  marketing  quotas 
for  hogs,  cattle,  lambs,  chickens,  turkeys, 
whole  milk,  butterfat,  and  eggs. 

H.R.  11222  is  permanent  legislation 
and  marketing  quotas  for  feed  grains 
once  imposed  would  never  be  removed. 
The  next  logical  step  of  course  would  be 
the  complete  control  of  our  entire  live¬ 
stock  industry.  This  apparently  is  the 
plan  of  the  Freeman-Cochrane  thinkers 
who  apparently  want  to  regiment  and 
control  our  entire  agricultural  economy. 

Let  me  emphasize  again  that  these 
feed  grain  controls  would  be  ineffective 
since  about  85  percent  of  feed  grains  are 
fed  to  animals  on  the  farm.  Harsh  civil 
penalty  would  result  from  violation  of 
feed  grain  quotas  even  though  a  farmer 
fed  his  own  grain  to  his  own  animals 


on  his  own  farm.  Income  of  feed  grain 
farmers  would  drop  since  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  reduced  to  zero  by  1966 
with  an  increase  in  price  support.  Feed 
grain  farmers  would  be  faced  with  an 
impossible  referendum  choice  between 
the  restrictive  administration  program 
and  Government  dumping  of  some  one- 
third  billion  bushels  of  feed  grain  on  the 
open  market.  This  “blackjack”  provi¬ 
sion  makes  a  complete  mockery  of  the 
referendum  process.  This  is  a  punitive 
provision  which  in  effect  says  to  the 
farmer  if  the  referendum  fails,  this  is 
what  you  get  for  not  voting  right.  If 
farmers  failed  to  vote  right,  there  would 
be  chaos  in  the  Farm  Belt. 

Many  thousands  of  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers — most  of  them  smaller  growers  or 
farmers  in  deficit  areas — would  not  be 
able  to  vote  even  in  the  referendum. 
This  discretion  against  small  growers  is 
another  intolerable  gimmick  in  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  rig  the  outcome  of  the  refer¬ 
endum  and  is  not  comparable  to  a 
referendum  under  any  other  commodity 
program. 

It  is  contended  that  these  feed  grain 
proposals  are  similar  in  nature  to  regu¬ 
lations  that  have  been  in  effect  for  many 
years  for  such  crops  as  tobacco.  The 
inference  is  that  anyone  who  supports 
the  present  tobacco,  rice,  cotton,  and 
peanut  programs  should  favor  the  pro¬ 
posals  contained  in  H.R.  11222  for  feed 
grains,  wheat,  and  dairy  products.  This 
is  merely  an  effort  to  confuse  the  issue. 

There  are  many  special  circumstances 
which  differentiate  tobacco  from  feed 
grains,  wheat,  and  dairy  products.  To¬ 
bacco  is  heavily  taxed.  It  is  not  a  feed 
or  a  raw  material  used  in  the  production 
of  other  farm  products.  It  is  not  fed  to 
livestock.  It  is  less  perishable  than  most 
farm  commodities  and,  in  fact,  must  be 
aged  before  it  is  used.  It  is  not  yet 
threatened  with  serious  competition 
from  substitutes  and  synthetics.  The 
producers’  market  is  dominated  by  a  few 
large  domestic  companies  and  foreign 
monopolies.  The  acreage  involved  is 
small.  In  1960  farmers  used  only  1.1 
million  acres  for  the  production  of  all 
types  of  tobacco,  but  they  planted  144.5 
million  acres  to  the  four  major  feed 
grains,  an  additional  54.9  million  acres 
to  wheat,  and  another  31.2  million  acres 
to  soybeans,  rye,  and  flaxseed — crops 
that  compete  with  other  grains  for  acre¬ 
age  and  markets.  Thus,  feed  grains, 
wheat,  and  oilseeds  involve  a  total  of  at 
least  230  million  acres. 

The  problems  involved  in  attempting 
to  control  production  on  230  million  acres 
of  grain  spread  all  over  the  United  States 
are  vastly  different  from  the  problem  of 
controlling  production  on  1.1  million 
acres  of  tobacco  located  in  a  few  rela¬ 
tively  small  areas. 

Rice  and  peanuts  are  also  small  acre¬ 
age  crops  grown  in  relatively  small  local 
areas  in  contrast  to  feed  grains,  wheat, 
and  dairy  products  which  are  produced 
over  wide  areas  and  in  large  amounts. 

The  inference  that  the  regulations 
proposed  for  feed  grains,  wheat,  and 
dairy  products  are  similar  to  those  now 
in  effect  for  tobacco,  cotton,  rice,  and 
peanuts  glosses  over  the  problems  that 
have  arisen  in  the  cotton  and  rice  pro¬ 


grams  and  the  fact  that  there  are  some 
important  differences  between  existing 
programs  and  those  proposed  in  the 
pending  legislation. 

If  producers  of  cotton,  rice,  or  pea¬ 
nuts  were  to  vote  against  controls,  those 
who  cooperate  with  acreage  allotments 
would  still  be  entitled  to  price  support  at 
50  percent  of  parity  and  to  protection 
against  the  sale  of  CCC  stocks  for  unre¬ 
stricted  domestic  use.  In  the  case  of  cot¬ 
ton,  the  minimum  CCC  sale  price  would 
be- 115  percent  of  support — 57  V2  percent 
of  parity — plus  carrying  charges  if 
quotas  were  disapproved. 

Cotton,  rice,  and  peanuts  all  have  stat¬ 
utory  minimum  allotments;  but  in  the 
proposals  for  wheat,  feed  grains,  and 
milk,  there  are  no  provisions  for  mini¬ 
mum  national  allotments. 

No  existing  commodity  program  in¬ 
cludes  the  controls  on  diverted  acres 
now  being  proposed  for  feed  grains  and 
wheat.  We  are  certain  that  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  control  programs  on  the  part  of 
the  producers  of  tobacco,  peanuts,  rice, 
and  cotton  would  have  been  substan¬ 
tially  different  had  there  been  control 
of  diverted  acres  on  these  crops  com¬ 
parable  to  that  proposed  for  wheat  and 
feed  grains  under  H.R.  11222.  No  other 
commodity  is  subject  to  a  three-price 
plan  such  as  that  currently  proposed  for 
wheat.  No  other  commodity  program 
is  operated  on  a  basis  that  would  make 
it  as  difficult  for  producers  to  escape 
penalties  as  it  would  be  under  the  pro¬ 
posed  dairy  program. 

There  is  no  reason  to  assume  that  it 
is  either  practical  or  desirable  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  same  regulations  to  all  com¬ 
modities.  However,  if  it  is  to  be  assumed 
that  the  existence  of  any  particular  com¬ 
modity  program  justifies  the  application 
of  similar  programs  to  other  crops,  adop¬ 
tion  of  pending  proposals  for  feed  grains, 
wheat,  and  dairy  products  might  well  set 
a  precedent  for  the  extension  of  similar 
provisions  for  diverted  acre  control  and 
penalties  to  tobacco,  cotton,  rice,  and 
peanuts. 

Serious  problems  did  arise  under  both 
the  cotton  and  rice  programs.  Both  are 
heavily  dependent  on  expensive  export 
subsidies  as  is  the  case  with  wheat.  In 
the  case  of  cotton,  the  export  subsidy 
has  created  a  serious  competitive  prob¬ 
lem  for  our  best  customer — the  domestic 
textile  industry.  Cotton  is  also  faced 
with  increasingly  serious  competition 
from  synthetics  and  foreign  growths. 

As  the  bill  now  stands,  it  appears  that 
farmers  could  stay  out  of  the  feed  grain 
program  and  plant  their  entire  grain 
acreage  to  soybeans  and  still  get  price 
supports  on  this  commodity.  This  is 
like  jumping  from  the -frying  pan  into 
the  fire. 

Now  I  want  to  discuss  the  phony  po¬ 
litically  motivated  committee  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  exempt  feed  grain 
farmers  in  so-called  deficit  areas  from 
cutting  down  on  their  production. 

The  single  most  discriminatory  and 
unjust  provision  in  this  entire  bill  is  this 
so-called  feed  deficit  amendment.  This 
politically  motivated,  hastily  drawn  gim¬ 
mick  was  inserted  into  the  farm  bill  at 
the  last  minute  as  a  committee  amend¬ 
ment  in  an  attempt  to  buy  one  vote.  It 
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is  now  being  proclaimed  as  manna  from 
heaven  for  the  South,  the  Northeast,  the 
West,  and  other  normal  feed  deficit 
areas.  I  urge  every  one  of  you  who  rep¬ 
resents  a  feed  deficit  area  to  carefully 
study  this  amendment.  You  will  see  it 
is  not  an  exemption  at  all.  You  will  be 
allowed  only  to  produce  up  to  the  amount 
you  produced  in  1959  and  1960.  You 
just  might  not,  however,  have  to  cut 
back  as  much  as  we  in  corn-sorghum 
belts  will  have  to. 

I  say  might  not  because  the  Secretary 
will  have  to  make  four  findings  before 
he  can  excuse  a  so-called  deficit  area. 
He  must  find  a  hardship.  He  must  find 
an  undue  increase  in  prices.  He  must 
find  a  disruption  of  normal  farming  and 
he  must  find  that  his  action  will  not  im¬ 
pair  the  objective  of  the  act — whatever 
that  is. 

As  a  representative  of  the  greatest 
corn  State  in  America,  I  can  only  express 
resentment  that  a  supposedly  national 
administration  would  bow  to  political  op¬ 
portunism  and  sectional  favoritism  to  the 
extent  of  saddling  my  feed  grain  farmers 
with  the  overwhelming  burden  of  feed 
grain  controls. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  draw 
to  your  attention  a  map  which  is  based 
on  data  supplied  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture.  It  shows  for  1959  and 
1960  the  feed  surplus  and  the  feed  deficit 
States.  A  feed  surplus  State  is  one 
which  produces  more  feed  grains  than 
human  and  animal  population  con¬ 
sumes.  A  feed  deficit  State  is  just  the 
opposite.  Its  population  consumes  more 
than  it  produces.  By  looking  at  the  map 
you  will  see  that  in  1959  there  were  13 
feed  surplus  States.  These  were:  Iowa, 
Montana,  North  Dakota,  Minnesota, 
Nebraska,  Kansas,  Texas,  New  Mexico, 
Missouri,  Illinois,  Michigan,  Indiana,  and 
Ohio. 

In  1960  there  were  in  addition  five 
more  States  which  were  feed  surplus 
States.  They  are:  South  Dakota,  Okla¬ 
homa,  Kentucky,  Maryland,  and  North 
Carolina. 

In  other  words  some  13  to  18  States 
are  surplus  feed  grain  States  and  32  to 
37  States  are  deficit  feed  grain  States. 

Now  what  does  this  mean  in  terms  of 
this  bill?  The  Department  says  that  the 
classification  of  States  as  feed  surplus 
or  deficit  is  not  a  satisfactory  guide  in 
determining  the  so-called  deficit  areas. 
That  may  be  true.  The  bill  says  areas 
‘which  might  be  States,  counties,  or 
farms,  and  I  think  we  all  recognize  that 
even  though  California  may  be  a  feed 
deficit  State,  certain  counties  or  areas 
within  that  State  are  heavy  producers  of 
feed  grains. 

What  this  map  shows  is  that  the  18 
shaded  States  will  in  the  main  most 
certainly  be  declared  surplus  areas  and 
thus  subject  to  the  mandatory  controls 
and  cuts  in  production.  Farmers  in 
these  States  will  not  be  excused  that  is 
for  sure.  I  do  not  think  anyone  will  con¬ 
tend  that  any  part  of  Iowa  could  possibly 
be  a  feed  deficit  area — nor  Illinois — nor 
Nebraska — nor  Kansas — nor  Ohio — nor 
most  of  these  other  feed  surplus  States. 

Perhaps  for  example  the  Upper  Penin¬ 
sula  of  Michigan  could  be  classified  a 
deficit  area  even  though  the  State  of 


Michigan  is  a  surplus  State,  but  this 
would  certainly  not  be  the  general  rule 
in  these  18  States. 

But  whatever  the  classification  may 
be,  this  much  is  perfectly  clear — some 
feed  grain  farmers  will  have  to  cut  their 
acreage,  some  will  not. 

Whatever  the  exception  may  be  where¬ 
by  certain  counties  in  California,  Geor¬ 
gia,  or  New  Jersey  are  classified  as  sur¬ 
plus  and  thus  not  allowed  to  escape  the 
acreage  cuts  and  controls  imposed  by  the 
bill,  one  thing  is  clear.  Every  feed  grain 
farmer  in  the  corn-sorghum  belts  will 
have  to  pull  in  his  belt  an  extra  notch 
for  every  farmer  somewhere  else  who  is 
excused  from  cutting  back. 

Now  a  word  about  feed  grain  penal¬ 
ties.  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  with  respect  to  feed  grains, 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing  and 
the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject 
to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  of  feed  grains  at  a  rate  per  bushel 
on  the  amount  of  feed  grains  in  the  farm 
marketing  excess  equal  to  65  percent  of 
the  parity  price  of  the  particular  feed 
grain  involved  as  of  May  1  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested.  Each  producer  having  an  inter¬ 
est  in  the  crop,  which  will  mean  both  the 
tenant  and  landlord,  is  jointly  and  sev¬ 
erally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the 
penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 
any  crop  of  freed  grains,  the  entire  crop 
of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm  and 
any  subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the 
producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for 
the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

Furthermore,  until  the  penalty  is  paid, 
each  bushel  of  feed  grains  produced  on 
the  farm  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty 
which  penalty  shall  be  on  each  bushel  of 
feed  grains  which  is  sold  by  the  producer 
to  any  person  within  the  United  States. 
The  bill  specifically  provides  that  the 
buyer  of  the  grain  shall  be  responsible 
for  the  penalty  which  he  may  deduct 
from  the  price  paid  to  the  producer. 
However,  if  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such 
penalty,  the  buyer  and  all  persons  en¬ 
titled  to  share  in  the  feed  grains  or  the 
proceeds  thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  sev¬ 
erally  liable  for  such  penalty.  The  per¬ 
sons  liable  for  the  payment  or  the  collec¬ 
tion  of  the  penalty  are  also  charged  6 
percent  interest  from  the  date  the  pen¬ 
alty  become  due  until  the  date  of  pay¬ 
ment. 

I  said  that  this  exception  was  a 
phony  and  it  is.  Over  one  million  small 
feed  grain  producers,  almost  all  of  whom 
feed  every  bushel  they  produce  on  the 
farm  will  be  limited  and  strictly  limited 
under  this  bill  in  their  production  of 
corn — even  corn  for  silage — as  well  as 
grain  sorghums.  No  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers — I  repeat  no  feed  grain  farmers — 
will  be  exempt.  It  is  tnie  that  those  who 
produce  less  than  25  acres  of  feed  may 
elect  not  to  vote  in  the  referendum — in 
which  case  they  will  be  excluded  from 
any  cutback — but  they  will  still  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  their  1959-60  base  in  what  they 
produce,  no  matter  how  small  they  are. 
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How  in  the  world  can  this  be  construed 
as  an  “exemption”?  For  more  than  a 
million  small  farmers  will  not  be  exempt. 
They  will  be  strictly  limited. 

Therefore,  I  appeal  to  every  Member 
of  Congress  from  Iowa,  from  Minnesota, 
from  North  Dakota,  from  Montana,  from 
Nebraska,  from  Kansas,  from  Texas, 
from  New  Mexico,  from  Missouri,  from 
Illinois,  from  Michigan,  from  Indiana, 
from  Ohio,  from  South  Dakota,  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma,  from  Kentucky,  from  Maryland, 
and  from  North  Carolina,  whether  you 
be  a  Republican  or  a  Democrat.  You  are 
doing  a  grave  injustice  to  the  farmers 
of  your  district  and  State  if  you  vote  for 
H.R.  11222  with  this  deficit  area  amend¬ 
ment  in  it.  It  is  unfair  and  unjust. 

Mi*.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  I  do 
not  see  where  H.R.  11222  is  going  to  save 
one  dime.  The  new  and  expanded  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  bill  are  obviously  going  to 
result  in  increasing  expenditures.  The 
wheat  and  feed  grain  programs  appear 
to  be  no  less  expensive  than  programs 
now  in  existence  and  the  new  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  would  waste  millions. 

Whatever  justification  H.R.  11222 
might  have,  it  certainly  does  not  rest  on 
its  cost  features. 

There  has  also  been  some  talk  lately 
about  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case  and  its 
impact  on  this  legislation.  I  have  seen 
and  heard  arguments  that  the  Estes 
scandal  would  help  H.R.  11222  be  en¬ 
acted.  This  is  ridiculous.  What  great¬ 
er  folly  could  there  be  than  to  give  the 
very  agency  that  is  currently  under  in¬ 
vestigation  by  Congress  and  the  Justice 
Department  sweeping  new  authority. 
The  Agricultural  Conservation  and 
Stabilization  Service  is  deeply  involved 
in  the  Estes  case.  The  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  who  was  in  charge 
of  this  agency  and  his  chief  assistant 
have  both  been  fired.  A  Deputy  Admin¬ 
istrator  has  resigned.  A  career  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  agency  has  made  serious 
charges  against  his  superiors.  A  woman 
secretary  was  forced  to  undergo  psychi¬ 
atric  examination  because  of  the  case. 
In  addition,  numerous  shifts  have  oc¬ 
curred,  and  just  recently  three  South 
Dakota  ASC  officials  were  fired  for  ac¬ 
cepting  favors  from  a  Minneapolis  seed 
company. 

In  spite  of  the  dark  clouds  of  doubt 
hanging  over  the  ASCS,  this  bill  seeks 
to  place  the  destiny  of  the  wheat  and 
feed  grain  farmer  in  this  agency. 
Farmer  confidence  and  public  trust  can¬ 
not  be  expected  until  the  Estes  investi¬ 
gation  is  completed. 

Remember,  Mr.  Chairman,  Billie  Sol 
Estes  built  his  financial  house  of  cards 
by  acquiring  cotton  allotments  from  all 
over  the  country  and  by  storing  surplus 
grain.  There  is  nothing  in  H.R.  11222 
which  will  correct  the  basic  situation 
which  gave  the  Estes  empire  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  prosper.  The  complex  wheat 
certificate  plan  alone  contains  the  seeds 
for  sprouting  a  hundred  Billie  Sol  Estes 
cases. 

At  the  proper  time  I  propose  to  offer 
a  substitute  for  title  IV  of  the  bill. 

The  substitute  would  strike  from  title 
IV  of  the  bill  the  proposed  new  programs 
for  feed  grains,  wheat,  and  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  and  replace  these  proposals  with  a 
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voluntary  feed  grain  program,  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  existing  wheat  program 
for  1  year,  a  new  wheat  and  feed  grain 
disposal  program,  and  authority  for  the 
Secretary  to  extend  expiring  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  contracts: 

Here  are  the  major  provisions  of  the 
substitute : 

A.  FEED  GRAINS 

First.  Extends  the  present  voluntary 
feed  grain  program  for  1  more  year,  but 
makes  these  important  changes:  (a) 
Prohibits  the  dumping  of  surplus  feed 
grains  back  into  the  domestic  market  for 
less  the  5  percent  above  the  current  sup¬ 
port  price,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges;  and  (b)  make  payments  in  kind 
to  participating  feed  grain  farmers  in 
lieu  of  price  support,  thus  preventing 
wholesale  shuffling  of  the  CCC  inventory. 

B.  WHEAT 

First.  Extend  the  present  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  for  1  more  year,  but  require  the 
Secretary  to  appoint  a  wheat  study  com¬ 
mission  to  explore  the  feasibility,  ad¬ 
vantages,  and  disadvantages  of  a  new 
permanent  wheat  program  which  would 
treat  different  classes  of  wheat  under 
different  legislative  and  administrative 
provisions. 

C.  FEED  GRAIN-WHEAT  DISPOSAL - SELLING  THE 

SURPLUS  TO  FARMERS 

The  Secretary  would  make  contracts 
with  farmers  on  a  voluntary  first-come- 
first-served  basis  for  the  retirement  of 
all  the  annual  production  of  wheat  and 
feed  grains  on  the  farm  in  return  for  the 
opportunity  to  buy  at  attractive  prices 
these  surplus  grains  held  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

D.  CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  extend  ex¬ 
piring  Conservation  Reserve  contracts 
for  periods  from  3  to  10  years  beyond 
their  scheduled  termination  dates,  thus 
preventing  millions  of  acres  which  are 
now  retired  from  coming  back  into  crop 
production. 

This  substitute  will  afford  members  of 
the  committee  an  opportunity  to  vote  for 
a  voluntary  program  instead  of  the  rigid 
control  program  provided  for  in  title 
IV  of  H.R.  11222.  Although  many 
Members  of  the  House  voted  against  the 
original  feed  grain  program  and  the 
present  wheat  program  last  year,  they 
may  argue  that  it  would  appear  incon¬ 
sistent  for  them  to  now  vote  for  my  sub¬ 
stitute.  May  I  point  out,  however,  that 
when  you  voted  on  the  feed  grain  bill 
last  year  you  were  not  confronted  with 
compulsory  retirement  of  acres  and  the 
reimposition  of  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  for  feed  grains.  In 
voting  for  my  substitute  you  will  have 
to  determine  whether  you  want  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  the  voluntary  program  which 
has  done  some  good  in  spite  of  its  many 
shortcomings  in  preference  to  title  IV  in 
H.R.  11222  which  will  place  the  farmer 
under  the  strictest  regimentation  and 
control  ever  sought  to  be  imposed  on  our 
feed  grain  farmers. 

In  conclusion  may  I  say  that  there  is 
nothing  in  this  bill  to  help  preserve  the 
small  family  size  farm  everyone  is  talk¬ 
ing  about.  It  stands  to  reason  that  the 
small  farmer  is  the  one  least  able  to  cut 
down  on  production  while  at  the  same 
time  the  cost  of  his  farm  operations  con¬ 


tinues  to  increase.  I  believe  it  was  one 
of  Secretary  Freeman’s  advisory  com¬ 
mittees  which  reported  “we  have  to  face 
up  realistically  to  an  agriculture  of  fewer 
and  more  efficient  farms  which  can  pro¬ 
vide  suppliers  with  good  incomes  from 
food  prices  around  present  levels.  Mi¬ 
gration  to  the  cities  would  be  encour¬ 
aged.”  This  proposal  was  set  out  in  the 
original  version  of  the  legislation  now  be¬ 
fore  the  House  but  was  eliminated.  In 
other  words,  I  interpret  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  his  advisers  saying 
to  the  small  farmer  “we  will  move  you 
to  the  city  because  there  is  not  enough 
pie  to  go  around.” 

I  said  before  that  this  bill  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes  would  require  the  feed 
grain  farmer  to  procure  a  Federal  license 
in  order  to  operate  his  own  farm.  I  will 
prove  that  statement  by  words  from  Sec¬ 
retary  Freeman  himself.  This  is  what 
Secretary  Freeman  and  Dr.  Cochrane 
told  a  small  group  of  farm  editors  at  a 
luncheon  at  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  cafeteria  during  a  briefing  on  the 
administration’s  farm  plan  as  reported 
in  the  June  1962  issue  of  Successful 
Farming,  the  leading  farm  publication 
in  the  State  of  Iowa.  After  a  series  of 
questions  and  answers  about  transfering 
another’s  marketing  quota  and  further 
pointing  out  how  quotas  and  allotments 
would  become  capitalized  into  land 
values,  the  interview  wound  up  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Question.  I  don't  think  there  is  much 
turnover  in  tobacco  allotments.  There  are 
122,000  allotments  in  North  Carolina.  It  has 
been  pretty  constant. 

Cochrane.  People  hang  on  to  them.  But 
other  people  are  trying  to  get  them.  I  know 
this. 

Question.  Since  you  have  used  this  ex¬ 
ample,  the  Chevrolet  agency  tends  to  issue 
a  franchise  for  a  certain  area — at  least  there 
is  not  going  to  be  another  Chevrolet  agency 
set  up  next  door.  And  that  is  what  he  pays 
for.  Now,  then,  are  we  going  to  say  that 
you,  in  essence,  are  giving  a  franchise  to  the 
farmer  to  operate? 

Secretary.  In  a  sense,  I  suppose  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  11222  should  be 
defeated.  It  will  not  increase  the  farm¬ 
er’s  income.  Why  place  him  under  strict 
regimentation  and  control  if  he  is  only  to 
remain  status  quo  as  far  as  income  is 
concerned?  There  is  no  bargaining 
power  in  this  deal.  The  bill  will  result 
in  higher  prices  to  the  consumers,  it  will 
place  the  American  feed  grain  farmer  in 
a  strait  jacket  from  which  he  will  never 
be  released.  Do  not  forget  this  is  a  per¬ 
manent  legislation  and  controls  once  im¬ 
posed  on  the  feed  grain  farmer  will  never 
be  removed. 

No  matter  how  you  doctor  up  this  bill 
it  will  finally  be  written  in  conference. 
The  end  result  of  course  will  be  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  the  bill.  Therefore,  the 
only  recourse  for  those  of  you  who  do  not 
want  to  put  the  feed  grain  farmer  into  a 
straitjacket,  is  to  vote  against  the  bill. 
Otherwise  it  may  be  too  late. 

The  control  of  feed  grains  will  ulti¬ 
mately  and  surely  result  in  the  complete 
control  of  livestock  and  dairy  products 
with  the  net  result  of  higher  prices  to 
the  consumer.  This  bill  will  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  more  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  than  any  other  Secre¬ 


tary  of  Agriculture  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  There  is  no  clamor  for  this  leg¬ 
islation,  no  one  wants  this  bill  except  the 
economic  planners  who  want  a  regi¬ 
mented  economy  in  this  country. 

I  beg  of  you  not  to  shove  this  legisla¬ 
tion  down  the  throats  of  our  farmers. 
They  do  not  want  this  ever-expanding, 
ever-powerful  Federal  Government  to 
tell  them  when  to  sow  and  when  to  reap. 
Thomas  Jefferson  once  said  in  his  auto¬ 
biography  written  in  1787 : 

Were  we  directed  from  Washington  when 
to  sow,  and  when  to  reap,  we  should  soon 
want  bread. 

Do  not  let  this  happen  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  -will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  gentleman  has  very 
graphically  pointed  out  the  situation  in 
the  deficit  area  on  this  map.  I  ask  the 
gentleman  if  it  is  not  always  true  that 
we  have  heard  a  lot  and  will  hear  more 
about  the  voting  privileges  contained 
in  this  bill  giving  the  farmers  a  free 
choice  to  decide  for  or  against  this  pro¬ 
gram?  This  bill,  speaking  specifically 
of  the  deficit  areas  on  page  40,  lines  16, 
17,  and  18,  provides  as  follows: 

Such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  price  support,  and  (iv)  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be  eligible 
to  vote  in  any  referendum  on  marketing 
quotas  for  such  crop. 

All  of  these  deficit  area  people  will 
not  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect,  they  will  not  have  the  right  to  vote 
if  this  bill  becomes  law. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MACK.  The  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned  my  name  in  the  course  of  his 
statement.  I  was  not  able  to  hear  his 
remarks  immediately  prior  to  that  time. 
But  I  certainly  want  the  record  to  show 
the  right  answer  to  my  question. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  gentleman  did 
agree  with  Chairman  Cooley  that  no 
Member  of  Congress  offered  this  land 
retirement  program  in  the  course  of  the 
proceedings  had  in  executive  session. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  believe  that  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  little  less  than 
a  year  ago,  on  September  11,  1961,  a  man 
by  the  name  of  Martin  Sorkin  wrote  a 
letter  to  another  individual  named  May¬ 
nard  Wheeler.  After  discussing  at  some 
length  how  he  felt  he  could  prevent  the 
development  of  the  administration’s 
farm  program,  he  stated: 

Against  this  background,  the  Republican 
National  Committee  and  the  chairmen  of  the 
House  and  Senate  Republican  campaign 
committees  held  a  secret  meeting,  to  which 
I  was  invited.  The  objective  of  this  meet¬ 
ing  was  to  develop  the  basis  for  a  continu¬ 
ing  attack  on  the  administration’s  efforts  on 
the  farm  front.  It  was  agreed  that  it  was 
not  the  responsibility  of  the  Republicans  to 
propose  solutions  but  to  criticize  the  ad¬ 
ministration  wherever  feasible.  This  in¬ 
cluded  varying  the  basis  for  the  attack  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  area  political  situation. 
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Four  days  later  the  same  gentleman 
wrote  to  the  same  Mr.  Wheeler  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  another  meeting.  He  does  not 
say  whether  it  was  secret  or  not,  but  he 
names  a  number  of  distinguished  gentle¬ 
men  who  met  with  Governor  Rockefeller 
in  Ithaca,  N.Y.,  in  about  1961,  in  a  pri¬ 
vate,  off-the-record  meeting.  This  time 
he  said: 

The  purposes  of  the  meeting  were  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  Governor  and  his  top  aids  the 
most  up-to-date  facts  regarding  national 
agricultural  policy,  to  explore  with  him  the 
position  he  should  take  on  agricultural  is¬ 
sues,  and  the  means  for  getting  significant 
information  to  him. 

Then,  after  saying ; 

In  my  presentation  I  pointed  out  to  the 
Governor  (1)  the  tremendous  costs  and  the 
maladministration  of  the  present  special  ag¬ 
ricultural  programs,  (2)  the  administration 
efforts  to  strangle  the  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  and  marketing  system,  (3)  the  real  ob¬ 
jectives  and  implications  of  the  supply  man¬ 
agement  concepts,  (4)  some  of  the  tech¬ 
niques  that  were  used  to  defeat  the  major 
attempt  by  the  administration  to  impose 
controls  and  supersede  the  congressional 
prerogatives,  and  (5)  the  vulnerable  points 
in  the  administration  program. 

He  says: 

Governor  Rockefeller  learns  quickly.  He 
is  a  good  listener  and  is  constantly  seeking 
the  factual  basis  for  statements. 

Now,  I  mention  this  letter  by  this  in¬ 
dividual,  who  was  formerly  Assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  Ei¬ 
senhower  administration,  and  merely 
suggest  that  this  will  give  you  a  key  to 
much  of  the  proceedings  that  are  going 
to  take  place  in  the  next  2  or  3  days. 
Here  is  the  former  Assistant  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  writing  of  secret 
meetings  which  he  has  attended  with 
the  high  officials  of  the  Republican  Party 
telling  us  in  so  many  words  that  it  was 
decided  that  there  was  no  responsibility 
on  the  part  of  the  Republican  Party  to 
offer  anything  but  merely  to  try  to  em¬ 
barrass  the  administration-  at  every 
opportunity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  just  listened  here 
a  moment  ago  to  an  effort  to  embarrass 
the  adminstration ;  not  to  present  some¬ 
thing  but  to  embarrass.  This  is  com¬ 
pletely  in  keeping  with  the  agreement  as 
reported  by  Mr.  Sorkin.  You  are  going 
to  listen  in  the  next  two  or  three  days  to 
more  proposals  that  have  no  intention  of 
helping  the  farmers  but  merely  to  em- 
barass  the  administration.  You  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  the  Powell  amendment  dug 
up  on  the  banks  of  the  upper  Mississippi. 
You  are  going  to  have  every  sort  of 
amendment  that  has  nothing  in  the 
world  to  do  with  agriculture  thrown  out 
here  in  the  hope  that  it  may  embarrass 
the  administration  and  may  prevent  the 
passage  of  this  legislation. 

At  the  same  time  you  have  the  word  of 
the  former  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  that  the  Republican  Party 
met  and  decided  that  they  had  no  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  offer  anything  construc¬ 
tive  but  merely  to  embarrass  the  admin¬ 
istration.  I  believe  that  these  letters 
clearly  explain  the  purpose  behind  these 
blind  and  pointless  attacks. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  just  like  to  ask 
whether  or  not  the  minority  members  of 
our  committee  offered  any  constructive 
suggestions  during  the  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  was  brought  out 
here  just  a  minute  ago.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  asked  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  if  there  was  anybody  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  offered  this  proposal  which 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  felt  was  so 
meritorious  as  a  substitute  for  this  pro¬ 
posal,  and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  said 
he  did  not  believe  it  happened. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  care  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  as  yet.  I  care  to  make 
a  statement.  I  did  not  interfere  with 
my  ranking  minority  leader  when  he 
made  his  statement,  and  I  ask  only  the 
same  consideration. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  face  it.  I 
know  it  is  rather  embarrassing  to  discuss 
these  closed  meetings  but  let  us  just  sit 
still  a  little  while.  No,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  do  not  care  to  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  four  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  will  proceed. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret 
exceedingly  that  the  gentleman  from 
California  was  unable  to  increase  my 
audience  but  I  appreciate  his  efforts. 
However,  I  do  feel  that  all  of  us  should 
bear  in  mind  the  nature  of  the  amend¬ 
ments,  and  the  nature  of  the  discussion 
that  is  due  to  take  place.  This  is  not 
simply  my  interpretation.  I  have  placed 
no  interpretation  on  it.  I  have  simply 
given  you  the  interpretation  of  the  for¬ 
mer  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  who  says  he  attended  the  secret 
conclave  of  the  Republican  Party.  I  did 
not  attend  these  secret  meetings.  That 
is  his  interpretation.  He  was  the  man 
who  says  that  there  will  be  nothing  con¬ 
structive  coming  from  the  other  side. 
He  said  it  was  not  their  responsibility. 
He  is  the  man  who  said  they  were  simply 
interested  in  embarrassing  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  not  I,  although  I  think  that  his¬ 
tory  indicates  the  former  assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  well  ad¬ 
vised,  that  he  knew  what  he  was  talking 
about,  and  that  he  was  but  following  a 
rather  long-established  policy. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  those  of  us  on  the  ma¬ 
jority  side  of  the  committee  felt  that  we 
do  have  a  responsibility.  I  have  been  a 
member  of  that  committee  for  close  to 
quarter  of  a  century.  I  have  felt  that 
I  had  a  responsibility  on  that  commit¬ 
tee  at  all  times  and  I  want  to  say  in 
order  that  there  may  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing  that  there  was  a  day  when  a 
great  Republican  sat  as  the  chairman  of 
that  committee.  I  felt  a  responsibility 
in  those  days.  There  was  fine  coopera¬ 
tion  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  at  that 
time,  and  it  worked  to  the  everlasting 


benefit  not  only  of  the  farmers,  but  of 
the  economy  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  so  long  as  the  Honor¬ 
able  Clifford  Hope  presided  over  that 
committee,  we  never  saw  this  attitude 
of  no  responsibility  on  the  part  of  any¬ 
one.  Those  of  us  on  the  majority  side 
still  accept  that  responsibility. 

We  have  a  responsibility  to  farmers, 
to  taxpayers  and  to  consumers.  I  think 
that  we  owe  all  these  groups  a  responsi¬ 
bility.  This  bill  attempts  to  meet  that 
responsibility  to  all  of  those  groups,  at¬ 
tempts  to  meet  it  to  the  farmers  by  ap¬ 
plying  to  feed  grains  basically  the  same 
principle  and  giving  to  them  the  same 
tools  that  we  previously  gave  to  other 
segments  of  agriculture.  We  have  long 
ago  given  to  cotton  producers,  to  peanut 
producers,  to  rice  and  tobacco  producers, 
the  opportunity  to  balance  supplies  of 
then*  commodities  with  demand,  through 
a  two-thirds  vote  of  those  producing  the 
commodities. 

A  great  many  years  ago  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers  turned  down  quotas.  That  was  in 
1938.  They  have  not  turned  them  down 
since.  I  do  net  think  that  cotton  pro¬ 
ducers,  rice,  or  peanut  producers  ever 
turned  down  quotas  although  there  have 
not  been  controls  every  year  because  on 
several  years  the  Secretary  did  not  in¬ 
voke  quotas. 

We  gave  to  the  wheat  growers  the 
opportunity  to  balance  supply  and  de¬ 
mand,  but  we  put  a  limit  of  55  million 
acres,  below  which  we  could  not  reduce 
wheat  production. 

Agricultural  technology  has  advanced 
just  as  rapidly  as  the  technology  in  any 
other  segment  of  our  economy,  even 
more  so.  The  result  has  been  that 
whereas  55  million  acres  was  a  reason¬ 
able  figure  15  years  ago,  it  is  no  longer  a 
reasonable  figure.  This  bill  recognizes 
that  fact  and  allows  wheat  producers  to 
balance  their  supply  with  demand  by  re¬ 
moving  the  55-million-acre  floor.  It 
does  the  same  thing  for  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducers.  And  I  would  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  is  exactly  what  we 
have  done  for  all  other  segments  of  our 
economy. 

Suppose  you  try  to  establish  a  truck¬ 
line  between  here  and  Baltimore. 
Everyone  knows  that  he  cannot  do  it 
unless  he  can  convince  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  that  there  is  an 
unfilled  demand  for  the  service.  Sup¬ 
pose  you  try  to  establish  a  bank  in  your 
hometown,  and  I  am  sure  you  will  soon 
find  that  you  cannot  do  it  unless  you 
can  prove  that  there  is  a  demand  in 
excess  of  the  supply  of  banking  facili¬ 
ties  at  that  point  right  now.  Suppose 
you  try  to  produce  crude  oil  in  this  Na¬ 
tion  in  excess  of  the  proration  laws  and 
you  will  find  that  the  Connally  hot  oil 
law  prevents  you  from  moving  it  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce. 

Everywhere  there  is  an  effort  to  bal¬ 
ance  supply  and  demand.  Labor  has 
learned  the  same  thing.  What  do  you 
think  the  40 -hour  week  is  for?  What  do 
you  think  the  call  for  the  30-hour  week 
is  for?  To  balance  the  supply  of  labor 
with  the  demand  for  labor.  All  other 
segments  of  our  economy  do  this.  Why 
should  not  the  farmer  have  the  right  to 
do  it? 
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Oh,  the  answer  is  given,  and  I  have 
heard  it  repeated  at  least  six  times  here 
by  the  previous  speaker,  and  he  repeated 
it  out  of  the  textbook,  out  of  the  form 
arguments  because  he  read  it  the  same 
way  each  time;  according  to  them,  it 
puts  the  farmer  in  a  straitjacket. 

How  many  of  you  consider  compulsory 
education  as  placing  the  children  of  this 
Nation  in  a  straitjacket?  I  believe  that 
today  every  State  in  the  Union  has  com¬ 
pulsory  education,  requires  our  children 
to  attend  school.  Does  it  put  them  in  a 
straitjacket?  Are  we  going  to  repeal  it 
because  it  puts  them  in  a  straitjacket? 
What  do  you  think  the  oil  proration  laws 
do?  What  do  you  think  the  labor  laws 
do?  Do  you  want  out  of  that  kind  of 
straitjacket?  Do  you  want  to  go  back 
to  the  days  of  1931  ? 

I  was  farming  then  and  that  is  what 
finally  convinced  me  I  had  better  sit 
under  an  electric  fan  in  town,  because 
it  was  so  much  more  comfortable  than 
farming  in  that  free  economy. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  to 
make  the  law  of  supply  and  demand 
work  in  favor  of  the  farmer  rather  than 
against  him. 

I  was  surprised  that  the  gentleman 
who  preceded  me  did  not  mention  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand.  That  is  one 
thing  he  overlooked  in  the  book.  It  is  in 
the  book.  If  he  will  reread  his  instruc¬ 
tion  book  he  will  find  that  it  is  there. 
The  book  says,  “Congress  is  trying  to  re¬ 
peal  the  law  of  supply  and  demand.” 

There  may  be  those  who  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  law  of  supply  and  demand. 
Maybe  I  am  one  of  them.  But  if  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  law  of  supply  and  demand, 
it  goes  something  like  this:  If  you  in¬ 
crease  the  supply  without  changing  the 
demand,  the  price  is  going  to  go  down; 
but  if  you  increase  the  demand  without 
increasing  the  supply,  the  price  will  go 
up.  That  is  essentially  the  law  of  supply 
and  demand;  is  it  not?  What  we  try 
to  do  is  say  that  law  should  work  for 
farmers;  that  is,  balance  that  supply  and 
that  demand  and  we  will  maintain  a 
fair,  stable  price. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  three  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  attempt  to  achieve 
this  balance  between  supply  and  demand 
by  giving  the  farmers  an  opportunity  to 
vote  quotas  on  themselves  if  they  want 
to.  We  give  to  the  grain  fanners  the 
same  opportunity  the  cotton  farmers 
have.  Tire  Secretary  under  the  terms 
of  this  bill  will  first  determine  each  year 
what  the  probable  need  for  feed  grains 
will  be.  Having  made  that  determina¬ 
tion,  he  then  determines  how  many  acres 
we  will  need.  If  he  finds  that  our  cur¬ 
rent  acreage  is  going  to  produce  more 
than  we  are  going  to  need  he  proclaims 
quotas  and  the  farmers  are  then  given 
an  opportunity  to  vote.  It  takes  a  two- 
thirds  majority  of  them  before  you  can 
get  quotas. 

I  know  you  have  heard  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  puts  the  farmer  in  a  straitjacket; 
that  it  confers  dictatorial  powers  on 


the  Secretary.  You  have  heard  that. 
Oh,  yes.  But  it  requires  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  all  of  the  producers  who  are  in¬ 
volved  to  determine  that  they  are  going 
to  have  such  quotas.  If  they  vote  these 
quotas,  then  they  are  allowed  to  pro¬ 
duce  all  the  feed  grain  that  is  necessary 
to  supply  the  United  States,  less  about 
one-seventh.  The  reason  for  that  is  to 
try  to  draw  down  some  of  the  stupendous 
surplus  we  now  have  on  hand.  We  feel 
we  ought  to  reduce  those  surplus  stocks. 

In  January  1953  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  held  only  423,400,000 
bushels  of  feed  grain.  In  January  1961 
it  held  2,100  million  bushels.  Since  the 
enactment  of  the  voluntary  feed  grain 
reduction  we  have  been  able  to  reduce 
that  by  approximately  250  million 
bushels.  These  figures  show  only  the 
Government-held  grain.  There  is,  of 
course,  in  addition  a  substantial  volume 
of  grain  in  private  hands.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  also  holds  well  over  a  billion 
bushels  of  wheat. 

This  grain  was  accumulated  under  the 
program  of  Government  support  for  un¬ 
limited  production  of  feed  grain.  I  have 
repeatedly  protested  against  such  a  pro¬ 
gram,  but  these  protests  are  always  met 
by  the  argument  that  if  we  make  sup¬ 
port  prices  low  enough  that  will  con¬ 
trol  production.  Low  prices  do  not  con¬ 
trol  production.  Faced  with  low  prices, 
farmers  must  try  to  make  up  in  volume 
what  they  are  about  to  lose  in  price. 
Even  if  the  individual  farmer  is  forced 
into  the  relief  lines  of  the  city,  a  better 
financed  operator  takes  his  place  on  the 
land  and  the  land  continues  to  produce. 
The  surplus  production  goes  into  Gov¬ 
ernment  warehouses  so  long  as  there  is  a 
Government  support  program. 

The  President  spoke  the  other  night, 
speaking  of  all  commodities,  not  simply 
feed  grains,  and  said  that  we  are  pres¬ 
ently  spending  over  a  billion  dollars  a 
year.  One  of  the  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  told  me  last 
week  it  was  $1,300  million  a  year  to 
carry  those  tremendous  stocks  of  surplus 
commodities. 

Is  that  sound  business?  Is  that  fiscal 
responsibility?  Is  that  dealing  fairly 
with  the  taxpayers?  I  do  not  think  so. 
I  think  we  owe  the  taxpayers  a  better 
break  than  that.  I  think  we  owe  them 
the  obligation  of  cutting  down  that  stu¬ 
pendous  cost.  Well,  you  cannot  cut  it 
down  unless  you  cut  down  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grain  because  we  are  pro¬ 
ducing  a  quarter  of  a  billion  bushels 
more  of  feed  grain  than  we  feed  each 
year. 

How  are  you  going  to  cut  it  down? 
We  suggest  that  we  balance  supply  and 
demand  and  that  we  cut  down  our  sup¬ 
ply  by  100  million  bushels  below  the  de¬ 
mand  so  that  we  can  feed  this  out  of 
surplus  into  the  market  without  doing 
violence  to  the  producer.  Is  that  not 
the  first  real  effort  you  have  seen  to¬ 
ward  fiscal  responsibility '  for  the  tax¬ 
payers?  Is  that  not  the  sound  way  of 
stabilizing  the  producers’  prices?  Is  not 
that  the  effective  way  of  seeing  that  con¬ 
sumers  get  all  they  need  at  a  fair  price? 
Are  we  not  dealing  responsibly  with  con¬ 
sumers,  with  producers  and  with  tax¬ 
payers?  I  believe  the  answer  must  be 


that  we  are — we  are  dealing  responsibly 
with  these  people. 

We  are  doing  the  things  that  we  say 
America  should  do.  I  know  there  are 
many  nitpickers  in  this  House  as  well  as 
over  the  Nation  who  are  trying  to  find 
fault  with  this  comma  or  with  the  cross¬ 
ing  of  this  “t”  or  to  strike  out  a  semi¬ 
colon  somew'here.  It  is  easy  enough  to 
nitpick.  It  is  easy  enough  to  find  some 
way  to  criticize  the  administration.  It 
is  easy  enough  to  say  that  you  should 
have  brought  something  else  before  this 
Congress — that  you  should  have  done  it 
in  some  other  way — that  you  should  have 
crossed  this  “t”  with  a  slant  instead  of 
directly  across  it.  Oh,  these  things  are 
easy  enough,  but  they  do  not  get  re¬ 
sults.  They  do  not  stop  the  accumula¬ 
tion  of  these  surpluses.  They  do  not 
cut  down  the  taxes.  They  do  not  sta¬ 
bilize  farm  prices. 

We  know  this  bill  is  not  100  percent 
perfect.  We  know  this  bill  ought  to  be 
amended  in  many  places  and  I  am  sure 
it  will  be  amended  somewhat  on  the 
floor.  We  know  that  this  bill  will  be 
changed  from  time  to  time  after  it  is 
enacted.  But  had  we  better  not  enact 
some  sound  fundamental  legislation  and 
get  it  on  the  books?  Is  it  not  about 
time  that  we  began  to  work  on  a  sound 
basis  of  balancing  supply  and  demand? 
That  is  basically  all  we  are  asking  of 
this  House  today,  to  balance  supply  and 
demand  so  that  the  law  of  supply  and 
demand  will  work  for  the  people  of 
America.  That  is  what  we  want  to  see 
done. 

Now  I  would  like  to  speak  on  one  or 
two  specific  items.  I  know  everyone  of 
you  have  heard  the  charge  made,  oh,  if 
you  control  feed  grains,  you  are  going  to 
control  livestock.  Yes,  you  have  heard 
it.  I  do  not  know  if  you  have  read  it  or 
not,  but  everyone  of  you  has  received 
this  kind  of  letter.  Now  let  us  analyze 
that  a  minute.  And  I  do  it  as  one  who 
was  reared  on  a  ranch  30  miles  from 
the  nearest  railroad  and  as  one  who 
has  been  in  the  cow  business  since  I  was 
10  years  old,  and  fortunately  I  am  still 
in  it.  I  have  enjoyed  the  last  few  years 
just  as  well  as  anybody  else.  I  know 
we  have  had  good  prices  for  livestock — 
certainly.  Do  you  know  why?  About 
half  of  us  who  have  been  in  the  busi¬ 
ness  have  not  thought  about  why  we  have 
had  good  prices. 

I  will  tell  you  why  we  have  had  fair 
prices  for  livestock.  Because  the  U.S. 
Government  has  removed  from  the  mar¬ 
ket  approximately  a  quarter  of  a  million 
bushels  of  feed  grain  every  year.  Now 
let  me  ask  some  of  you  who  are  in  the 
livestock  business.  What  do  you  think 
your  calves  would  bring  in  the  next  2 
years  if  the  price  of  corn  were  to  drop  to 
50  cents  this  fall  and  stay  down  there 
for  the  next  2  years? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE  Yes,  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  that  I  know  ex¬ 
actly  what  would  happen.  For  the  first 
year  we  would  see  heifer  calves  selling 
for  more  than  steer  calves;  we  would  see 
all  the  people — rather  than  marketing 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


their  current  and  surplus  grain  buying 
livestock,  and  we  would  see  the  largest 
flood  of  livestock  on  the  market  that  we 
have  ever  seen  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  Also  we  would  see  the  lowest 
prices  we  have  ever  seen  in  the  history 
of  the  country. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
who  I  know  is  in  the  livestock  business 
himself  and  is  a  businessman.  Had  the 
grain  the  Government  has  been  putting 
in  warehouses  gone  onto  the  market  it 
could  not  have  gone  anywhere  except  into 
livestock — oh,  with  a  deferential  gesture 
to  my  friends  from  Kentucky  I  realize 
some  would  have  gone  into  whisky,  but 
that  would  have  been  inconsequential. 
Basically  all  of  the  feed  grain  produced 
goes  to  the  production  of  meat  and  live¬ 
stock  products.  You  simply  cannot  get 
away  from  it.  Had  this  quarter  billion 
bushels  gone  on  the  market  each  year  it 
would  have  been  added  to  the  tonnage  of 
meat  that  was  going  onto  the  market  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  prophecy  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  would  unques¬ 
tionably  have  been  brought  about,  be¬ 
cause  the  price  of  livestock  must  go  down 
if  you  produce  substantially  greater 
quantities  than  the  market  can  absorb. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  We  might  point  out 
also  that  it  would  not  necessarily  fol¬ 
low  that  the  housewife  would  be  given 
cheaper  meat  as  a  result  of  that,  because 
in  the  case  of  wheat  we  have  seen  the 
price  of  wheat  go  down  and  down  to  the 
farmer,  but  the  price  of  bread  go  up  and 
up  to  the  consumer.  So  the  mere  fact 
that  we  would  have  an  excess  and  over¬ 
supply  of  meat  would  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  housewife  would  get  it. 
In  all  probability  she  would  not  get  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  right. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  There  has  never 
been  a  time  in  the  history  of  this  coun¬ 
try  when  we  have  had  cheap  beef  and 
low  priced  livestock  or  vice  versa  over 
a  long  period  of  time. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  right.  When  wheat  sold  at  $3 
a  bushel  you  got  bread  for  13  cents  a 
loaf.  When  wheat  sold  for  $1.80  a 
bushel  you  paid  24  cents  a  loaf  for  the 
same  bread.  In  the  State  of  New  York 
today  the  dairy  farmers  are  drawing  less 
money  for  their  milk  than  they  did  10 
years  ago  yet  the  housewife  in  New  York 
City  is  paying  150  percent  of  what  she 
was  paying  then. 

No,  the  fact  that  we  might  see  the 
livestock  industry  go  broke  would  not 
assure  any  of  our  consumers  of  lower 
prices.  It  would  simply  mean  another 
depression  in  the  United  States. 

If  the  livestock  people  want  to  pre¬ 
vent  regimentation  and  control  of  live¬ 
stock — and  I  want  to  prevent  it — I  think 
it  is  clear  that  the  sound  way  to  do  it  is 
to  maintain  a  proper  balance  between 
supply  and  demand  of  feed  grains,  be¬ 
cause  when  you  balance  the  supply  of 
feed  grains  you  also  maintain  stability 
in  livestock. 


There  is  one  more  argument  I  want 
to  nail.  It  was  barely  mentioned  by  the 
previous  speaker,  the  suggestion  that 
this  bill  carries  with  it  some  kind  of 
penalty  or  club  to  be  used  against  farm¬ 
ers  if  they  vote  down  the  referendum. 
We  suggested  that  the  bill  provides  that 
in  the  event  the  referendum  fails  that 
the  Secretary  may  sell  on  the  open  mar¬ 
ket  from  the  surplus  supplies  of  feed 
grains  not  to  exceed  10  million  tons  per 
year.  That  is  approximately  300  million 
bushels,  approximately  one-seventh  of 
what  we  now  have  in  storage.  In  other 
words,  it  limits  the  Secretary  so  that  it 
would  take  him  7  long  years  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  existing  surplus.  I  cannot  con¬ 
ceive  of  going  much  further  in  order  to 
protect  farmers  whether  they  vote  for  or 
against  a  referendum.  We  say  that  the 
Secretary  cannot  dump  his  2  billion 
100  million  bushels  of  feed  grain  on  the 
market,  but  that  it  will  take  him  7  years 
to  dump  it. 

How  long  do  you  want  the  taxpayers 
of  America  to  pay  for  this  support?  How 
long  do  you  want  Billie  Sol  Estes  and 
his  kind  to  be  drawing  money  from  the 
Federal  Treasury?  How  long  do  you 
want  to  give  anyone,  no  matter  how 
honest,  and  most  grainmen  are  honest, 
this  advantage,  I  ask  you  seriously?  If 
you  do  not  eliminate  this  surplus  in  some 
manner,  those  people  are  going  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  draw  that  billion  dollars  a  year, 
and  there  is  not  any  other  alternative. 

When  you  vote  against  this  bill  you 
are  going  to  be  voting  to  continue  our 
present  wasteful  pile  up  of  unneeded  feed 
grains.  You  are  going  to  be  voting  to 
continue  a  billion  dollars  a  year  of  ut¬ 
terly  useless  expenditures.  You  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  a  boondoggle  such  as  this 
country  has  rarely  seen.  If  you  vote 
against  this  bill  you  vote  for  a  return  of 
the  act  of  1958  with  price  supports  on 
unlimited  production. 

I  do  not  believe  the  membership  of  this 
House  wants  to  follow  such  a  policy. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  you  vote  for  this 
bill  you  do  not  confer  power  on  anybody. 
You  simply  give  the  producers  of  this 
Nation  an  opportunity  to  decide  by  a 
two-thirds  majority  whether  or  not  they 
want  to  have  the  same  kind  of  controls 
on  feed  grains  that  they  have  repeatedly 
expressed  themselves  as  wanting  on  cot¬ 
ton,  on  wheat,  and  on  other  commodi¬ 
ties. 

I  believe  this  is  a  fair  bill,  and  I  hope 
the  House  will  adopt  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher]. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
going  to  discuss  this  bill  later  in  the 
debate  and  give  you  my  views  on  it,  but 
in  view  of  the  fact  we  were  not  privileged 
to  ask  a  former  speaker  any  questions 
because  he  refused  to  yield,  my  only 
opportunity  to  answer  some  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  that  he  asked  is  by  taking  3 
minutes'  time  from  our  own  side. 

This  gentleman  asked  the  question, 
and  I  think  it  is  a  good  question.  Do 
you  think  it  is  fair  to  the  taxpayers  to 
pile  up  billions  of  dollars  in  surplus 
commodities  and  pay  rent  on  them,  I 
do  not  think  so,  and  I  did  not  think 
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so  at  the  time  he  advocated  those  bills. 
Every  single  bill  since  1953  I  know  of 
that  has  been  passed  by  the  House  was 
brought  out  by  the  same  majority  that 
has  brought  this  bill  out.  On  almost 
every  occasion  I  heard  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  make  just  as  excited  a 
speech  in  support  of  those  bills  that  piled 
up  the  $9  billion  worth  of  surpluses  as 
he  made  in  support  of  this  bill  today. 
I  did  not  think  that  was  cricket  at  that 
time.  Most  of  thes  bills  I  voted  against. 
Most  of  these  bills  he  supported,  and  he 
supported  them  because  they  would  do 
the  very  same  thing  he  says  this  bill  will 
do.  But  instead  of  doing  the  things  he 
said  they  would  do,  they  have  piled  up 
$9  billion  worth  of  surplus  commodities. 

He  blames  that  on  Secretary  Benson 
because  he  said  it  was  in  1953  when  all 
those  surpluses  started.  I  cannot  recall 
Mr.  Benson  ever  getting  the  majority 
side  of  this  House  to  pass  one  single 
bill  of  his  during  the  8  years  he  was  Sec¬ 
retary.  I  do  recall  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  saying  to  the 
Secretary  one  day,  “Mr.  Secretary,  we 
have  given  you  everything  in  the  world 
except  what  you  want.” 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Langen], 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  since 
coming  to  Congress  it  has  not  been  my 
opportunity  to  have  listened  to  too  many 
misleading  statements  on  the  floor  of 
this  House.  Certainly,  I  have  not  had 
occasion  to  listen  to  one  which  was  or 
is  as  misleading  as  the  one  we  heard 
just  a  moment  or  two  ago  by  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr. 
Poage.  And,  I  respond  to  those  state¬ 
ments  because,  reference  was  made  to 
some  of  the  activities  and  some  of  the 
evidence  that  has  been  submitted  to  a 
committee  on  which  I  serve  and  is 
presently  exploring  the  activities  of  Mr. 
Estes. 

Now,  first,  I  think  it  is  right  that  we 
identify  the  person  about  whom  he  was 
speaking,  and  I  refer  to  Mr.  Sorkin. 
And,  let  us  remember  that  he  is  an 
agricultural  economist.  He  was  hired 
for  that  purpose.  That  was  his  assign¬ 
ment.  He  at  one  time  was  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  Yes,  he  left 
there  in  1956,  and  if  my  recollection  is 
correct,  he  came  to  the  Department  prior 
to  the  Eisenhower  administration. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Was  the  gentleman  you 
speak  of,  Mr.  Sorkin,  ever  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  or  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  or  Under  Secretary  of 
Agriculture? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  No;  he  was  not. 

Mr.  QUIE.  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
who  preceded  you,  Mr.  Poage,  called  him 
a  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  at 
times  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  I  think  this  does  an  injustice  to  any 
man  who  served  under  the  Eisenhower 
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administration  as  Secretary  or  Assistant 
Secretary. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  his  contribution. 

Now,  in  his  capacity  as  an  agricultural 
economist  he  wrote  the  letters  referred 
to,  and  here  we  find  one  of  the  oldest 
tricks  in  the  books  being  used  in  which 
they  read  a  part  of  a  letter  in  order  to 
create  an  impression.  However,  I  am 
kind  of  glad  the  gentleman  did,  because, 
very  frankly,  by  his  so  doing,  I  think  he 
kind  of  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag. 
Those  of  us  who  serve  on  this  committee 
have  been  wanting  to  get  into  other 
areas  of  this  investigation,  namely,  cot¬ 
ton  allotments,  and,  members  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  who  have  been 
very  directly  involved.  On  this  we  have 
been  precluded,  and  we  have  suspected 
for  a  long  time  that  the  reason  for  so 
doing  was  to  try  to  set  the  stage  for  the 
passage  of  the  bill  that  is  before  us  to¬ 
day.  Obviously  the  wisdom  of  that 
thought  is  clearly  evident  at  this  time. 

Now,  let  me  resort  to  exactly  the  same 
kind  of  tactics  that  were  used,  and  I 
want  to  read  a  part  of  Mr.  Sorkin’s  let¬ 
ter  in  which  he  says  this: 

In  my  presentation  I  pointed  out  to  the 
Governor  the  tremendous  costs  and  the  mal¬ 
administration  of  the  present  special  agri¬ 
cultural  programs,  the  administration  ef¬ 
forts  to  strangle  the  agricultural  production 
and  marketing  system,  the  real  objectives 
and  implications  of  the  supply  management 
concepts,  some  of  the  techniques  that  were 
used  to  defeat  the  major  attempt  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  impose  controls  and  super¬ 
sede  the  congressional  prerogatives,  and  the 
vulnerable  points  in  the  administration  pro¬ 
gram. 

Yes,  this  is  also  a  part  of  that  letter, 
and  maybe  there  is  some  real  wisdom  in 
there,  because  when  we  look  at  the  ex¬ 
perience,  what  do  we  find?  And,  this  is 
an  area  in  which  our  committee  ought  to 
certainly  be  doing  its  best  work.  Let  us 
not  forget  that  cotton  allotments  con¬ 
stitute  the  biggest  violations  as  far  as  the 
Department  or  Mr.  Estes  is  concerned. 
The  reference  of  Mr.  Sorkin  to  malad¬ 
ministration  is  in  evidence  in  numerous 
other  instances  which  I  shall  refer  to 
later. 

But  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  not  been 
able  as  yet  to  get  into  that  field.  This  is 
where  the  fines  are  being  levied  which 
they  do  not  know  whether  they  can 
collect.  This  is  where  we  have  seen  the 
degree  of  favortism  that  was  extended 
to  him.  But,  oh,  we  have  shied  away 
from  that,  for  fear  of  exposing  the  many 
scandals  that  have  come  to  light  in  re¬ 
cent  weeks  involving  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  an  additional  3  minutes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  It  is  evident  here  at 
this  point  that  one  of  the  reasons  we 
have  shied  away  is  because  they  wanted 
to  use  this  kind  of  material  to  promote 
an  agricultural  bill  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  we  ought  to 
be  cognizant  of  the  facts:  There  have 
been  other  and  numerous  areas  of  the 
same  kind  of  discrepancies  dealing  with 
allotments.  We  had  one  in  Minnesota. 
The  Chairman  of  the  ASC  Committee 


there  had  to  be  removed  because  he  was 
juggling  allotments  and  directing  pay¬ 
ments  to  him  to  which  he  was  not  en¬ 
titled.  We  have  had  the  same  kind  of 
experience  in  Montana,  in  South  Dakota, 
in  Iowa,  California;  yes,  and  in  Texas,  if 
you  will.  All  of  them  involving  grain 
storage,  allotments,  and  quotas.  Yes,  I 
recognize  that  the  gentleman  is  a  very 
honorable  and  a  very  dedicated  man,  and 
I  know  that  the  gentleman  wants  to  do 
like  I  do,  make  sure  that  we  practice 
honesty  in  government,  that  there  is 
not  any  kind  of  favoritism  displayed  in 
that  area.  If  the  gentleman  so  desires, 
I  would  suggest  to  him  that  he  help  us 
and  assist  us  in  exploring  and  bringing 
to  light  the  discrepancies  that  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  this  field  rather  than  trying  to 
make  a  political  matter  out  of  only  par¬ 
tial  evidence,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
passing  the  measure  that  is  now  before 
us.  If  we  want  more  cases  like  that  of 
Mr.  Estes,  the  bill  before  us  will  surely 
promote  such  opportunities. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Yes;  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  In  dealing  with  the 
cotton  allotments,  the  obvious  illegality 
of  the  operation  was  dealing  with  quotas 
and  traffic  in  quotas.  Is  it  not  fair  to 
assume,  if  we  get  into  a  quota  system  all 
over  the  Midwest  in  our  feed  grain  area, 
we  will  have  an  open  invitation  for  a 
recurrence  of  that  very  same  traffic  in 
quotas  of  feed  grain? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  so  correct.  One  of  the  reasons 
that  they  have  been  hesitant  to  discuss 
allotments  and  quotas  is  for  that  very 
purpose,  because  the  bill  that  we  have 
before  us  further  emphasizes  and  fur¬ 
ther  brings  on  restrictions  and  penalties 
that  people  are  going  to  have  to  comply 
with,  even  to  the  point  where  we  see 
that  in  the  areas  of  new  farms  or  peo¬ 
ple  who  want  to  move  into  that  field, 
they  are  going  to  have  to  get  their  al¬ 
lotments  from  some  other  source,  and 
obviously  it  is  going  to  bring  about  a 
bargaining  in  the  field  of  allotments. 
This  is  where  the  big  area  of  contro- 
versy  is  concerned.  I  repeat  once  again; 
if  we  want  to  explore  these  hearings, 
then  I  suggest  we  do  it  in  the  manner 
that  I  have  prescribed,  so  that  we  might 
eliminate  further  scandals,  such  as  that 
of  Mr.  Estes  and  his  relationship  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Breeding]. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
mai’ks.) 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  11222  and  especially 
in  support  of  the  wheat  section  of  this 
bill.  This  is  good,  sound,  and  progres¬ 
sive  legislation.  ' 

The  Members  of  this  body  know  of  my 
longstanding  interest  in  bushel  controls 
on  wheat.  The  Members  of  this  body 
also  know  that  I,  in  cooperation  with 
many  of  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  have  introduced  bills  providing 
a  bushel  control  for  wheat  in  each  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  since  I  joined  this  body. 


Last  summer,  I  introduced  H.R.  9131, 
which  provided  a  bushel  management 
plan  for  wheat.  The  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  wheat  contained  in 
this  pending  measure  is  so  similar  to  the 
bill  which  I  and  my  colleagues  inti'oduced 
that  I  find  it  difficult  to  understand  why 
any  of  the  Members  who  introduced  the 
bushel  management  plan  are  not  sup¬ 
porting  this  measure  wholeheartedly. 

The  only  significant  difference  between 
the  bushel  management  plan  as  orig¬ 
inally  introduced  and  this  present  pro¬ 
posal  is  in  the  price  of  wheat  to  con¬ 
sumers.  That  plan,  which  I  sponsored, 
called  for  a  wheat  pi'ice  approaching 
parity,  whereas  the  price  of  wheat  to 
consumers  in  the  present  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  will  be  about  the  same  as  the 
effective  price  of  wheat  for  this  year. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Eighty-one 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  Clei'k  called  the  roll  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Membei's  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


Adair 

[Roll  No.  119] 
Flood 

Lindsay 

Addonizio 

Fountain 

Loser 

Alford 

Frazier 

Mason 

Aspinall 

Frelinghuysen 

Merrow 

Auchincloss 

Garland 

Moulder 

Barrett 

Garmatz 

Multer 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gary 

Powell 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Glenn 

Rains 

Blitch 

Green,  Oreg. 

Randall 

Boykin 

Halleck 

Riley 

Bray 

Harrison,  Va. 

Roudebush 

Brewster 

Hebert 

Saund 

Bruce 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Buckley 

Holifield 

Smith,  Miss. 

Celler 

Horan 

Spence 

Corbett 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Stubblefield 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Thompson,  La. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kearns 

Tupper 

Dowdy 

Kelly 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Fallon 

King,  Utah 

Yates 

Farbstein 

Laird 

FasceU 

Lesinski 

Accoi'dingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  H.R.  11222  and  finding  itself  without 
a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  369  Members  answered  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submit¬ 
ted  herewith  the  names  of  the  "absentees 
to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
believe  that  the  wheat  producei-s  of  this 
country  are  entitled  to  full  parity  for 
their  product;  however,  I  have  reluc¬ 
tantly  agreed  to  this  lower  price  in  the 
effort  to  maintain  the  stability  of  the 
national  economy  and  to  prevent  any 
material  increase  in  the  cost  of  living 
to  our  consuming  public. 

The  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers,  the  National  Grange,  and  the 
National  Farmers’  Union  who,  in  cooper¬ 
ation,  ox-iginally  developed  the  bushel 
management  plan,  testified  before  our 
committee  that  this  pending  legislation 
is  so  nearly  the  same  as  the  original 
bushel  management  plan  that  they  fully 
support  this  pending  measure. 
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This  measure  which  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  today  applies  a  market  control  fea¬ 
ture  to  wheat  which  is  so  essential  to  a 
stable  economy.  It  limits  the  amount 
of  wheat  which  can  be  sold  for  food  and 
export  to  the  amount  which  the  trade 
can  absorb,  less  a  reasonable  quantity 
to  be  purchased  by  the  trade  from  the 
huge  stocks  now  in  Commodity  Credit 
warehouses.  This  in  effect  permits  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand  to  work  for 
the  producer  instead  of  against  him.  It 
will  guarantee  a  stable  supply  of  wheat 
to  the  consumers  at  a  reasonable  price 
and  will  maintain  the  purchasing  power 
of  farmers  so  that  they  in  turn  can  buy 
the  products  of  our  urban  areas. 

Residual  wheat  production  on  the 
farm  which  cannot  be  absorbed  by  the 
trade  for  food  and  export  will  find  its 
way  into  supplemental  uses  such  as  seed, 
feed,  and  industrial  uses.  The  price  of 
this  residual  quantity  of  wheat,  how¬ 
ever,  will  be  established  at  a  level  com¬ 
parable  to  the  price  of  feed  grains. 

Two  important  facts  which  we  must 
always  keep  in  mind  in  dealing  with  this 
wheat  legislation  are: 

First.  Most  wheat  producers  are  also 
producers  of  feed  grains. 

Second.  It  makes  no  difference  in  the 
total  feed  grain  output  whether  the 
farmer  who  is  producing  wheat  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  crop  produces  corn,  barley,  oats, 
rye,  or  wheat  on  his  feed  grain  acres. 

This  was  a  fundamental  concept  of 
the  bushel  management  plan  and  it  is 
retained  in  this  bill.  Even  though 
acreage  allotments  for  wheat  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  there 
is  also  a  provision  that  wheat  produced 
on  feed  grain  allotments  acres  can  be 
classified  as  feed  grain,  and  vice  versa, 
feed  grains  can  be  grown  on  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  acres  if  the  feed  grain  producer  so 
desires.  This  provision  in  the  bill,  for 
the  first  time,  provides  the  farmer  the 
freedom  of  choice  to  plant  on  his  acres, 
after  making  the  necessary  reduction 
from  his  total  reductive  capacity,  the 
crop  best  adapted  to  his  soil  and  equip¬ 
ment.  This  is  a  great  step  forward  in 
the  concept  of  production  controls,  by 
applying  the  controls  to  the  total  output 
of  the  grain  producing  unit  rather  than 
to  each  individual  grain  crop. 

Secretary  Freeman  has  assured  the 
committee  that  this  sbustitution  will  be 
permitted  to  the  maximum  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  and  only  if  he  determines  that  this 
substitution  is  detrimental  to  either  the 
wheat  or  feed  grain  programs  will  he 
limit  the  degree  of  substitution 
permitted. 

There  seems  to  be  some  question  in 
the  Secretary’s  mind,  however,  as  to 
whether  this  substitution  should  be 
freely  permitted  in  the  unlikely  circum¬ 
stance  that  the  feed  grain  program  is 
voted  down  in  the  referendum.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  should  be  clearly  spelled  out 
that  it  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  this 
substitution  is  to  be  permitted  even  in 
that  unlikely  event,  provided  the  pro¬ 
ducers  substituting  wheat  for  feed  grain 
limit  the  total  production  of  grain  on  the 
farm  to  the  extent  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  had  the  feed  grain  program  been 
approved  in  the  referendum. 

For  many  years  under  the  old  wheat 
allotment  program,  provision  was  made 


to  permit  producers  in  high-risk  areas, 
such  as  my  own,  to  plant  wheat  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  allotment  and  store  it  under 
bond  to  provide  a  stable  supply  of  wheat 
for  the  farmer  to  sell  in  those  years  in 
which  his  crop  failed  because  of  drought, 
hail,  or  other  natural  causes.  This  pro¬ 
vision  is  of  the  utmost  importance,  not 
only  to  the  producers  in  the  high  plains 
area  where  crop  failure  is  so  frequent, 
but  also  to  the  consumers  who,  year  in 
and  year  out,  require  a  stable  supply  of 
the  high  quality  wheat  grown  in  this 
area.  This  provision  authorizing  the 
seeding  of  wheat  acres  in  excess  of  the 
allotment  and  the  storage  of  such  ex¬ 
cess  wheat  was  not  included  in  H.R. 
11222.  I  had  intended  offering  an  am¬ 
endment  to  the  pending  legislation  to 
reinstate  this  storage  provision  in  the 
bill.  I  find,  however,  that  this  provision 
is  contained  in  the  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate,  S.  3225,  and  therefore  I  will  not 
offer  this  amendment  at  this  time.  But 
I  urge  the  House  to  accede  to  the  Senate 
bill  in  this  respect  when  the  two  bills  go 
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Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield  to.  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

We  who  come  from  the  urban  areas 
are  interested  not  only  in  the  plight  of 
the  farmers,  but  we  are  also  interested 
in  the  affairs  of  the  consumer.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  this  question: 
Assuming  that  this  bill  fails  of  passage 
in  the  House,  and  assuming  further  that 
there  will  be  no  other  legislation  con¬ 
sidered  or  passed  in  the  House  at  this 
session,  and  we  do  have  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  will  be  no  further  leg¬ 
islation,  because  of  the  fact  that  the 
former  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Sorkin,  said  there  would 
be  no  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the 
Republicans;  what,  then,  would  be  the 
system  under  which  the  farmers  of  this 
country  would  operate,  and  under  what 
law,  and  further,  what  would  be  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  passage  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  .  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answer  to  the  gentleman’s  question,  the 
wheat  farmers  of  our  country  would  re¬ 
vert  back  to  the  old  1958  act.  This  was 
the  program  we  had  prior  to  this  ad¬ 
ministration,  winch  was  administered 
by  Secretary  Benson.  It  had  75  to  90 
percent  of  parity  and  55  million  acres 
for  wheat  allotment. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  In  other  words, 
there  would  be  a  subsidy  on  wheat 
within  the  55 -million-acre  allotment 
throughout  the  United  States? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  And  assuming 
this  bill  passed  and  was  submitted  to 
the  farmers  of  America  for  their  con¬ 
sideration  and  the  farmers  rejected  this 
program  in  their  referendum,  under 
what  law  then  would  the  farmers  of 
America  be  operating? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  In  answer  to  that 
question,  as  I  understand  it,  if  the 
farmers  turned  down  the  program  in  a 
referendum,  they  would  be  practically 
without  a  farm  program  and  would  re¬ 
vert  back  from  nothing  to  50  percent  of 
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parity,  providing  they  stayed  within  the 
55-million-acre  allotment. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  In  other  words, 
there  would  be  a  small  subsidy  for  the 
farmer,  if  the  farmers  defeated  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  a  referendum. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  am  not  sure  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  gentleman’s  question. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Perhaps  I  can 
get  this  clarified  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  What  would  the  situation 
be  if  the  farmers  rejected  the  bill  in  a 
referendum? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  bill  is  defeated, 
we  would  return  to  the  old  Benson  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  we  accumulated  these 
surpluses  and  sustained  these  losses. 
But  if  the  bill  is  passed  and  it  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  grain  farmers,  this  proposi¬ 
tion  of  making  adjustments,  in  a  referen¬ 
dum,  and  rejected,  then  they  have  no 
price  supports  at  all. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  If  the  bill  passes 
and  the  farmers  approve  the  bill  in  a 
national  referendum,  what  would  be  the 
situation,  what  would  be  the  program 
under  which  the  wheat  farmers  of 
America  would  be  operating? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  program  which  is 
contained  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  In  other  words, 
a  planned  production  that  does  not  have 
anything  to  do  with  the  55-million-acre 
allotment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  55 -million-acre 
floor  is  removed. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Under  this  bill 
would  the  taxpayers  of  America  be  saved 
some  expenses  in  the  storage  of  wheat, 
as  well  as  in  the  overall  cost  of  the  farm 
program  for  the  farmers? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Very  definitely. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  How  much  of  a 
saving  would  there  be  for  the  taxpayers 
of  America  if  this  bill  is  passed  and  the 
farmers  approve  the  program  in  a 
referendum? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  estimate  about 
$600  million. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  So  that  we  in 
the  cities  who  are  interested  in  economy 
for  the  taxpayer  and  the  consumer  would 
find  that  it  is  in  our  interest  to  eliminate 
some  of  this  waste  in  this  program  by 
passing  this  bill  and  hope  that  the 
farmers  see  the  light  of  day  and  approve 
it  in  a  national  referendum? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  exactly  right.  My  estimate  is  that  we 
will  save  around  $1  billion  a  year  if  these 
programs  are  approved. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Santangelo]  is  a  member 
of  our  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations.  This  year,  the  1961  feed 
grain  bill  cost  $782  million  with  only  24.7 
percent  of  the  acreage  involved. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  is  it  not  a 
fact  that  only  50  percent  of  the  feed  grain 
farmers  have  come  within  the  program 
and  the  other  50  percent  have  refused 
to  come  in  and  are  producing  at  an  un¬ 
limited  rate,  which  creates  the  glut  on 
the  market? 
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Mr.  MICHEL.  That  point  we  are  not 
arguing.  We  are  arguing  another  point 
in  the  legislation  before  us.  That  is,  you 
put  everybody  in  the  program,  so  you 
have  a  balance  over  and  above  only  one- 
fourth  of  the  base  acreage  allotment,  and 
it  is  costing  $782  million.  Under  this  bill, 
if  you  have  100-percent  participation, 
how  can  the  Secretary  come  back  and 
say  that  it  is  only  going  to  cost  $500 
million? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
fuse  to  yield  further.  If  these  gentle¬ 
men  want  to  discuss  the  matter  further, 
they  will  have  to  do  so  on  their  own 
time. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  get  an  answer  to  this  ques¬ 
tion  from  the  Chairman,  if  I  can.  How 
can  we  save  this  money  which  runs  into 
the  millions  of  dollars?  Will  the  Chair¬ 
man  answer  that? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
always  when  farm  bills  come  before  this 
Chamber,  I  intend  to  make  my  position 
clear.  I  think  most  of  the  Members  of 
the  House  are  well  aware  of  my  unbroken 
record  of  opposition  to  farm  legislation 
which  calls  increasingly  for  more  money 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  which 
moves  always  in  the  direction  of  regi¬ 
mentation  of  farmers. 

My  position  is  unchanged  now.  I  am 
well  aware,  as  we  all  are,  of  the  claims 
made  by  the  supporters  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  that  it  will  save  money  for  the  tax¬ 
payers.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  I 
cannot  accept  this  argument.  The 
record  refutes  the  claim,  as  any  close 
look  at  the  budget  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  verify. 

Last  year,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  came  before  us  and  said  that  pass¬ 
age  of  the  emergency  feed  grains  and 
wheat  legislation  would  save  money. 
This  year,  we  find  this  same  Depart¬ 
ment  is  spending  $1  billion  more  than  it 
did  the  year  before  to  replenish  the  funds 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
One  billion  dollars  more — and  yet,  we 
are  buried  with  all  sorts  of  figures  which 
seem  to  try  to  say,  “Oh,  that’s  right,  we 
spent  more  money,  but  think  of  how 
much  more  we  would  have  spent  if  we 
had  not  had  the  emergency  legislation.” 

And  now,  here  we  are,  faced  with  H.R. 
11222,  a  bill  it  is  claimed  will  save  money 
for  taxpayers,  increase  farm  income,  and 
cost  the  consumer  nothing.  If  we  think 
but  for  one  moment  I  am  sure  all  of  us 
can  readily  come  to  the  conclusion  it  is 
simply  impossible  to  save  tax  dollars, 
increase  farm  income  and  keep  food 
prices  stable — all  in  one  blow. 

I  have  a  deep  concern  for  the  farmers 
of  my  district  because  they  struggle 
under  adverse  agricultural  conditions. 
They  are  farmers  in  one  of  the  most 
urban  districts  in  this  country.  But, 
they  seek  no  special  favors.  They  seek 
only  that  they  -not  be  made  to  pay  for 
special  favors  given  farmers  elsewhere. 

But,  in  a  much  broader  sense,  my  con¬ 
cern  is  for  the  consumers,  not  only  of 
my  district,  but  of  the  Nation. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  the  wheat 
provisions  of  this  bill  embody  a  “bread 


tax” — and  anything  that  even  suggests 
that  kind  of  a  tax  should  be  of  great 
concern  to  those  of  Us  who  represent  the 
urban  areas. 

I  do  not  use  this  expression  “bread 
tax”  loosely.  I  realize  it  is  a  serious 
statement.  As  I  see  it,  this  bill  con¬ 
tains  provisions  that  would  tax  Ameri¬ 
can  consumers  more  than  $164  million  a 
year  for  their  daily  bread. 

As  I  understand  this  bill,  marketing 
certificates  would  be  distributed  to 
farmers.  These  certificates  would  be 
issued  to  wheat  farmers  on  the  basis  of 
an  estimate  of  each  farmer’s  share  of 
that  wheat  which  is  used  for  human  food 
in  this  country,  and  for  export. 

I  am  informed  that  the  probable  value 
of  these  certificates  would  be  between 
60  and  80  cents  per  bushel  of  wheat— 
this  is  on  the  basis  of  a  wheat  price 
support  of  $2  or  more  a  bushel. 

I  am  attempting  here  to  avoid  intri¬ 
cacies,  but  I  must  admit  that  is  diffi¬ 
cult,  if  not  impossible.  These  certifi¬ 
cates  would  be  parceled  out  to  millers 
on  the  basis  of  their"  use  of  wheat.  In 
effect,  the  millers  would  be  forced  to  buy 
these  certificates  at  predetermined 
prices,  even  though  “noncertificate” 
wheat  of  comparable  or  better  quality 
might  be  freely  available  at  substantially 
lower  prices. 

I  can  understand  how  a  miller  might 
try  to  mill  the  cheaper  noncertificated 
wheat — it  would  be  cheaper  to  him  by 
from  60  to  80  cents  a  bushel,  though  it 
would  be  illegal  for  milling  purposes. 

But — and  the  intricacies  should  not  be 
allowed  to  cloud  the  main  point — the 
cost  of  these  certificates  would  con¬ 
stitute  a  bread  tax.  It  would  be  a  tax — 
not  a  premium  paid  for  high-quality 
wheat. 

And,  within  this  question  of  quality 
lies  another  big  reason  for  my  objection 
to  this  bill  because  it  contains  language 
that  would  give  a  grower  of  dog  biscuit 
wheat  the  same  pro  rata  share  of  the 
high-priced  wheat  market  as  the  grower 
of  high-quality  wheat  used  for  human 
consumption.  How  long  since  does  a 
man  who  produces  quality  shoes  have 
to  take  a  piece  of  the  low-priced  sneaker 
market?  I  did  not  realize  we  had  gone 
so  far  in  this  matter  of  farm  legislation 
that  we  have  started  to  tell  producers 
of  high-quality  food  they  must — by 
law — take  a  percentage  of  the  dog  bis¬ 
cuit  market.  How  stupid  can  we  get? 

To  get  back  to  the  main  point: 

The  miller  would  have  to  include  the 
cost  of  these  certificates  in  the  price  of 
the  flour  he  sells  to  the  baker — and 
when  we  talk  about  bakers  that  is  when 
the  problem  gets  right  home  to  me  and 
to  all  of  us. 

I  already  have  explained  that  the 
bread  tax  would  be  somewhere  between 
60  to  80  cents  per  bushel  of  wheat. 

Assuming  that  67  1 -pound  loaves  of 
bread  can  be  made  from  1  bushel  of 
wheat,  the  bread  tax  would  amount  to  a 
direct  charge  of  about  1  cent  per  1-pound 
loaf  of  bread — or  a  cent  and  a  quarter  on 
a  20-ounce  loaf. 

Now,  that  gets  pretty  close  to  my 
voters,  and  to  all  voters. 

We  must  remember  that  the  average 
daily  consumption  of  bread  in  the 


United  States  is  about  45  million  1- 
pound  loaves.  At  1  cent  per  loaf  that 
bread  tax  would  cost  consumers  $450,000 
every  day — not  counting  the  cake  tax 
and  the  doughnut  tax,  the  cookie  tax, 
the  spaghetti  tax,  the  cracker  tax,  the 
Danish  pastry  tax,  and  the  French 
pastry  tax. 

And  it  gets  worse.  Not  only  would  our 
consumers  pay  a  tax  on  the  bread  and 
pastries  they  buy,  they  also  would  pay 
an  extra  on  bread  eaten  by  Danes  in 
Denmark  and  Frenchmen  in  France — in 
cases  where  wheat  products  in  those 
countries  are  made  from  American 
wheat. 

The  reason  is  this — our  export  sales  of 
wheat  would  be  subsidized  and,  of  course, 
that  subsidy  is  paid  by  our  taxpayers. 
The  cost  of  maintaining  our  wheat  ex¬ 
ports  under  the  program  would  dwarf 
the  domestic  bread  tax.  It  would  cost 
our  taxpayers  nearly  a  billion  dollars  a 
year  to  subsidize  the  export  of  wheat 
not  only  for  dollar  sales  but  for  give¬ 
away  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  go  on  with  the 
reasons  for  my  opposition  to  this  legis¬ 
lation — or  anything  like  it — but  I  return 
to  my  basic  reasoning  that  it  simply  is 
impossible  to  lower  Treasury  costs,  in¬ 
crease  farm  income  and  leave  food  prices 
stable — all  in  one  swoop.  It  just  can¬ 
not  be  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  appeared  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  of  June  19,  1962, 
an  editorial  based  on  an  article  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  New  York  University  maga¬ 
zine,  Challenge.  This  magazine  pub¬ 
lished  an  article  on  farm  economics, 
written  by  Prof.  Hendrik  S.  Houthakker 
of  the  Harvard  School  of  Economics.  I 
commend  this  article  to  all,  urban  or 
country,  for  the  very  great  truths  it  pin¬ 
points.  Professor  Houthakker  writes 
clearly  and  pointedly. 

The  article  follows : 

Economic  Mythology,  Country  Style 

Since  President  Kennedy  is  so  eager  to  have 
fresh  and  sophisticated  thinking  on  economic 
problems,  we  are  happy  to  relay  some  sug¬ 
gestions  on  the  farm  program — from  a  source 
which  should  appeal  to  Mr.  Kennedy. 

Harvard  Economics  Professor  Hendrik  S. 
Houthakker,  writing  in  New  York  Univer¬ 
sity’s  Challenge  magazine,  criticizes  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  administration’s  supply-management 
approach  to  agriculture,  which  he  describes 
as  “centralized  control  of  output  under 
Government-sponsored  cartels.”  It  is  no  so¬ 
lution,  and,  like  other  past  “solutions,”  it  is 
based  on  defective  analysis  of  the  problems. 
Agricultural  policy  rests  on  an  assortment  of 
fallacies. 

There  is,  for  one,  the  farm  income  fallacy, 
the  notion  that  aggregate  farm  income 
should  rise  proportionately  to  nonfarm  in¬ 
come.  This  has  no  economic  substance,  and, 
as  Professor  Houtakker  observes,  “to  keep 
up  farm  income  by  keeping  up  farm  prices 
is  impossibly  expensive  in  the  long  run.” 

Then  we  have  the  good  old  family  farm 
fallacy,  the  darling  of  the  farm  bloc  in  Con¬ 
gress.  The  professor  deals  trenchantly  with 
this  belief  that  at  all  costs  the  family  farm 
must  be  preserved  as  a  way  of  life:  “What¬ 
ever  moral  virtue  there  is  in  independent 
country  living  will  be  eroded  if  it  can  be 
achieved  only  by  Government  handouts,  no 
matter  how  disguised.”  Anyway,  a  lot  of 
the  Federal  benefits  go  not  to  family  farms 
but  to  big  enterprises. 

Next  comes  the  acreage  fallacy,  the  belief 
that  production  can  be  controlled  by  re- 
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strlcting  acreage.  Farmers  have  been 
disproving  that  for  decades,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  persists  in  trying  it.  For  one  conse¬ 
quence,  Mr.  Houthakker  notes  that  the  very 
costly  emergency  feed  grain  plan  of  1961  had 
only  a  very  slight  effect  on  feed  grain  output. 

Still  another  fallacy  is  the  idea  that  agri¬ 
cultural  research  will  improve  the  farmer’s 
lot.  The  greater  productivity  that  comes 
from  research,  the  professor  writes  in  his 
commonsense  way,  will  not  help  farmers  so 
long  as  all  of  them  stay  on  the  farm. 

In  addition,  there  is  the  free  market  fal¬ 
lacy — the  theory  that  farmers  are  too 
numerous  and  too  weak  to  bargain  effec¬ 
tively.  Actually,  this  has  little  to  do  with 
income  distribution,  and  in  the  Houthakker 
view  the  administration’s  “supply  manage¬ 
ment”  is  unlikely  to  strengthen  the  farmer’s 
bargaining  power.  It  is,  he  comments,  “on 
a  level  with  the  medieval  guilds  in  terms  of 
economic  sophistication:  it  protects  the  in¬ 
efficient  at  the  expense  of  the  efficient.” 

According  to  a  further  fallacy,  the 
farmer’s  declining  share  of  the  consumer’s 
dollar  is  the  fault  of  some  conspiracy  of 
middlemen.  “But  the  simple  truth  is  that 
farm  products  are  reaching  the  consumer  in 
ever  more  highly  processed  form.  Indeed,  if 
the  ‘middlemen’  were  powerful  enough  to 
deprive  the  farmer  of  his  just  reward,  they 
would  be  making  a  much  bigger  profit  than 
they  do.” 

Last  is  the  fallacious  belief  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  agriculture  is  to  provide  an  income 
to  farmers  rather  than  to  supply  the  world 
with  food  and  fibers,  and  the  corollary  that 
only  the  farmers  should  decide  output  and 
prices.  Professor  Houthakker,  who  doesn’t 
mince  many  words,  says  this  is  akin  to  the 
corporatist  societies  of  Mussolini  and  Hitler, 
“even  though  its  American  proponents  have 
no  conscious  affinity  to  fascism.” 

His  own  proposal  for  an  alternative  farm 
policy  is  along  these  lines:  Let  farm  prices 
return  to  levels  at  which  supply  and  demand 
would  reach  equilibrium  without  surpluses 
or  tighter  controls.  To  cushion  the  initial 
shock,  he  would  have  the  Government  make 
acreage  payments,  but  only  for  a  limited 
number  of  years. 

Whether  one  agrees  or  disagrees  with  that 
particular  proposal,  the  point  is  that  alterna¬ 
tives  do  exist;  the  Nation  is  not  immutably 
doomed  to  continue  farm  policies  founded  in 
ignorance. 

Anyway,  we  thought  President  Kennedy 
would  like  to  know  that  there  is  no  lack  of 
fresh  insight  on  economic  problems  in  this 
country.  And  that  the  things  he  objects  to — 
economic  mythology  and  tired  slogans — are 
splendidly  exemplified  in  his  own  adminis¬ 
tration’s  farm  program. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  DagueI. 

(Mr.  DAGUE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  we 
have  under  consideration  H.R.  11222,  the 
so-called  Pood  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962.  I  come  from  one  of  the  rich  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  of  this  great  country  and 
therefore  represent  an  area  vitally  af¬ 
fected  by  this  legislation. 

This  bill  has  many  ramifications;  how¬ 
ever,  I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  four 
parts  of  the  bill  having  to  do  with  land 
use,  feed  grains,  wheat,  and  dairy. 

Much  could  be  said  about  the  land  use 
title  of  this  bill.  Everyone  is  for  the 
proper  use  of  land  and  I  am  for  any 
program  that  does  so.  However,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  provision  in  the  land 
use  adjustment  part  of  this  bill  and  its 
effect  on  local  people.  In  my  area,  and 


I  am  sure  it  is  true  in  other  areas,  many 
private  individuals  and  private  organ¬ 
izations  using  their  own  financial  re¬ 
sources  have  established  various  kinds 
of  recreational  and  wildlife  areas.  This 
includes  such  things  as  the  swimming 
pools,  fishing  areas,  game  preserves,  and 
similar  recreational  facilities. 

Now  under  H.R.  11222  we  are  going  to 
provide  these  private  individuals  with 
direct  competition  from  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment.  Under  the  proposal  contained  in 
this  bill  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  have  broad  authority  with  the 
use  of  Federal  funds  to  develop  land 
use  programs.  Some  of  the  recreational 
areas  that  might  be  developed  with  Fed¬ 
eral  money  would  be  in  direct  competi¬ 
tion  with  those  developed  by  private  cap¬ 
ital.  I  am  very  much  concerned  about 
this  possibility  and  hope  that  Members 
of  the  House  will  give  this  point  serious 
consideration. 

While  the  land  use  parts  of  the  bill  are 
important,  the  really  significant  parts 
of  the  bill,  from  my  standpoint,  involve 
feed  grains,  wheat,  and  dairy.  My  sec¬ 
tion  of  Pennsylvania  is  one  of  the  im¬ 
portant  dairy  and  livestock  parts  of  the 
country.  We  produce  substantial  quan¬ 
tities  of  corn,  wheat,  oats,  and  other 
feed  grains.  Practically  all  of  these  feed 
grains  are  produced  and  consumed  right 
on  the  farms.  You  will  find  many  fam¬ 
ily  farms  which  are  in  the  dairy  and 
livestock  business  that  produce  practi¬ 
cally  all  of  their  own  feed.  This  may 
take  the  form  of  silage,  corn,  or  wheat. 

Because  this  is  so  important  to  my  dis¬ 
trict  I  would  like  to  outline  my  reasons 
for  being  opposed  to  this  legislation.  In 
my  opinion  the  mandatory  control  pro¬ 
grams  for  feed  grains  and  wheat  that 
are  being  considered  would  be  the  ruina¬ 
tion  of  the  family  farms  of  my  district. 
For  that  reason  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill 
and  urge  that  it  not  be  adopted  in  the 
interest  of  preserving  a  free,  prosperous 
agriculture. 

The  feed  grain  part  of  this  bill  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned  is  a  monstrosity.  As 
I  have  indicated  above,  many  of  the 
farmers  in  my  district  produce  the  feed 
for  their  own  livestock.  There  is  no  real 
choice  for  them  in  the  referendum. 
Either  they  accept  the  administration’s 
control  program  or  take  nothing  but  the 
threat  Of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
dump  substantial  quantities  of  feed  grain 
on  the  market.  This  is  not  a  fair  kind 
of  a  choice  to  offer  feed  grain  producers. 

In  connection  with  the  referendum, 
many  of  the  feed  grain  farmers  in  my 
district  would  be  ineligible  to  vote,  yet 
they  would  be  controlled  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  They  are  small  producers.  Under 
the  proposal,  as  I  understand  it,  farms 
with  a  feed  grain  base  of  25  acres  or  less 
would  not  be  subject  to  the  program  un¬ 
less  the  producer  elected  to  participate. 
This  means  that  if,  during  the  base  pe¬ 
riod  of  1959-60,  a  farmer  had  18  acres 
of  feed  grains  this  would  be  his  base 
acreage.  He  could  plant  his  18  acres 
and,  therefore,  not  be  eligible  for  land 
use  payments  or  price  supports  or  to  vote. 
He  could  not  raise  more  acres.  However, 
if  he  were  interested  in  price  supports 
or  land  use  payments,  he  would  have  to 
take  his  mandatory  cut  under  the  pro¬ 


gram  so  that  the  acres  he  could  actually 
plant  would  be  at  least  20  percent  less 
than  the  18  acres  that  are  his  base. 

Some  of  the  proponents  have  indicated 
that  a  feed  grain  producer  could  grow 
up  to  25  acres  and  still  be  exempt  from 
the  program.  I  wish  this  were  true. 
However,  it  is  not,  if  I  read  the  proposal 
accurately.  What  it  really  means  is  that 
any  producer  who  has  a  base  acreage  less 
than  25  acres  would  not  be  subject  to  the 
acreage  cuts.  If  he  grew  only  20  acres 
during  the  base  period,  he  could  not  grow 
any  more  without  being  subject  to  pen¬ 
alty.  This  is  a  serious  matter  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  because  of  the  fact  that  my  fanners 
produce  relatively  small  feed  grain  acre¬ 
ages.  The  penalties  for  these  small  pro¬ 
ducers  of  under  25  acres  if  they  over¬ 
plant  their  base  or  acreage  allotment  is 
extremely  severe.  Production  on  excess 
acreage  of  feed  grains  would  be  subject 
to  a  marketing  penalty  at  the  rate  of  65 
percent  of  parity  price  per  bushel  times 
double  the  normal  yield  or  actual  yield, 
whichever  is  lower. 

I  also  understand  that  under  the  pro¬ 
posal  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  are 
not  exempt  from  the  program.  This 
means  that  the  acreage  of  silage  grown 
would  be  considered  a  part  of  the  feed 
grain  base.  Many  producers  in  my  area 
grow  corn  for  silage.  This  is  only  an¬ 
other  example  of  why  the  bill  is  com¬ 
pletely  unworkable  insofar  as  my  fann¬ 
ers  are  concerned. 

The  so-called  wheat  certificate  plan 
that  is  provided  in  the  bill  is  also  equally 
unsound  and  unworkable  in  my  opinion. 
It  proposes  to  provide  a  system  of  na¬ 
tional  quotas  and  certificates.  The  cer¬ 
tificates  would  vary  according  to  the  use 
that  is  made  of  the  wheat  involved.  This 
is  not  a  new  idea  and  in  fact  I  am  a  lit¬ 
tle  surprised  that  the  New  Frontiersmen 
have  adopted  such  an  old  approach. 

Under  this  approach  the  15 -acre 
mai-keting  quota  exemption  and  the  30- 
acre  feed  grain  exemption  would  be 
terminated  and  producers  would  receive 
an  acreage  allotment  based  on  their  av¬ 
erage  crop  of  wheat  in  the  period  1957- 
61.  The  elimination  of  the  15-  and  30- 
acre  exemptions  is  a  serious  matter  as  far 
as  my  wheat  producers  are  concerned. 
They  grow  much  of  the  wheat  for  feed 
purposes.  This  bill  is  particularly  vicious 
because  of  its  unfairness  to  these  small 
wheat  growers.  They  would  be  eligible 
to  vote  only  if  they  signed  in  writing  a 
promise  to  comply  with  the  farm  acreage 
allotments. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  wheat 
provisions  of  this  bill  only  mean  less  in¬ 
come  and  more  restrictions  to  the  wheat 
producers  of  Pennsylvania.  This  is  an¬ 
other  reason  why  I  hope  that  the  bill 
will  be  defeated. 

While  the  feed  grain  and  wheat  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  are  unsound,  probably 
the  most  unsound  and  most  completely 
ridiculous  part  of  the  bill  has  to  do  with 
dairy.  The  administration  in  their  orig¬ 
inal  bill  started  out  with  a  grandiose 
scheme  to  control  the  dairy  industry 
through  a  system  of  marketing  quotas. 
The  dairy  farmers  quickly  responded  to 
this  approach  and  made  it  clear  that 
they  were  not  interested  in  any  kind  of 
control  program. 
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However,  the  planners  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  were  dead  set  on 
having  the  dairy  industry  under  their 
control,  but  they  were  willing  to  take  a 
year  or  two  to  get  it  done.  So  we  have 
in  this  bill  a  provision  authorizing  the 
payments  to  dairy  farmers  who  volun¬ 
tarily  reduce  their  marketings  below 
1961  or  1962.  Producers  would  be  paid 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  for  this  par¬ 
ticular  reduction. 

The  most  significant  thing  that  would 
happen  under  this  program  in  addition 
to  its  ineffectiveness  and  costliness  is  the 
fact  that  there  would  be  established  on 
each  dairy  farm  a  quota.  The  Depart¬ 
ment,  of  course,  would  have  to  establish 
a  quota  in  order  to  determine  whether 
anybody  had  actually  reduced  their  pro¬ 
duction.  This  is  really  what  the  whole 
exercise  is  all  about.  Once  these  quotas 
are  established,  even  if  only  for  the  so- 
called  voluntary  program,  they  are  there 
and  can  be  readily  used  as  a  part  of  the 
control  program  another  year. 

Having  been  around  and  been  exposed 
to  some  of  the  agriculture  planners  one 
can  easily  see  what  the  next  step  would 
be.  When  the  so-called  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  fails  this  year  and  turns  out  to  be 
very  expensive,  they  will  come  hurrying 
back  to  the  Congress  next  January  and 
say,  “Look,  the  voluntary  program 
failed — we  must  have  controls  over  the 
dairy  industry.”  With  the  quotas  al¬ 
ready  established  on  the  farms,  they  will 
be  partly  on  their  road  to  success. 

This  is  exactly  what  happened  in  the 
case  of  feed  grains.  We  had  the  so- 
called  voluntary  feed  grain  program  for 
2  years.  It  failed,  as  was  predicted,  so 
now  we  must  have  a  control  program. 
This  will  be  the  same  pattern  for  dairy 
if  we  approve  this  bill. 

However,  I  am  opposed  to  a  market¬ 
ing  quota  program  for  the  dairy  indus¬ 
try.  The  provision  of  this  bill  is  simply 
a  means  of  getting  this  kind  of  market¬ 
ing  quota  through  the  back  door.  This 
is  one  of  the  reasons  I  am  opposed  to 
this  legislation  and  urge  that  it  be 
defeated. 

I  am  sure  that  before  this  debate  is 
over  there  will  be  considerable  discus¬ 
sion  about  the  cost  of  various  programs 
and  how  one  program  is  more  expensive 
than  another.  Frankly,  the  majority  of 
farmers  in  my  district  have  taken  the 
position  for  some  time  that  the  best 
thing  for  agriculture  would  be  to  reduce 
the  role  of  the  Federal  Government. 
They  are  for  less  government,  not  more. 
The  bill  we  have  before  us  today  pro¬ 
vides  for  more  control.  If  the  Cochran- 
ites  are  able  to  get  control  of  the  feed 
grain  supply  situation,  this  will  then 
lead  to  their  eventual  control  of  our 
whole  dairy,  poultry,  and  livestock 
economy  because  if  you  can  control  the 
amount  of  feed  grains  that  are  available 
for  use,  you  can  by  this  device  control  the 
future  of  livestock,  poultry,  and  dairy. 

I  am  not  for  this  approach.  I  am  for 
an  agriculture  based  on  the  rights  of  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  to  make  their  decisions 
based  on  what  is  in  long-time  best  inter¬ 
est.  I  still  have  confidence  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  individual  farmer  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  is  best  for  him.  He  still  is  a 
better  planner  of  his  owm  farm  than  any 


bureaucrat  sitting  behind  his  desk  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  legislation 
because  I  do  not  believe  that  it  will 
benefit  agriculture  and  will  only  provide 
the  means  of  more  Government  inter¬ 
vention  into  an  area  where  we  already 
have  more  than  is  necessary. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  dairy  industry  today  is 
caught  in  a  tightening  squeeze  between 
rising  production  and  declining  con¬ 
sumption.  Since  1948,  America's  dairy 
fanners  have  produced  more  milk  than 
can  be  sold  through  commercial  chan¬ 
nels.  The  excess  has  been  purchased 
by  the  Government  through  price  sup¬ 
port  and  related  programs.  Since  1953, 
these  Government  purchases  have  ex¬ 
ceeded  $200  million  a  year  and,  in  some 
years,  have  gone  well  over  the  $500  mil¬ 
lion  mark. 

In  1961,  milk  production  went  up  1.5 
percent  while  milk  consumption  dropped 
alarmingly  by  2.5  percent.  The  admin¬ 
istration,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  dairy  industry  are  taking  posi¬ 
tive  steps  to  increase  consumption  with 
concrete  and  well  substantiated  assur¬ 
ances  that  our  milk  supply  offers  no  haz¬ 
ards  and  continues  to  be  one  of  the  best 
sources  of  important  nutrients  for  adults 
as  well  as  for  children.  However,  it  will 
take  time  to  undo  the  damage  done  to 
the  milk  market  by  the  unfounded  scare 
talk  about  radioactive  fallout  and  choles¬ 
terol  which  has  made  milk  its  prime  tar¬ 
get. 

Meanwhile,  daix-y  surpluses  continue  to 
pile  up.  During  the  1961-62  marketing 
year,  which  ended  April  1,  price  support 
purchases  made  by  the  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  removed  from  the  market 
nearly  9  percent  of  the  butterfat  and  13 
percent  of  the  nonfat  milk  solids  in  the 
total  farm  sales  of  milk  and  cream.  In¬ 
cluded  were  435  million  pounds  of  but¬ 
ter,  194  million  pounds  of  cheese,  and 
1,275  million  pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 
The  estimated  cost  of  dairy  price  sup¬ 
port  operations  for  the  past  marketing 
year  comes  close  to  $600  million.  * 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  is  making  every  effort  to  utilize 
its  stocks  of  surplus  dairy  products 
through  donations  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  school  and  welfare  uses  and  through 
sales  at  greatly  reduced  prices  for  com¬ 
mercial  and  noncommercial  export. 
However,  the  CCC’s  uncommitted  stocks 
are  increasing.  On  May  23  they  totaled 
302  million  pounds  of  butter,  89  million 
pounds  of  cheese  and  338  million  pounds 
of  nonfat  dry  milk.  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  officials  have  told  me  that,  de¬ 
spite  their  best  efforts  to  find  uses  for 
these  surplus  dairy  products,  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  freezer  space  for  CCC’s  accumu¬ 
lating  stocks  of  butter  may  become  criti¬ 
cal  before  these  stocks  can  be  used. 

Even  with  sizable  Government  ex¬ 
penditures  to  support  the  price  of  dairy 
products,  the  dairy  farmer’s  income  re¬ 
mains  low.  During  the  1950’s,  returns 


on  the  farmer’s  and  his  family’s  labor 
ran  as  low  as  30  cents  to  50  cents  an 
hour.  In  1960,  dairymen  in  Wisconsin’s 
Ninth  Congressional  District,  which  I 
represent  in  Congress,  received  only  41 
cents  per  hour  for  their  labor. 

Developments  during  the  past  year 
have  emphasized  the  shortcomings  of  the 
present  legislation — the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949.  It  provides  that  dairy  supports 
be  set  at  such  a  level  between  75  and  90 
percent  of  parity  as  will  “assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply.”  As  President  Kennedy 
pointed  out  in  his  farm  message  to  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had 
no  choice  under  that  law  but  to  .  lower 
dairy  supports  to  75  percent  of  parity  be¬ 
cause  of  the  obvious  oversupply  of  dairy 
products. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  lowering  of  dairy 
supports  prescribed  in  existing  law  has 
resulted  in  a  10-percent  decline  in  in¬ 
come  for  dairymen.  With  dairy  supports 
at  75  percent  of  parity,  dairy  farmers’ 
Income  will  fall  about  a  quarter  of  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  this  year.  In  my  home  State 
of  Wisconsin,  dairymen  will  lose  $30  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  9-month  period  following  the 
mandatory  lowering  of  supports  on  April 
1.  Minnesota  farmers  stand  to  lose 
$22  y2  million  during  the  same  period. 
And  even  with  the  lower  support  level, 
the  CCC’s  dairy  purchases  this  year  are 
expected  to  approximate  last  year’s  rec¬ 
ord  volume,  with  net  expenditures  again 
approaching  the  half-million-dollar 
mark. 

To  say  that  this  is  a  serious  situation 
would  be  the  understatement  of  the 
year.  Almost  every  State  in  the  Union 
produces  milk.  It  provides  twice  as  much 
cash  income  for  our  farmers  as  any  other 
basic  crop.  In  addition  to  the  farmers 
who  produce  milk,  the  dairy  industry 
furnishes  employment  for  almost  300,000 
persons  who  process  and  handle  dairy 
products  before  they  reach  the  retail 
level. 

Our  present  dairy  problem  has  reached 
emergency  proportions  very  similar  to 
the  feed  grain  emergency  which  we  faced 
last  year.  Because  of  a  lack  of  agree¬ 
ment  among  the  various  dairy  organiza¬ 
tions,  dairy  industry  representatives,  and 
Members  of  Congress,  the  formulation 
and  enactment  of  a  long-range  dairy 
program  is  obviously  going  to  be  a 
lengthy  process.  Meanwhile,  I  strongly 
feel  that  we  must  deal  with  the  imme¬ 
diate  emergency  in  this  vital  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  Dairy  Sub¬ 
committee,  of  which  I  am  chairman,  put 
a  great  deal  of  thought  and  work  into 
the  formulation  of  the  emergency  vol¬ 
untary  dairy  program  that  is  part  of 
H.R.  11222,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962.  Under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  dairy  surplus  reduction  pro¬ 
posal,  which  is  similar  to  the  1961  emer¬ 
gency  feed  grain  program,  dairymen 
would  be  given  an  opportunity  to  sign  a 
voluntary  agreement  to  reduce  their 
marketings  of  milk  between  10  and  25 
percent  of  their  1961  marketings. 

For  such  reductions  they  would  re¬ 
ceive  a  surplus  reduction  payment  of 
up  to  $2.50  per  hundredweight  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds. 
The  exact  rate  of  payment  would  be  a 
rate  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
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estimated  would  encourage  voluntary 
reductions  in  marketings  but  could  not 
exceed  $2.50  per  hundredweight.  Since 
the  cost  to  CCC  of  purchasing  products 
manufactured  from  100  pounds  of  milk, 
plus  storage  for  a  short  term,  adds  up 
to  about  $4.20,  the  Government  would 
save  approximately  $1.70  for  each  100- 
pound  reduction  in  milk  production. 
The  aid  offered  to  cooperating  dairymen 
under  this  plan  would  be  in  addition  to 
the  assistance  all  dairy  fanners  receive 
through  price  supports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  small  producers  could 
receive  payments  for  reducing  milk  pro¬ 
duction  by  7,500  pounds  a  quarter,  even 
if  this  amounted  to  more  than  the  25 
percent  limitation  provided  in  the  bill. 
Anyone  who,  for  some  reason,  has  al¬ 
ready  reduced  his  marketings  since  1961 
would  receive  payment  only  on  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  his  current  marketings. 

A  producer  who  failed  to  reduce  his 
marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  would  be  eligible  for  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually 
reduced  his  marketings,  providing  such 
reduction  is  as  much  as  10  percent  of  his 
normal  marketing  level.  However,  the 
rate  of  payment  would  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  what 
would  have  been  the  payment  on  the 
milk  that  he  failed  to  reduce. 

Dairymen  could  transfer  their  bases, 
called  “normal  marketing  levels”  in  the 
bill,  to  other  dairy  producers.  This 
would  make  it  possible  for  agreements 
to  be  carried  out  to  completion  by  heirs 
or  other  successors  in  cases  of  illness  or 
similar  emergency  situations. 

Farmers  selling  milk  under  Federal 
milk  marketing  orders  would  be  affected 
the  same  as  other  producers.  However, 
they  would  be  permitted  to  credit  all 
their  marketings  against  surplus  class 
milk.  In  this  way,  they  would  retain 
their  full  share  of  the  class  I  value  of 
the  pool  just  as  though  their  total  de¬ 
liveries  had  not  been  reduced. 

If  a  long-range  dairy  program  utiliz¬ 
ing  milk  quotas  is  put  into  effect  at  a 
later  date,  dairy  farmers  who  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  voluntary  program  will  not 
be  penalized  with  lower  quotas  because 
of  production  cuts  under  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  enactment  into  law  of 
this  emergency  voluntary  program  would 
give  dairymen  and  legislators  their  first 
chance  to  see  how  a  supply-adjustment 
program  would  operate  in  the  dairy 
field.  Currently  milk  is  the  only  one  of 
our  important  agricultural  commodities 
which  does  not  have  such  g,  program. 
In  addition  to  reducing  our  gigantic  sur¬ 
pluses  of  milk  and  dairy  products,  and 
the  subsequent  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
purchasing  and  storing  them,  this  vol¬ 
untary  program  could  very  well  point  the 
way  in  which  future  dairy  programs 
should  go. 

When  the  members  of  the  Dairy  Sub¬ 
committee  formulated  this  voluntary 
dairy  program  in  March,  we  planned  it 
as  a  1-year  program.  At  the  time,  it 
was  expected  that  the  farm  bill  would 
be  acted  upon  very  shortly  in  the  House, 
so  the  cutoff  date  for  the  daily  program 
was  set  for  March  31,  1963.  Because  of 
unforeseen  delays  in  action  on  the  bill,  I 
strongly  feel  that  it  is  necessary  to 


change  the  closing  date  for  the  dairy 
program  to  September  30,  1963,  as  many 
dairymen  would  hesitate  to  sign  up  for 
a  program  which  would  last  only  6 
months.  Furthermore,  this  would  not 
be  long  enough  to  give  the  program  a 
fair  trial. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  offering  an 
amendment  to  the  dairy  section  of  H.R. 
11222  to  extend  the  voluntary  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  through  September  30,  1963.  My 
distinguished  colleagues,  Agriculture 
Committee  Chairman  Harold  Cooley 
and  Vice  Chairman  Robert  Poage,  agree 
with  me  that  this  amendment  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  insure  the  success  of  the  dairy 
program.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
us  in  supporting  H.R.  11222,  its  volun¬ 
tary  dairy  program,  and  my  amendment 
to  insure  that  the  program  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  long  enough  to  be  effective. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen], 

(Mr.  JENSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  after 
many,  many,  days,  yes,  and  nights, 
spent  in  making  a  deep  study  of  the 
farm  problem  which  has  been  a  constant 
worry  for  many  years  to  most  of  our 
farmers  and  the  people  generally,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  breadbasket  of  the  United 
States,  Iowa  being  in  the  center  of  that 
great  food  and  feed  producing  area,  I 
wrote  a  farm  bill  which  I  introduced  on 
May  31  last. 

I  have  sent  copies  and  a  full  explana¬ 
tion  of  my  bill,  H.R.  11941,  to  hundreds 
of  farmers  in  the  Seventh  Iowa  District, 
and  I  can  truthfully  say  that  my  bill 
has  met  with  almost  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval. 

H.R.  11941  is  a  complete  bill,  easy  to 
understand  and  to  administer  and 
which,  if  enacted  into  law,  will  quickly 
reduce  the  high  price-depressing  sur¬ 
pluses  of  feed  grains  at  little  cost  while 
at  the  same  time  provide  great  benefits 
to  our  farmers  nationwide,  and  do  it  on 
a  voluntary  basis  with  no  penalties  im¬ 
posed  on  any  farmer.  Participation  will 
be  no  problem  because  of  the  liberal  bene¬ 
fits  provided.  Here,  Mr.  Chairman,  are 
the  principal  provisions  in  my  bill  in  a 
nutshell  and  in  understandable  lan¬ 
guage. 

H.R.  11941  provides  for  liberal  pay- 
ment-in-kind  to  the  farmers  wi}0  reduce 
by  at  least  10  percent  but  not  more  than 
33  V3  percent  the  number  of  acres  they 
had  in  com,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain 
sorgham,  soybeans,  or  flaxseed  produc¬ 
tion  on  an  average  during  the  previous 
2  years.  Such  reduction  entitles  a  par¬ 
ticipating  farmer  to  receive  a  Govern¬ 
ment  certificate  valued  at  80  percent  of 
the  average  previous  2  years’  production 
on  the  idled  acres. 

This  certificate  entitles  the  owner  of 
same  to  withdraw  grain-in-kind  from 
Commodity  storage  for  his  own  use,  or 
he  can  sell  his  certificate  to  a  neighbor, 
grain  dealer,  or  to  any  one  else,  except 
back  to  Uncle  Sam. 

For  example,  if  the  average  yield  of 
com  during  the  previous  2  years  was  70 
bushels  per  acre  on  the  idled  acres  the 
farmer  would  receive  80  percent  of  70 
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or  56  bushels  of  high  feed  value  com  for 
each  acre  so  idled,  and  if  lower  feed 
value  com  is  accepted  the  participant 
would  receive  more  bushels  in  ratio  with 
its  feed  value,  should  he  elect  to  take  the 
com  from  CCC  bins  for  his  own  use. 

By  this  method  it  is  estimated  that  the 
acreage  reduction  would  be  about  20  per¬ 
cent  below  the  two  previous  years’  pro¬ 
duction.  Added  to  that  reduction  would 
be  the  automatic  20 -percent  reduction 
in  available  grain  brought  about  by  al¬ 
lowing  80-percent  withdraw  instead  of 
the  full  100  percent. 

As  I  said  at  the  outset  that  if  my  bill 
is  made  law  it  will,  as  you  can  readily 
and  clearly  see,  quickly  reduce  the  price 
depressing  surpluses  of  all  grain,  and 
hence  the  price  of  grains  will  quickly 
stabilize  on  higher  level  and  poultry  and 
all  livestock  prices  would  in  turn  also 
stabilize  on  a  higher  price  level,  which  is 
a  national  must  not  only  for  our  farmers 
but  for  every  American,  since  all  wealth 
springs  from  mother  earth. 

My  bill  permits  grazing  bn  the  idled 
acres  for  pasture  only.  Nothing  in  my 
bill  affects  the  conservation  reserve  law 
now  in  effect,  nor  does  it  affect  the  pres¬ 
ent  payments  for  certain  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices,  and  so  forth. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
provide  for  sharing  of  certificates  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis. 

*My  bill  does  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  in 
a  number  of  respects. 

First,  it  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  assist  local  or¬ 
ganizations  in  developing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  a  limited  number  of  public  recrea¬ 
tional  developments  to  be  established 
under  the  small  watershed  program.  It 
allows  Federal  cost  sharing  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  one -half  of  the  cost  of  easements, 
rights-of-way  and  land  for  reservoir  or 
other  sites  within  the  watershed  area. 
It  also  limits  the  number  of  these  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  which  may  be  established 
in  any  one  watershed  to  a  maximum  of 
three.  If  the  watershed  project  contains 
less  than  150,000  acres  but  more  than 
75,000  acres,  no  more  than  two  such  rec¬ 
reation  facilities  could  be  established.  If 
the  watershed  project  were  less  than 
75,000  acres,  no  more  than  one  such 
facility  could  be  established.  Under  this 
provision  of  the  bill  local  organizations 
or  communities  must  take  charge  of  and 
operate  the  new  facilities.  The  Federal 
Government  would  not  run  the  facility 
and  the  United  States  would  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  acquire  legal  title  to  any  land 
included  in  the  recreation  area. 

Another  provision  in  my  bill  allows  the 
Secretary  to  advance  funds  to  local  or¬ 
ganizations,  upon  the  condition  that 
these  funds  will  be  repaid  with  interest, 
to  prevent  the  encroachment  of  other 
developments  on  potential  watershed 
lands.  This  will,  I  hope,  go  a  long  way 
toward  holding  down  costs  of  land  which 
might  be  acquired  by  speculators  or  by 
legitimate  businesses  who  might  con¬ 
struct  expensive  facilities  and  buildings. 

My  bill  also  makes  a  change  in  the 
law  to  allow  a  more  flexible  criteria  for 
determining  Federal  participation  in  the 
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small  watershed  and  brings  it  more  into 
line  with  other  existing  Federal  pro¬ 
grams. 

Another  important  change  that  my 
bill  makes  in  the  small  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  change  the  present  flood  pre¬ 
vention  capacity  limitation  from  5,000 
acre-feet  to  12,500  acre-feet.  What  this 
means  is  bigger  small  dams.  This  pro¬ 
vision  will  give  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  a  much  greater  opportunity  for 
servicing  low-  and  moderate-rainfall 
areas  more  effectively. 

My  bill  also  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  help  local  organizations  to  develop 
their  water  supplies  for  future  use.  With 
many  of  our  small  towns,  particularly 
those  in  Iowa,  growing  at  very  rapid 
rates,  it  is  important  to  look  ahead  to 
the  day  when  the  municipal  water  sup¬ 
ply  may  be  far  in  excess  of  present  needs 
and  thus  build  the  capacity  for  that 
storage  now  when  the  cost  is  much 
cheaper  than  at  a  future  time.  My  bill 
proposes  to  accomplish  this  by  allowing 
the  local  sponsoring  organization  to  defer 
the  repayment  of  loans  for  developing 
future  water  needs  for  up  to  10  years. 
Repayment  with  interest  would  com¬ 
mence  as  soon  as  the  local  community 
begins  to  use  the  water.  The  loan  would 
have  to  be  repaid  in  full  within  the  life 
of  the  structure  but  in  no  event  more 
than  50  years. 

My  bill  also  contains  a  number  of  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  to  the  act  which  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  has  requested. 
The  most  important  one  is  to  make  it 
clear’  that  the  Federal  Government  may 
provide  engineering  services  for  munici¬ 
pal  and  industrial  water  supply  on  a  re¬ 
imbursable  basis. 

And,  finally,  my  bill  specifically  makes 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  and  the  programs  under 
that  act  which  are  administered  so  cap¬ 
ably  and  successfully  by  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  clearly  applicable  to 
the  11  watershed  projects  authorized  un¬ 
der  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  One 
of  those  11  projects  is  the  Little  Sioux 
River  Watershed.  By  tying  the  small 
watershed  program  in  with  the  Little 
Sioux  River  project,  every  citizen  and 
his  children  and  grandchildren  in  west¬ 
ern  Iowa  will  derive  many  important 
benefits  through  the  decades  to  come 
through  the  preservation,  care,  and  en¬ 
joyment  of  our  priceless  soil,  truly  Amer¬ 
ica’s  most  valuable  asset. 

Now,  in  conclusion,  I  can  only  say  that 
all  who  have  knowledge  of  our  farm 
problem  and  its  causes  will,  I  am  sure, 
after  studying  my  bill,  come  to  but  one 
conclusion,  which  will  surely  be  that,  if 
HR.  11941  is  made  law,  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem  will  soon  be  solved  and  over  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  annually  of  our  already  over¬ 
burdened  taxpayers  will  be  saved. 

The  taxpayers  of  the  United  States 
now  own  the  huge  supply  of  grains,  it  is 
all  paid  for,  so  I  ask  in  all  sincerity  why 
not  use  it  to  solve  the  farm  problems 
and  pay  the  bill? 

A  copy  of  my  bill,  H.R.  11941,  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  establish  and  carry  out  a  volun¬ 
tary  payment-in-kind  land  retirement  pro¬ 


gram  for  the  producers  of  wheat,  corn,  oats, 
rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soybeans,  and 
flaxseed. 

(a)  Such  program  shall  provide  for  the 
payment  of  the  annual  rental  through  the 
issuance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  re¬ 
deem  in  wheat,  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain 
sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flaxseed  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for 
the  sharing  of  certificates  among  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis. 

(b)  Such  program  shall  include  provisions 
for  (1)  the  reduction  of  tillable  corn,  oats, 
rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flax¬ 
seed  acres  (and  in  the  case  of  wheat,  the 
farm  wheat  allotment)  by  at  least  10  per 
centum,  but  not  more  than  33  y3  per  centum, 
(2)  the  designation  and  idling  of  any  acreage 
for  which  payments-in-kind  are  received,  (3) 
the  prohibition  against  producing  any  crops 
except  grass  for  gracing  only  on  such  desig¬ 
nated  acreage,  (4)  the  establishment  of  a 
protective  vegetative  cover  on  such  desig¬ 
nated  acreage,  (5)  the  prevention  of  any 
increased  farm  plantings  of  wheat,  corn,  oats, 
rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flax¬ 
seed  subsequent  to  participation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  (6)  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather, 
changes  in  the  constitution  of  the  farm, 
established  crop-rotation  practices,  and  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Great  Plains  or  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  programs,  and  (7)  necessary 
limitations  on  participation  to  prevent  dis¬ 
placement  of  farm  families  and  to  avoid 
insofar  as  possible  adverse  effects  upon  the 
economies  of  local  areas :  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to 
impair  the  eligibility  of  a  farm  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  Conservation  Program  payments:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  grazing 
of  livestock  on  acreage  diverted  from  the 
production  of  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain 
sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flaxseed. 

(c)  Payments-in-kind  under  such  pro¬ 
gram  shall  be  based  upon  80  per  centum  of 
the  average  annual  yield  of  wheat,  corn, 
oats,  rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soybeans,  or 
flaxseed  in  bushels  per  harvested  acre  on 
the  farm  for  the  two  years  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation 
is  made,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  con¬ 
ditions,  as  determined  under  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  designated  acres. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  participation  by  the  producers  of 
corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soy¬ 
beans,  and  flaxseed  in  the  payment-in-kind 
program  set  forth  in  this  Act  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
support  on  such  commodities. 

(e)  Such  program  may  include  such  terms 
and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specific¬ 
ally  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  are  necessary  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act  and  to  facilitate  the  prac¬ 
tical  administration  of  the  program. 

Sec.  2.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  (1)  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  the  third  sentence  the 
following:  " Provided  further,  That  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  shall  not  sell  any  wheat,  corn,  rye, 
oats,  barley,  grain  sorghum,  soybeans,  or 
flaxseed  for  less  than  5  percentum  above  the 
parity  price  for  any  such  commodity,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges.”  and  (2)  by 
changing  the  semicolon  to  a  colon  and  adding 
at  the  end  of  clause  (D)  in  the  fourth 
sentence  the  following:  “Provided,  That  the 
Corporation  shall  forthwith  replenish  its 
stocks  by  the  purchase  of  a  quantity  of  the 
commodity  equal  to  the  amount  of  such 
commodity  so  sold.” 

Sec.  3.  No  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be 
applicable  to  the  1965  or  subsequent  crops 
of  wheat,  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain 
sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flaxseed. 


Sec.  4.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  Is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act 
Is  amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “Provided,  That  when  a  local  or¬ 
ganization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a 
plan  for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recrea¬ 
tional  development,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half 
of  the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or 
rights-of-way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by 
the  local  organization  for  such  reservoir  or 
other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic  facilities 
needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access 
to,  and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area 
for  such  purposes:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  not  more  than  one  recreational  de¬ 
velopment  in  a  watershed  project  containing 
less  than  seventy-five  thousand  acres,  or  two 
such  developments  in  a  project  containing 
between  seventhy-five  thousand  and  one 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres,  or  three 
such  developments  in  projects  exceeding  one 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres:  Provided 
further.  That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local 
organization  have  agreed  that  the  immediate 
acquisition  by  the  local  organization  of  land, 
easements,  or  rights-of-way  is  advisable  for 
the  preservation  of  sites  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  included  in  a  plan  from  en¬ 
croachment  by  residential,  commercial,  in¬ 
dustrial,  or  other  development,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to  the  local 
organisation  from  funds  appropriated  for 
construction  of  works  of  improvement  the 
amounts  required  for  the  acquisition  of  such 
land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way;  and,  ex¬ 
cept  where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by 
the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid 
by  the  local  organization,  without  interest, 
prior  to  construction  of  the  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  for  credit  to  such  construction 
funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section 
4  of  said  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
‘‘(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable 
in  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under 
other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of  in¬ 
stalling  any  w'orks  of  improvement,  involving 
Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineering 
costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural 
phases  of  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  or  for  fish 
and  wildlife  or  recreational  development, 
and”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “more  than  twelve  thousand 
five  hundred  acre-feet  of  floodwater  deten¬ 
tion  capacity”. 

Sec.  6.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion 
of  such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes 
except  that  any  part  of  the  construction  cost 
(including  engineering  costs)  applicable  to 
flood  prevention  and  features  relating 
thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and  with¬ 
out  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  make  loans  or  advancements  under 
section  8,  the  Secretary  may  pay  for  any 
storage  of  water  for  anticipated  future  de¬ 
mands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure 
constructed  or  modified  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of 
the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reservoir 
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structure  where  the  local  organization  gives 
reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence, 
that  such  demands  for  the  use  of  such  stor¬ 
age  will  be  made  within  a  period  of  time 
which  will  permit  repayment  of  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of 
the  reservoir  structure:  Provided  further. 
That  the  local  organization  shall  agree  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  or  modification 
of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  fu¬ 
ture  demands:  And  provided  further.  That 
the  entire  amount  of  the  cost  paid  by  the 
Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid 
within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but 
in  no  event  to  exceed  fifty  years  after  the 
reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  ex¬ 
cept  that  (1)  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  fu¬ 
ture  demands  need  be  made  until  such  sup¬ 
ply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall  be 
charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  until 
such  supply  is  first  used,  but  in  no  case  shall 
the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten  years. 
The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  com¬ 
puting  the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance 
shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666), 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

"Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
and  the  interested  local  organization  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement, 
and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  has  met  the  requirements  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of  im¬ 
provement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local 
organization  may  secure  engineering  and 
other  services,  including  the  .design,  prepara¬ 
tion  of  contracts  and  specifications,  awarding 
of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction, 
in  connection  with  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  by  retaining  or  employing  a  profes¬ 
sional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary 
to  provide  such  services:  Provided,  That  if 
the  local  organization  elects  to  employ  a  pro¬ 
fessional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secretary 
shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for 
the  costs  of  such  engineering  and  other  serv¬ 
ices  secured  by  the  local  organization  as  are 
properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of 
improvement  or  any  modification  thereof: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  may 
advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  advances 
with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement 
shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  installation  cost  of  such  works. 

“(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any 
contract  for  the  construction  of  any  struc¬ 
ture. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works 
of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  water¬ 
shed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include 
any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the 
Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  through  the  President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or 
including  any  structure  having  a  total 
capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or 
irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or 
other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which 


includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater 
detention  structures,  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and 
recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to 
transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President.  The  views  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall 
accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in 
the  works  of  improvement  under  this  Act, 
the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to 
assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  author¬ 
ized  under  this  Act  and  related  work  of  other 
agencies,  including  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

Sec.  8.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “Provided  further.  That  in 
connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  im¬ 
provement  programs  authorized  by  section 
13  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat. 
887),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
prosecute  additional  works  of  improvement 
for  the  conservation,  development,  utiliza¬ 
tion,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any 
amendments  hereafter  made  thereto”.  . 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Short], 

(Mr.  SHORT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  I  do  not  want 
to  leave  any  illusion  with  the  Members 
of  this  House.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  bill,  and  every  section  in  it.  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  illusion  on  the 
part  of  the  members  of  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  as  to  my  feelings 
about  this  bill.  I  feel  this  way  because  I 
am  a  farmer  myself.  I  have  been  a 
farmer  and  a  rancher  all  my  life.  My 
son  is  living  on  the  farm  that  I  have  lived 
on  all  my  life.  My  grandson  is  living 
there,  and  I  think  they  are  intending  to 
continue  to  live  there.  I  am  not  sure, 
however,  they  are  going  to  be  able  to 
enjoy  living  there  and  make  a  living  as 
I  have  if  we  pass  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  represent  one  of 
the  most  predominantly  agricultural 
States  in  the  Union,  North  Dakota.  I  do 
not  know  how  much,  percentagewise,  it 
is,  but  the  vast  majority  of  the  income 
of  the  State  which  I  represent  is  received 
from  agriculture.  Certainly,  it  seems  to 
me  that  beyond  any  question  of  a  doubt, 
if  this  bill  that  we  have  before  us  now  is 
passed  into  law,  the  agricultural  income 
of  the  State  of  North  Dakota  is  going 
to  be  reduced. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  conversation 
about  this  bill  here  this  afternoon,  and 
about  how  it  is  needed  for  the  protection 
of  the  farmer.  I  do  not  think  anyone 
has  ever  mentioned,  I  do  not  think  any¬ 
one  has  even  intimated,  certainly  no 
one  has  ever  said  with  any  justification 
that  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are  going 
to  improve  the  income  of  the  farmer. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  primary  con¬ 
sideration  for  this  bill  here  today  is  on 
the  basis  of  “we  have  to  do  this  to  cut 
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down  the  cost  of  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram.” 

Well,  certainly,  we  are  all  in  agree¬ 
ment  with  this  provision.  But  let  us 
just  think  back  a  little  as  to  how  this 
farm  legislation  all  got  started  in  the 
first  place.  What  were  we  trying  to  do? 
We  were  trying  to  improve  the  lot  of 
the  farmer.  After  25  years  of  experi¬ 
menting  with  various  kinds  of  programs, 
to  improve  the  income  of  the  farmer,  and 
certainly  as  a  farmer  I  would  be  inclined 
to  be  sympathetic  and  lay  aside  some  of 
my  basic  reservations,  perhaps,  and  be 
sympathetic  with  this  legislation  if  I 
thought  there  was  anything  in  it  that 
actually  improved  the  lot  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  North  Dakota  is  also 
an  important  livestock  State.  The  feed 
grains  section  of  this  bill  to  me  is  prob¬ 
ably  the  most  important  insofar  as  my 
State  is  concerned.  But  North  Dakota 
is  also  the  second  largest  wheat  produc¬ 
ing  State  in  the  Nation.  The  wheat  sec¬ 
tion  would  probably,  if  it  is  passed  in  its 
present  form,  have  the  greatest  adverse 
effect  on  the  wheat  farmers  in  North 
Dakota  of  any  State  in  the  Union. 

I  would  like  to  go  into  detail  on  this,  if 
I  had  time.  I  do  not,  but  let  me  mention 
in  passing,  however,  this  bill  has  no  pro¬ 
vision  in  it  for  recognition  of  the  vary¬ 
ing  degrees  of  use  of  different  classes  of 
wheat  which  is  grown  in  the  United 
States,  such  as  Durum,  Hard  Spring, 
Hard  Red  Winter,  Soft  Red  Winter,  and 
White  wheat.  They  are  all  used  in  dif¬ 
ferent  degrees  in  domestic  consumption 
and  export. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  recognition 
in  this  bill  as  to  this  varying  degree  in 
the  use  of  wheat.  We  must  recognize 
this,  it  seems  to  me,  if  we  are  ever  going 
to  have  a  realistic  wheat  program. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlemen  yield? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  The  gentleman’s 
remark  about  the  different  classes  of 
wheat — was  not  that  contained  in  any 
other  previous  wheat  legislation? 

Mr.  SHORT.  It  has  never  been  in  any 
wheat  legislation  with  the  exception  of 
some  special  consideration  for  durum 
wheat.  This  is  one  of  the  inequities  that 
has  always  existed  in  wheat  legislation 
which  we  have  had  in  the  past.  We 
propose  here  to  perpetuate  this  thing, 
because  this  wheat  provision  that  we 
have,  before  us,  would  do  nothing  to  cor¬ 
rect  these  inequities.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas,  was  instrumental  in  in¬ 
troducing  a  two-price  bill  to  which  my 
wheat  farmers  would  like  to  subscribe. 
May  I  say  here  and  now  that  the  wheat 
section  in  this  bill  is  not  a  two-price 
system,  because  it  maintains  the  present 
pattern  of  wheat  allotments.  The  pres¬ 
ent  pattern  of  wheat  production  in  the 
United  States  will  be  frozen  where  it  is 
today.  Sure;  there  is  a  provision  in  here 
to  the  effect  that  one  can  grow  wheat 
on  feed  grain  lands,  and  that  sort,  of 
thing,  but  everyone  today  in  the  United 
States  who  has  a  wheat  allotment  will 
continue  to  have  it  and  to  have  a  quota 
within  that  allotment  for  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  export. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  have  had 
some  difficulty  in  following  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman.  Does  the  gen-t 
tleman  want  more  Government  pay¬ 
ments  or  less  Government  payments? 

Mr'  SHORT.  The  gentleman  is  ask¬ 
ing  me  a  serious  question? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  am  serious; 
really,  I  am.  Does  the  gentleman  want 
more  Government  payments  going  to 
those  farmers,  or  does  the  gentleman 
want  less? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  want  less. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  You  want 
less  Government  payments? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  will  say  that  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  That  is  fine. 
One  other  question: 

It  is  the  understanding  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  that  in  the  Senate 
bill  there  is  a  provision  which  would  per¬ 
mit  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  increase  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  class  of  wheat  which  would 
otherwise  be  in  short  supply?  Would 
the  gentleman  be  for  that  amendment, 
or  opposed  to  it? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  would  be  opposed 
to  it. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Let  me  make 
this  clear.  I  am  really  serious  about 
this. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  interest. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  want  this 
bill  to  get  one  Republican  vote  and  I  do 
not  know  anybody’s  we  would  rather 
have  than  that  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota.  And  if  w ^  can  get  this 
bill  in  such  shape  that  it  will  satisfy 
him,  I  would  like  to  do  it. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  assure  the  gentleman 
that  it  is  not  going  to  be  my  vote.  As 
to  this  provision  in  the  Senate  bill — 
I  think  it  is  in  there;  I  am  not  sure.  If 
the  gentleman  says  it  is,  that  is  proof 
enough  for  me.  That  provision,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  in  the  House  bill.  Why  it  is 
not  I  am  sure  I  do  not  know.  If  the 
House  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  wanted  to  be  objective  in 
dealing  with  this  situation,  then  it  should 
have  been  in  the  bill  and  I  suggested, 
in  the  committee,  that  we  put  it  in,  but 
my  suggestion  was  not  adopted,  as  the 
gentleman  well  knows. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
also  like  to  leave  this  with  the  members 
of  the  committee.  I  think  almost  every 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  would  agree  that  we  could 
go  back  into  committee  and  write  a 
wheat  bill  that  most  of  us  could  sup¬ 
port.  This  is  one  of  the  inequities  in 
this  package  that  is  before  us  now. 
There  is  everything  in  here  but  the 
kitchen  sink,  so  to  speak.  There  is  some¬ 
thing  in  here  that  everybody  can  be 
opposed  to,  but  there  is  very  little  in 
here  that  all  of  us  could  accept  in  its 
entirety. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  SHORT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  want  to  point  out  that  in 
the  emergency  feed  grain  legislation  that 
was  passed  last  year  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  take  into  consideration  classes 
of  wheat  and  the  House  turned  it  down. 

Mr.  SHORT.  That  is  true  as  I  recall 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  calling 
this  to  my  attention.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
time  is  running  along,  and  I  would  like 
to  get  on  to  the  subject  of  the  feed  grain 
section  of  this  bill.  Let  me  remind  you 
of  this,  as  we  are  dealing  with  this  piece 
of  legislation.  This  is  something  dif¬ 
ferent  from  anything  we  have  had  since 
I  have  been  here.  This  is  permanent 
legislation.  This  is  not  an  emergency 
feed  grain  program  such  as  we  had  2 
years  ago  and  last  year.  This  is  not  an 
emergency  wheat  program  such  as  we 
passed  last  year.  This  is  permanent 
legislation  that  applies  permanent 
acreage  allotments  to  feed  grains.  It  is 
true  that  the  bill  we  have  before  us  has 
a  few  more  feed  grains  in  it  than  was 
included  in  the  bill  that  was  passed  by 
the  Senate,  but  we  can  be  assured  that 
there  are  going  to  be  mandatory  acreage 
allotments  for  some  of  the  major  feed 
grains  if  this  bill  passes. 

Now  may  I  get  back  to  this  matter 
of  classes  of  wheat  for  a  moment.  I 
would  like  to  quote  just  one  brief  state¬ 
ment  from  one  of  the  outstanding  people 
in  our  section  of  the  United  States  in  the 
field  of  wheat  marketing.  He  is  an  in¬ 
dividual  who  I  think  is  very  ably  quali¬ 
fied  to  speak  his  mind  on  this  subject  of 
the  need  for  recognition  of  different 
classes  of  wheat.  I  would  like  to  quote 
from  an  article  in  the  April  issue  of  the 
Grain  Terminal  Association  Digest  writ¬ 
ten  by  Mr.  William  Thatcher — Bill 
Thatcher  to  most  of  us.  Let  me  quote  a 
part  of  this  article.  He  says: 

As  good  as  it  is,  bur  wheat  program  does 
have  serious  inequities. 

And  with  this  I  certainly  agree. 

The  hard  dark  northern  spring  wheat  that 
our  farmers  in  these  GTA  States  produce  has 
never  been  in  surplus. 

I  would  disagree  to  a  small  extent. 
There  has  been  some  surplus,  but  it  has 
been  nominal. 

But  they  have  been  forced  to  trim  back 
acres  along  with  the  producers  of  surplus 
wheat.  The  inevitable  result  is  that  last 
year  the  spring  wheat  crop  was  actually  28 
percent  less  than  demand.  We  are  in  a 
serious  position. 

Millers  and  bakers  want  our  quality 
northern  spring  wheat  because  it  is  high  in 
protein  and  makes  the  kind  of  bread  con¬ 
sumers  demand.  It  brings  a  premium  in  the 
markets.  Farmers,  and  the  Government,  do 
have  an  obligation  to  grow  this  quality 
wheat  in  abundance  and  at  prices  that  are 
fair  to  farmers  and  consumers  both. 

I  cannot  overemphasize  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  wish  I  had  more  time 
to  develop  this  important  point,  but  let 
me  get  on  with  this  feed  grain  section. 
It  would  certainly  have  an  adverse  effect, 
it  seems  to  me,  on  the  livestock  industry. 
We  have  got  to  keep  this  in  mind  about 
feed  grains  compared  with  the  other 
basic  commodities. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  in 
his  presentation  pointed  up  how  the  con¬ 
trol  programs  have  worked  for  rice,  cot¬ 


ton,  tobacco,  peanuts,  wheat.  These  are 
all  cash  crops  sold  off  the  farm.  As  to 
feed  grains,  as  has  been  said  here  today, 
80  to  85  percent — I  do  not  know  the  ex¬ 
act  figure — is  fed  on  the  farm.  There 
should  be  something  in  this  bill,  it  seems 
to  me,  to  allow  the  individual  who  feeds 
all  of  his  grain  on  his  farm,  who  does  not 
want  to  sell  any  grain,  who  does  not  want 
any  price  support,  who  does  not  want 
any  land-retirement  payment,  simply  to 
stay  out  of  the  program. 

This  is  not  possible.  It  is  not  possible 
for  me  on  my  ranch.  I  do  not  want  any 
price  support.  I  do  not  want  to  sell  any 
grain.  I  do  not  want  any  land  retire¬ 
ment.  But  I  have  to  reduce  my  feed 
grain  acreage  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  I 
have  a  need  for  all  the  feed  I  can  pro¬ 
duce  on  good  years  to  carry  us  through 
the  dry  years  we  sometimes  have  in 
North  Dakota.  There  is  no  exemption 
for  corn  raised  for  silage,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  this  is  supposed  to  be  a  feed 
grain  bill.  I  have  to  reduce  the  corn  I 
put  up  for  silage.  I  have  to  reduce  the 
acreage  I  plant  to  oats  even  though  I 
harvest  the  oats  for  hay.  I  have  to  re-, 
duce  the  acreage  of  oats  I  raise  to  feed  to 
my  own  calves  on  my  own  ranch. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota. 

Suppose  we  put  in  the  silage  amend¬ 
ment  and  take  oats  out  of  the  bill  and 
do  some  other  things,  is  there  anything 
on  earth  we  could  do  to  this  bill  to  get 
the  gentleman  to  vote  for  it? 

Mr.  SHORT.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What? 

Mr.  SHORT.  If  you  will  take  this  bill 
back  to  the  committee - 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  do  what  to  it? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  believe  you  have  sug¬ 
gested  that  we  take  this  bill  back  to  the 
committee.  There  we  could  work  out  a 
bill  that  certainly  I  would  support. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
could  possibly  do  it  there.  We  have  been 
weeks  and  weeks  there,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  his  colleagues  on  his  side  of  the 
aisle  have  been  obstructive. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  am  not  going  to  be 
caught  in  any  trap  of  accepting  an 
amendment,  because  we  know  if  we  pass 
this  bill  and  it  goes  over  to  the  conferees 
on  the  Senate  side,  the  conferees  are  go¬ 
ing  to  substitute  the  Senate  bill  for  this. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Trap  or  no  trap,  you 
are  not  going  to  be  caught.  You  are  not 
going  to  vote  for  this. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  certainly  am  not;  no, 
sir. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  May]. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  H.R.  11222,  because  this 
legislation  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  de¬ 
sires  and  wishes  not  only  of  the  farm 
population  in  my  district,  and  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  State  of  Washington,  but  the 
farmers  everywhere  who  are  opposed  to 
present  Government  control  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy,  which  I  feel  is  inher¬ 
ent  not  only  in  the  language  of  this  bill 
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but  in  the  intent  of  the  administration 
of  the  legislation. 

Earlier  in  the  afternoon  the  distin¬ 
guished  vice  chairman  of  our  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage], 
indicated  that  no  Members  on  the  minor¬ 
ity  side  of  this  committee  or  on  the  mi¬ 
nority  side  of  the  House  have  offered  any 
affirmative  farm  proposals  or  alternative 
farm  programs  to  the  bill  which  is  be¬ 
fore  us.  He  indicated  the  minority  has, 
to  quote  Secretary  Freeman  in  the  letter 
he  wrote  me  today,  been  “opposing  for 
opposition’s  sake.”  I  would  like  the 
Record  to  show  at  this  point  that  this 
is  just  not  true. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  fall  a  number  of 
my  colleagues  in  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  on  the  Republican  side  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  spelling  out  a 
bushel  management  plan  for  wheat. 
This  proposal  was  the  result  of  months 
and  even  years  of  work  on  the  part  of 
the  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers,  the  National  Grange,  and  the 
Farmers  Union.  Because  the  State  of 
Washington  produces  nonsurplus  Soft 
White  wheat,  I  believe  it  is  important  to 
point  out  that  the  members  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Association  of  Wheat  Growers 
contributed  a  great  deal  of  their  own  time 
and  effort  in  working  out  the  bushel 
management  plan  which  met  a  unique 
situation  in  the  problem  of  the  growers 
in  our  State  and  other  States.  It  was 
this  bill  that  I  introduced  last  Septem¬ 
ber  along  with  others  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  minority  party  so  that  it  could 
be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  administration  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  formulating  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  offered  to  Congress  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
after  this  original  legislation  was  worked 
over  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
its  similarity  to  the  original  bushel  man¬ 
agement  wheat  program  proposed  last 
fall  is  very  slight.  The  changes  from  the 
original  plan  agreed  to  by  these  major 
farm  organizations  and  commodity 
groups  are  considerable. 

Now  in  this  I  disagree  with  my  good 
friend  and  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding].  For  many 
months  we  worked  side  by  side  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  original  legislation.  In  his 
talk  before  you  today,  he  has  said  there 
is  only  a  slight  difference  between  that 
legislation  and  the  bill  before  you.  Mr. 
Chairman,  earlier  this  year  I  prepared 
for  the  wheatgrowers  of  my  district  and 
for  other  States  who  wanted  it,  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  differences  as  well  as  the 
goals  between  the  original  bushel  man¬ 
agement  bill  and  the  bill  as  it  appeared 
in  this  farm  legislation  proposed  by  the 
administration.  The  differences  were  on 
15  different  points.  If  you  would  like 
to  have  a  copy  of  this  analysis  and  the 
changes,  I  would  be  very  glad  it  furnish 
it. 

On  the  surface,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
because  of  statements  made  in  its  be¬ 
half,  it  was  claimed  that  the  plans  were 
similar  and  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  officials  who  appeared  before 
our  committee  indicated  they  would  be 
willing  to  make  certain  changes  which 
would  bring  the  administration’s  wheat 
proposals  more  in  line  with  our  original 


plan.  On  the  strength  of  these  promises, 
most  of  the  members  of  the  Washington 
Association  of  Wheat  Growers  in  my 
district  were  enthusiastic  and  at  one 
point,  after  holding  a  number  of  meet¬ 
ings  in  various  wheat  growing  counties, 
actually  voted  by  and  large  to  support 
the  administration’s  wheat  proposal. 
But  then,  and  I  think  this  next  point  is 
very  significant  to  Members  who  have 
not  been  familiar  with  the  work  done  in 
developing  the  wheat  section  of  this  bill. 
Then,  as  the  bill  began  taking  final 
shape  in  committee,  it  became  increas¬ 
ingly  apparent  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  officials  w'ere  not  recom¬ 
mending  the  major  changes  necessary 
to  bring  the  administration’s  plan  sub¬ 
stantially  in  line  with  the  bushel  man¬ 
agement  plan  as  agreed  to  by  three 
major  farm  organizations  that  I  have 
listed.  This  being  the  case,  I  wish  to 
tell  this  body  that  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  Washington  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers  held  a  meeting  and  voted  that 
the  association  officially  opposed  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  wheat  plan,  as  contained 
in  H.R.  11222. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  farmers  of  my  congressional  district 
and  State  who  obviously  recognized  the 
need  for  some  kind  of  control  program  on 
wheat  on  a  nationwide  scale.  These 
farmers,  although  they  do  not  contribute 
to  the  national  surplus,  hope  that  some 
day  we  can  return  to  a  free  agricultural 
economy  based  on  supply  and  demand. 
They  know  we  cannot  do  that  under  the 
present  surplus  conditions.  Therefore, 
they  have  recognized  that  they  are,  first 
of  all,  American  citizens  who  must  carry 
their  share  of  the  burdensome  controls 
that  are  temporarily  necessary  to  allow 
us  to  shift  back  to  sound  economic  prin¬ 
ciples  without  Government  interference. 
Even  though  the  farmers  in  my  State 
have  lost  acreage  through  Government 
control  programs — and  remember  they 
do  not  contribute  to  the  surplus — they 
have  gone  along  in  the  past.  At  this 
time,  however,  they  have  thrown  down 
the  gauntlet.  They  cannot  support  the 
administration’s  program.  They  feel  it 
deviates  basically  from  the  earlier  pro¬ 
posal  they  supported.  They  feel  last 
year’s  farm  recommendations  have  not 
been  lived  up  to  by  this  administration, 
and  they  are  fearful  of  the  expressed 
viewpoints  of  those  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  officials  who  are  now  in  policy¬ 
making  positions — they  are  fearful  be¬ 
cause  these  viewpoints  so  often  expressed 
indicate  clearly  that  the  administration 
does  not  view  their  proposals  as  tem¬ 
porary  control  programs.  My  farmers 
are  not  ready  to  take  what  they  feel 
would  be  a  final  step  toward  a  completely 
controlled  agricultural  economy. 

This  is  also  my  viewpoint,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

There  are  other  areas  of  this  omnibus 
bill  to  which  I  take  strong  exception. 
One  of  these  is  the  mandatory  feed  grain 
program  contained  in  this  bill.  Our 
State  of  Washington  is  a  feed  deficit 
area.  Even  the  present  temporary  and 
voluntary  feed  grain  program  has  not 
worked  in  my  area,  because  of  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  it  has  been  administered 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  A 
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mandatory  program  for  my  section  of 
the  State  of  Washington  as  it  would  be 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  unthinkable. 

Earlier  today  two  of  my  colleagues 
from  the  State  of  Oregon  came  to  me 
and  asked  about  some  telegrams  they 
were  receiving  in  support  of  this  bill  on 
behalf  of  poultry  and  broiler  organiza¬ 
tions  of  the  area  who  claimed  they 
should  support  this  bill  because  it  would 
bring  down  the  price  of  feed  in  their 
area.  I  would  like  to  put  in  the  Record 
an  answer  to  their  questions  to  me  on 
this  point  because  I  was  just  as  aston¬ 
ished  as  they  were  at  this  statement.  In 
the  first  place  I  pointed  out  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  from  Oregon  that  we  have  had 
feed  price  studies  made  by  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Oregon  and  the  Washington  State 
University.  These  studies,  and  by  the 
way,  I  put  them  into  the  Record  this 
year,  dealt  with  the  effect  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  temporary  and  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  on  Northwest  feed  prices — ef¬ 
fect  on  prices  to  poultry  and  livestock 
raisers  in  our  two  States.  These  studies 
showed  that  feed  prices  have  risen  and 
have  caused  harm  to  these  livestock  and 
poultry  producers.  I  suspect  that  one 
reason  they  are  now  claiming  we  should 
support  this  bill  is  because  of  one  fea¬ 
ture  of  the  wheat  section.  The  language 
in  this  bill  would  allow— under  certain 
conditions — the  raising  of  wheat  for  feed 
in  our  area  which,  in  a  feed  deficit  area, 
is  highly  to  be  desired.  But  I  would  say 
to  my  colleagues,  this  is  not  necessarily 
going  to  be  the  effect  of  this  bill. 

My  distinguished  colleague  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding]  and  I 
worked  very  hard  on  the  section  of  the 
bill  that  would  allow  the  Secretary  to 
make  this  interchange  of  acreage  and 
we  did  get  one  little  change.  But  the 
loophole  language  still  remains  on  page 
33  of  the  bill.  This  loophole  takes  away 
any  guarantee  of  being  allowed  to  grow 
■wheat  for  feed  on  our  acres  in  the  Noi'th- 
west.  Unless  this  could  be  done — then 
I  do  not  see  how  this  bill  could  result 
in  anything  but  a  rise  in  prices  of  feed 
to  those  in  the  poultry  and  broiler  busi¬ 
ness,  the  livestock  industry,  and  all  feed¬ 
ers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  spent  many  months 
attempting  to  revise  and  perfect,  insofar 
as  possible,  the  administration’s  general 
farm  proposals.  However,  any  improve¬ 
ments  made  in  committee  were  compara¬ 
tively  minor  and  this  bill  is  not  one  that 
the  farmers  of  my  area  can  live  with.  I 
particularly  regret  that  on  Friday,  May 
13,  the  committee  by  a  one-vote  majority 
reported  this  bill.  I  regret  that  this  ma¬ 
jority  of  one  was  only  obtainable  through 
the  long  arm  of  patronage  as  a  result  of 
“a  walk  through  the  rose  garden.” 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  orig¬ 
inal  consideration  of  this  bill  by  this 
body  a  week  ago  was  suddenly  with¬ 
drawn,  obviously  because  members  of 
this  body  recognized  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  farm  program  is  an  unsatisfac¬ 
tory  one.  The  leadership  obviously  rec¬ 
ognized  there  were  not  enough  votes  to 
pass  the  bill. 

Apparently,  Mr.  Chainnan,  the  leader¬ 
ship  seems  to  think  that  the  bill  has 
suddenly  and  magically  improved  to  the 
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point  that  it  is  a  good  program  this  week 
when  it  was  not  a  good  program  last 
week.  I  submit  that  such  is  not  the 
case.  This  bill  has  not  magically 
changed  overnight.  It  is  just  as  un¬ 
satisfactory  today  as  it  was  last  Wednes¬ 
day  when  it  was  to  have  been  debated. 
I  have  not  changed  my  mind  about  it 
and  I  continue  to  oppose  this  stringent 
control  measure,  and  I  am  hopeful  that 
it  will  be  resoundingly  defeated  by  this 
body.  I  am  hopeful  this  body  works  its 
will  so  that  a  better  farm  program  which 
the  farmers  of  this  Nation  can  support 
can  be  brought  to  the  floor  and  enacted. 
Let  us  defeat  this  bill  before  us  today 
and  work  for  a  program  that  will  move 
the  wheat  and  feed  grain  industry  de¬ 
cisively  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  back  into  the  hands  of  the 
farmer.  Let  us  lend  maximum  effort  to 
preservation  of  a  free  society  that  a 
healthy,  thriving  agriculture  is  so  de¬ 
pendent  upon.  Let  us  make  this  adjust¬ 
ment  now.  Let  us  invoke  only  those 
controls  necessary  to  accomplish  the  ob¬ 
jectivity  of  decontrol.  To  do  otherwise 
would  be  to  deny  our  farmers  their  final 
goal  of  freedom. 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

(Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Cooley)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  House  is  considering  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1962.  It  is  a  mighty 
important  piece  of  legislation.  And  I, 
along  with  all  Members  of  the  House,  am 
giving  it  every  consideration. 

I  am  trying  to  consider  the  views  of 
all  on  this  bill.  In  doing  so,  I  have  read 
and  found  most  interesting  two  speeches 
made  recently — one  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  my  committee,  the  Honor¬ 
able  Harold  Cooley,  and  the  other  by 
my  distinguished  fellow  Georgian,  the 
Honorable  John  P.  Duncan,  Jr.,  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  want  my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
have  the  benefit  of  their  views.  There¬ 
fore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  the  follow¬ 
ing  excerpts  from  their  speeches  at  this 
point  in  the  Record: 

Here’s  what  two  Southeastern  farm  lead¬ 
ers — Congressman  Harold  D.  Cooley  and  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  P.  Dun¬ 
can,  Jr. — are  saying  about  the  present  farm 
crisis. 

Congressman  Cooley: 

“The  farmers  of  America  face  a  choice  of 
controlling  their  production  and  enjoying 
firm  price  supports,  or  the  complete 
abandonment  of  all  farm  price  stabilization 
programs. 

“In  short,  the  decision  for  the  producers  of 
major  crops  is  between  self-imposed  con¬ 
trol,  or  bankruptcy.  *  *  * 

“The  Nation  is  demanding  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  enact  sound  and  sensible  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  or  end  farm  programs  once  and  for  all. 

“In  response  to  this  temperament  of  the 
people,  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
which  it  is  my  honor  and  privilege  to  serve 
as  Chairman,  has  presented  to  the  House, 
H.R.  11222.  It  is  similar  to  legislation  already 
passed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  intended  to  cut 
down  farm  surpluses,  to  save  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  taxpayers,  to  strengthen  the  entire 
economy  by  improving  incomes  of  farmers, 


and  to  assure  consumers  plentiful  food  and 
fiber  at  fair  prices.  *  *  * 

“In  short,  the  bill — if  finally  enacted  into 
law — gives  the  grain  farmers  of  the  Nation 
the  choice  between  controlling  their  produc¬ 
tion  with  an  assurance  of  a  fair  price  or,  on 
the  other  hand,  complete  freedom,  with  no 
controls  and  no  price  supports,  to  produce 
themselves  into  bankruptcy. 

“It  makes  no  sense  to  me  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide  price  supports  for  the 
unlimited  production  of  anything.  I  think 
that  in  assuring  price  stability  for  farmers 
the  Government  has  the  right  to  expect  of 
farmers  that  they  will  cooperate  in  programs 
to  hold  their  production  within  bounds,  so 
that  they  do  not  glut  and  ruin  their  markets. 

“I  am  unwilling  to  provide  a  nickel  of  price 
support  to  farmers  who  will  not  cooperate, 
who  will  not  assume  the  responsibility  of  ad¬ 
justing  their  production,  within  reason.  *  *  * 

“In  conclusion  I  stress  and  reemphasize 
and  I  admonish  that  the  Congress  absolutely 
must  enact  sound  and  sensible  farm  legisla¬ 
tion.  General  farm  legislation  is  now  before 
the  Congress.  Every  word  and  every  punc¬ 
tuation  mark  seems  to  be  a  matter  of  bitter 
controversy.  We  desperately  need  a  national 
understanding  of  the  issues  and  of  the  dang¬ 
ers  involved.  We  need  the  help  of  level¬ 
headed  thinking  people  in  industry  and  busi¬ 
ness. 

“I  commend  you  again  for  the  service  you 
have  rendered  agriculture.  And,  in  parting, 
I  must  admonish  and  warn  you  again  that 
the  help  you  have  given  the  farmer,  bringing 
about  great  abundance,  will  be  his  ruin,  or 
the  cause  of  his  ruin,  unless  you,  and  others 
like  you  in  industry  and  business,  throw  in 
your  lot  with  the  farmer  and  the  Congress 
in  the  development  of  public  policies  that 
will  cut  down  farm  surpluses,  reduce  the 
staggering  costs  to  taxpayers — policies  that 
will  rescue  the  agricultural  economy  from 
impending  disaster  and  assure  farmers  of  an 
equitable  partnership  with  industry,  busi¬ 
ness.  and  labor  in  his  free  enterprise  system, 
while  we  build  a  stable  and  enduring  base 
under  the  total  economy  of  the  Nation  and 
while  we  lead  the  battle  for  freedom  through¬ 
out  the  world.”  (Excerpts  from  an  address 
by  Representative  Harold  D.  Cooley,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
before  the  Plant  Pood  Institute,  White  Sul¬ 
phur  Springs,  W.  Va.,  June  11,  1962.) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  P. 
Duncan,  Jr. : 

“American  agriculture  faces  a  momentous 
decision  within  the  next  few  days — in  fact, 
all  America  faces  this  decision.  In  broad 
scope,  it  is  briefly  whether  the  American 
farmer  is  to  have  new  opportunity  to  earn 
a  decent  and  fair  income;  and  whether  the 
American  public  is  to  be  relieved  of  addi¬ 
tional  billions  of  dollars  of  cost  for  a  farm 
program  which  already  has  proved  itself  an 
expensive  failure  in  dealing  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  abundance  in  wheat  and  feed  grains. 

“The  legislation  which  now  stands  before 
the  House  of  Representatives  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  provides  a  clear-cut  choice  between 
saving  over  a  billion  dollars  or  of  spending 
an  additional  billion  dollars  a  year  in  the  cost 
of  operating  farm  programs  and  of  storing 
and  handling  grain  which  cannot  be  effec¬ 
tively  and  efficiently  used.  It  provides  a 
choice  to  farmers  whether  they  will  manage 
their  farm  or  their  farm  will  manage 
them.  *  *  * 

“Since  many  of  you  also  are  producers  of 
livestock  *  *  *  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that,  contrary  to  the  impression  which  the 
opponents  attempt  to  leave,  the  feed  grain 
proposal  should  prevent  and  remove  the  need 
for  regulatory  programs  for  livestock. 

“Each  of  you  is  well  aware  of  the  fact 
that  the  more  feed  there  is  in  the  market 
the  more  cattle  and  hogs  there  will  be  in  the 
market.  And  an  oversupply  of  livestock  will 
mean  prices  at  which  profits  are  hard  to 


find.  Thus  if  a  program  is  developed  to 
bring  feed  grain  surpluses  under  control, 
livestock  will  be  produced  at  a  level  in  which 
the  market  will  generate  reasonable 
profits.  *  *  ♦ 

“It  is  obvious  that  the  American  public 
will  not  long  continue  to  spend  tax  dollars 
to  remove  increasing  amounts  of  feed  grains 
from  the  market.  Yet  if  the  administra¬ 
tion's  legislation  is  not  enacted,  we  will  be 
forced  to  return  to  the  permanent  legislation 
now  on  the  books.  This  would  cost  the 
American  public  an  additional  billion 
dollars  a  year.  We  cannot  go  back  to  the 
old  program  and  risk  drowning  the  feed 
grain  producer  and  the  livestock  producer 
in  the  sea  of  unlimited  production. 

“Thus,  we  have  reached  the  crisis  point — 
the  critical  decision  has  to  be  made.  It  is 
not  an  issue  of  freedom  versus  controls,  but 
an  issue  of  whether  or  not  farmers  will  be 
provided  with  an  opportunity  to  choose, 
freely  and  democratically,  whether  they 
want  to  limit  their  production  and  get  fair 
prices — and  save  the  taxpayers’  dollars— or 
whether  they  want  to  produce  without  limit 
and  take  their  chances.  *  *  * 

“This  is  a  critical  period  for  agriculture. 
We  believe  that  if  farmers  do  not  get  a 
sound  program  now  to  assure  that  farm  in¬ 
come  will  be  maintained  and  strengthened — 
and  that  the  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer 
will  be  measureably  reduced — their  chances 
of  obtaining  such  farsighted  programs  will 
dwindle.”  (Exerpts  from  an  address  by  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  P. 
Duncan,  Jr.,  before  the  44th  annual  conven¬ 
tion  of  Southeastern  Peanut  Association, 
New  Orleans.  La.,  June  11,  1962.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  LMr.  Jones], 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  here  in  support  of  the  bill 
H.R.  11222,  but  several  questions  come 
to  mind,  and  I  have  been  trying  to  find 
answers  to  some  things  that  are  hard  to 
understand.  One  is  why  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  left  who  are  for  economy 
and  who  voted  the  same  way  I  did  the 
other  day  to  not  increase  the  public 
debt  limit,  yet  I  have  not  found  one  of 
them  who  is  interested  in  trying  to  im¬ 
prove  a  farm  program  that  will  save  ap¬ 
proximately  a  billion  dollars  a  year. 

I  have  asked  one  or  two  Members  on 
that  side  what  we  could  do  to  try  to  get 
this  bill  in  shape  so  they  could  vote  for 
it,  because  I  have  some  good  friends 
over  on  the  Republican  side  and  I  think 
they  are  going  to  be  embarrassed  this 
fall.  To  me  one  of  the  provisions  in  this 
bill  will  be  very  helpful  to  farmers  living 
in  their  districts,  even  in  the  feed-grain 
section. 

The  committee  has  tried  to  put  out  a 
good  bill,  as  has  been  brought  out  here. 
We  did  not  get  a  whole  lot  of  help  from 
the  minority  because  they  went  into 
this  thing  opposed  to  the  administration 
bill.  But  we  did  not  take  the  admin¬ 
istration  bill.  It  was  changed  in  many 
respects.  As  we  started  we  tried  to  sat¬ 
isfy  everybody  to  bring  about  unanimity 
of  opinion  in  the  committee.  We  found 
that  was  impossible  because  the  line  had 
been  adopted,  “We  are  opposed  to  any 
farm  bill.”  That  is  what  we  have  been 
confronted  with.  The  majority  has  had 
to  write  this  bill  most  all  of  the  way. 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Mx*.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  would  like  to  get  the 
record  straight.  There  is  no  one  in  the 
House  I  have  a  higher  regard  for  than 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  want  to 
return  the  compliment. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  not  intentionally  misstating  the 
facts.  When  we  started  consideration 
of  this  bill,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
right,  and  I  will  stand  corrected  if  I  am 
not  right,  we  were  told  we  were  going 
to  take  the  mandatory  approach  to  all 
sections  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
quite  the  true  statement,  then,  to  say 
we  were  just  opposing  the  bill,  period. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman  is  opposed  to  the 
bill  because  it  is  a  mandatory  bill? 

Mr.  SHORT.  That  is  right,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  feed  grain  section. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  am  glad  to 
get  the  air  cleared,  because  here  is 
where  we  are.  I  have  reached  the  con¬ 
clusion  a  long  time  ago  that  if  I  accept 
remuneration  I  should  give  something 
in  return  for  it.  I  have  felt  over  the 
years  that  the  taxpayers  are  not  justified 
and  cannot  afford  to  pay  the  farmer  for 
unlimited  production.  You  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  get  limited  production  unless 
there  is  some  compulsion  in  the  bill. 
The  wheat  farmers  have  taken  it,  and 
they  have  received  support.  The  to¬ 
bacco  farmers  have  taken  it,  the  rice 
farmers  have  taken  it,  the  peanut  farm¬ 
ers  have  taken  it.  The  cotton  farmers 
have  accepted  it. 

The  position  I  am  in  right  now  is  this : 
I  do  not  want  to  see  us  abandoning  all 
the  farm  programs  when  some  time  in 
the  future — it  may  be  quicker  than  we 
think — the  taxpayers  of  the  country  as 
represented  by  their  Representatives  in 
this  House  are  going  to  say,  “Why  should 
we  continue  to  appropriate  billions  of 
dollars  to  pile  up  surpluses  that  cannot 
be  used?”  I  think  they  are  on  a  sound 
basis  when  they  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unless  a  person  is  will¬ 
ing  to  make  some  kind  of  contribution 
to  a  production  adjustment,  I  do  not 
think  he  is  entitled  to  anything.  For 
the  first  time,  in  this  bill,  we  have  told 
the  dairy  people,  If  you  want  to  reduce, 
we  are  going  to  be  able  to  support  you, 
we  are  going  to  appropriate  money  for 
that,  but  if  you  are  not  willing  to  reduce 
your  production  and  bring  your  produc¬ 
tion  in  line  with  demand,  we  are  going 
to  reduce  your  payments.  I  think  the 
committee  went  along  with  that  idea 
generally. 

If  you  are  just  opposed,  and  say  you 
will  not  vote  for  a  mandatory  program, 
you  are  telling  the  people  that  you  are 
opposed  to  any  farm  program,  because  if 
you  say  you  are  in  favor  of  support 
appropriations  for  noncompliance,  for 
unlimited  production,  they  will  continue 
to  pile  up  surpluses. 

Again  I  say  those  people  who  have 
been  voting  to  limit  the  debt  ceiling,  who 


say  they  are  for  economy  yet  will  not 
vote  for  a  program  that  will  save  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year,  are  taking  an  in¬ 
consistent  position. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  trying  to  be  fair. 
There  is  no  agreement.  Tomorrow  you 
on  that  side  and  you  on  this  side  are 
going  to  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
some  amendments.  The  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  realize  that 
we  have  not  brought  out  a  perfect  bill. 
Since  we  have  reported  this  bill  there  are 
certain  people  who  say,  “If  you  do  this 
you  are  going  to  wreck  the  bill.”  We  are 
going  to  have  an  election  here,  so  to 
speak. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  read 
some  of  the  amendments  that  I  know  are 
going  to  be  offered.  I  am  not  endorsing 
them.  I  would  like  to  take  the  bill  as  it 
is,  because  I  think  some  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  at  least  will  weaken  the  bill  and 
will  relax  it  more  than  I  would  like  to  see 
done. 

These  are  not  amendments  which  have 
been  agreed  upon  by  anybody.  They  are 
amendments  that  have  been  assembled 
from  different  Members,  most  of  whom 
are  not  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  But  I  feel  they  should  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  these  and  I 
hope  you  will  all  participate  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  that  will  follow  in  an  effort  to 
try  and  improve  the  bill  and  get  it  in 
shape  to  where  you  will  vote  for  it.  But 
I  do  not  believe  that  every  member  of 
the  Republican  Party  is  going  to  cam¬ 
paign  this  fall  and  say,  “We  were  op¬ 
posed  to  any  compulsory  program,”  be¬ 
cause  when  you  say  you  are  opposed  to  it, 
you  mean  you  are  opposed  to  any  farm 
program,  because  I  do  not  think  there 
is  a  man  in  the  world  that  can  stand  up 
and  justify  a  noncompulsory  program 
with  supports. 

Now,  let  me  read  some  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  that  are  going  to  be  presented 
tomorrow.  As  I  said,  I  am  not  recom¬ 
mending  all  of  these  amendments.  I 
may  not  vote  for  any  of  them,  though 
I  may  vote  for  some  of  them.- 

The  first  amendment  has  to  do  with 
silage  acreage,  to  exempt  the  acreage 
harvested  as  silage  from  the  feed  grain 
program,  at  the  option  of  the  producer. 
This  would  not  permit  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction,  but  would  exempt  silage  from 
any  reduction. 

Here  is  another  amendment,  and  there 
is  a  lot  of  support  of  this:  Change  the 
small  farm  exemption  from  25  to  40 
acres.  This  would  increase  the  number 
of  farms  eligible  to  plant  their  historic 
acreage  of  feed  grains  up  to  40  acres. 

Here  is  another  amendment  that  sev¬ 
eral  Members  have  indicated  an  interest 
in  and  said  they  feel  they  could  go  along 
with  this  bill  if  this  was  adopted,  to  ex¬ 
clude  oats. 

Here  is  another  one,  and  I  asked  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
ShortI  about  this  a  moment  ago,  and  it 
is  in  the  Senate  bill,  an  amendment  to 
permit  the  Secretary  to  increase  the 
acreage  allotment  for  any  class  of  wheat 
which  would  otherwise  be  in  short  supply. 

There  will  also  be  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment  offered  to  insure  adjustment  of 
conserving  acreage  requirements  where 
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they  are  not  consistent  with  allotment 

acreages. 

There  is  another  amendment  which  I 
understand  will  be  offered  to  authorize 
acreage  allotments  for  any  crop  to  be 
used  for  feed  grains  when  it  cannot  be 
used  to  produce  the  crop  for  which  it 
was  intended.  In  other  words,  if  there 
was  a  crop  that  was  planted  and  there 
was  a  drought  or  something,  they  could 
do  that. 

As  I  said  before,  I  am  not  going  to 
support  all  of  these  amendments,  but 
this  is  the  opportunity  you  will  have  to¬ 
morrow. 

Another  amendment  would  amend  the 
bill  to  require  the  Secretary  to  give  spe¬ 
cial  consideration  to  farms  which  pro¬ 
duced  feed  grains  in  1961  and  1962  but 
not  in  the  base  period  when  new  farm 
allotments  are  allocated. 

Another  amendment  to  permit  pro¬ 
duction  of  crops  for  which  price  support 
is  not  provided  on  the  diverted  acres. 

Another  amendment  that  will  be  of¬ 
fered  will  provide  that  agreements  for 
the  establishment  of  tree  cover  may  not 
provide  payments  for  more  than  5  years. 

Another  amendment  provides  that  in¬ 
dustrial  parks  or  private  or  industrial 
enterprises  may  not  be  established  under 
section  102. 

Another  amendment  provides  that 
land  must  have  been  owned  for  more 
than  2  years  to  be  eligible  for  cost-shar¬ 
ing  payments. 

Now  I  do  not  want  to  say  that  these 
are  all  of  the  amendments  that  are  going 
to  be  offered,  but  these  are  some  that  we 
heard  about. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  asked 
a  fair  question  and  I  think  he  is  entitled 
to  a  fair  answer.  The  gentleman  says 
he  wondered  why  it  was  that  some  of  us 
on  this  side  voted  with  him  in  extending 
the  debt  limit,  and  I  am  one  of  those 
that  did  vote  with  him - 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  did  not 
vote  for  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  fact  is  I  voted 
with  the  gentleman  on  many  moves  to 
economize.  However,  I  do  not  think  this 
will  save  any  money.  The  very  best  es¬ 
timate  that  Secretary  Freeman  gave  on 
the  wheat  section  was  $29  million.  Mr. 
Freeman  has  been  so  inaccurate  in  some 
of  his  statements  that  if  he  does  not 
claim  more  than  $29  million,  I  think  it 
will  not  save  a  nickel. 

Ever  since  I  have  been  a  Member  of 
this  House,  I  have  heard  you  come  before 
the  House  time  after  time  with  a  bill 
that  was  going  to  save  money,  reduce  sur¬ 
plus,  and  increase  the  farmer’s  income. 
Not  any  of  them  so  far  have  ever  de¬ 
livered,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  cannot 
go  along  with  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  1  additional  minute, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia. 
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Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  might  say  that  in 
addition  to  the  amendments  which  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  just  read 
which  are  under  consideration  to  be  of¬ 
fered  tomorrow  or  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  bill,  there  is  another  amendment 
which,  in  all  probability,  will  be  offered 
and  considered.  That  amendment  is  de¬ 
signed  to  permit  grazing  on  these  di¬ 
verted  acres,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
producer,  in  lieu  of  payments.  That  will 
certainly  take  a  lot  of  heat  off  as  far  as 
the  livestock  people  are  concerned.  I 
think  it  will  be  a  very,  very  good  amend¬ 
ment.  I  intend  to  offer  the  amendment 
and  I  intend  to  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  basic  in¬ 
consistency  in  some  of  these  discussions 
which  I  have  heard  from  some  of  those 
who  are  opposing  this  bill.  First,  that 
they  will  not  vote  for  improving  amend¬ 
ments;  second,  that  they  would  like  the 
bill  to  go  back  to  the  committee  and  have 
a  more  voluntary  type  bill  reported.  The 
first  notion  seems  to  be  that  a  rather 
strict  bill  has  been  passed  by  the  Senate. 
However,  you  would  face  the  same  bill 
on  the  Senate  side  of  this  bill  were  en¬ 
tirely  a  voluntary  bill. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  That  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  Nothing  would  be 
gained  by  that. 

[Mr.  HOEVEN  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  the  strict  limitation  on  time 
here,  I  should  like  to  preface  my  re¬ 
marks  with  a  brief  resume  and  outline 
of  the  1961  feed  grain  program. 

Public  Law  87-5,  approved  March  22, 
1961  authorized,  first,  payment  in  cash 
or  in  kind  for  diverting  20  percent  of 
acreage  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  in  1959  and  1960;  and,  second, 
payments  at  higher  rate  in  kind  only  for 
diverting  an  additional  20  percent  of 
such  acreage. 

It  provided  that  payments  in  kind 
should  be  made  through  issuance  of  ne¬ 
gotiable  certificates,  which  CCC  could 
redeem  and  sell  on  behalf  of  producer. 

It  required  participation  as  a  condition 
for  eligibility  for  price  support. 

OBJECTIVES  OP  PROGRAM 

The  objects  of  the  program  were  first, 
to  increase  farm  income;  second,  to  re¬ 
duce  production  of  feed  grains;  third, 
to  stabilize  prices  for  meat,  poultry,  and 
dairy  products;  and,  fourth,  to  reduce 
ultimate  feed  grain  costs  by  about  $500 
million. 

USD  A  REGULATIONS 

Acres  diverted  had  to  be  under  inten¬ 
sive  cultivation  during  1958,  1959,  1960. 

When  producer  signed  up  he  received 
advance  payment  of  half  of  estimated  to¬ 


tal.  Final  payment  were  made  upon  ac¬ 
tual  compliance. 

All  payments  were  made  in  negotiable 
certificates  which  were  surrendered  to 
CCC  for  cash.  CCC  then  marketed  the 
equivalent  amount  of  grain  to  recover 
the  cash  payment. 

PARTICIPATION  IN  PROGRAM 

A  total  of  1,173,733  farms,  42  percent 
of  those  eligible,  signed  agreements. 
Latest  figures  show  that  1,146,000  farms 
finally  participated,  40.5  percent. 

A  total  of  25.2  million  acres  were  ac¬ 
tually  diverted  from  production,  19.1  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  corn  and  6.1  million  acres  of 
grain  sorghums. 

Diverted  acreage  equaled  23  percent  of 
total  corn  acreage  and  31  percent  of  total 
grain  sorghum  acreage. 

REDUCTION  IN  PRODUCTION 

The  USDA  estimates  a  reduction  of  800 
million  bushels  below  what  production 
would  have  been  without  the  program. 

The  1961  Annual  Crop  Summary  show’s 
a  reduction  of  corn  and  grain  sorghum  of 
421  million  bushels  below  1960.  This  is 
a  decrease  of  9.3  percent  in  production, 
with  a  reduction  of  20.1  percent  in  har¬ 
vested  acreage. 

ESTIMATED  SAVINGS 

The  Secretary  announced  in  November 
1961,  that  there  would  be  a  net  savings 
to  the  Government  of  around  $589  mil¬ 
lion.  This  was  based  on  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,357  million  for  acquiring,  stor¬ 
ing,  and  handling  some  770  million 
bushels  of  grain  not  produced  under  the 
program,  less  estimated  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  $768  million.  Storage  and 
handling  costs  were  computed  on  the 
basis  that  the  770  million  bushels  would 
be  in  CCC  hands  for  approximately  10 
years.  The  estimated  cost  was  also 
based  on  the  assumption  that  CCC  would 
recover  only  50  percent  of  the  original 
acquisition  cost. 

The  latest  USDA  figures  show  an  esti¬ 
mated  net  savings  of  $583  million,  based 
on  an  estimated  794  million  bushels  of 
grain  not  produced.  The  computation 
is  based  on  acquisition  costs  of  $353  mil¬ 
lion  avoided,  storage  and  handling  costs 
saved  for  7  to  9  years  of  $843  million — 
$617  million  for  corn — and  interest 
charges  of  $211  million  not  needed,  mak¬ 
ing  a  total  of  $1,407  million  not  required 
to  be  expended  for  the  794  million  bushels 
not  produced.  This  is  offset  by  pay¬ 
ments  to  producers  of  $782  million  and 
administrative  expenses  of  $42  million. 

COST  OF  PROGRAM 

Total  payments  to  producers  through 
March  31, 1962,  were  $782.1  million.  The 
1963  budget  includes  $333.2  million  to 
reimburse  CCC  for  advance  payments 
made  through  June  30,  1961.  An  addi¬ 
tional  $448.9  million  had  been  paid  out 
through  March  31,  1962,  of  the  current 
fiscal  year.  This  amount,  together  with 
any  further  costs,  will  be  included  as  a 
reimbursement  to  CCC  in  the  1964 
budget. 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  expendi¬ 
tures  do  not  include  the  realized  loss  on 
commodities  sold  by  CCC  in  the  open 
market  to  recover  cash  paid  to  producers. 
As  of  March  31,  1962,  com  worth  $610 
million  had  been  sold  under  certificates 
worth  $425  million.  Grain  sorghums 


worth  $135  million  were  sold  to  meet  pay¬ 
ments  of  $114  million.  This  represents 
a  further  program  cost  of  $206  million. 

CONCLUSION 

The  figure  of  $583  million,  I  think,  is 
subject  to  question.  The  losses  on  com¬ 
modity  sales  of  $206  million  as  of  March 
31,  which  might  increase  to  $250  mil¬ 
lion  or  even  more,  were  not  taken  into 
account  in  the  amount  estimated  to  be 
saved. 

As  on  the  1962  program,  the  loss  of  50 
percent  on  acquisition  costs  seem  high. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  in 
February  1961,  Secretary  Freeman  esti¬ 
mated  that  excess  feed  grains  would  be 
sold  for  93  percent  of  acquisition.  On 
this  basis,  the  loss  would  be  closer  to 
$520  million  than  the  $353  million  used 
by  the  Secretary. 

In  view  of  this,  as  much  as  $400  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  estimated  saving  might  be 
overstated. 

The  CCC  will  have  to  be  reimbursed 
for  this  program  at  a  cost  of  around 
$824  million;  $782  million  for  payments 
and  $42  million  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses. 

SOME  FACTS  THAT  SHOULD  BE  USED  IN  CLARI¬ 
FYING  THE  COST  FIGURES  UNDER  THE  FARM 

BILL 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  received,  as  I  did,  a 
letter  dated  June  8,  1962,  signed  by  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  Oryijle  Freeman. 
Included  in  this  materiab'was  a  letter  to 
the  Honorable  Harold  D.  Cooley,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee,  outlining  the  cost  of  the  various  farm 
proposals.  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  these  figures  leave  me  completely 
dumbfounded. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations,  I 
have  the  honor  of  serving  on  this  sub¬ 
committee  under  the  chairmanship  of 
the  Honorable  Jamie  Whitten.  We 
have  to  deal  with  these  cost  figures  con¬ 
stantly  in  this  subcommittee,  and  I 
think  a  few  observations  are  in  order 
with  regard  to  some  of  the  information 
contained  in  the  letter  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  dated  June  8  and  the 
several  attachments  thereto.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in  the  table  No.  1,  entitled  “Feed 
Grains  and  Wheat:  Major  Elements  of 
CCC  Qosts  by  Crop  Years — Millions  of 
Dollars,”  the  feed  grains  part  of  this  ta¬ 
ble  shows  “Payments  for  land  diversion” 
1961  emergency  program  costing  $782 
million.  I  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  in  1961,  42  percent  of  the  farmers 
having  feed  grain  base  acres  participated 
in  the  program,  but  only  24.7  percent  of 
the  feed  grain  base  acreage  was  affected. 
Keep  in  mind  that  this  is  less  than  one- 
fourth  of  the  feed  grain  base  acre  par¬ 
ticipating.  In  this  same  table  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  shows  that  under 
the  long-range  program,  that  is,  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  H.R.  11222,  the  cost  for  the  feed 
grain  program  under  the  caption  “Pay¬ 
ments  for  land  diversion”  would  be  $500 
million.  This  is  absolutely  the  most  ab¬ 
surd  bit  of  figure  juggling  that  I  have 
seen  in  my  lifetime. 

The  emergency  feed  grain  program 
currently  in  operation  and  operating  also 
in  1961  pays  a  farmer  on  the  basis  of  50 
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percent  of  the  price-support  rate  for 
feed  grains  times  his  established  yield 
for  the  farm.  In  other  words,  with  the 
price  support  of  corn  at  $1.20,  with  a 
farmer  of  average  established  yield  of 
60  bushels,  this  would  mean  that  his  pay¬ 
ment  per  acre  for  not  growing  corn  would 
be  $36.  Thus,  on  this  basis,  with  less 
than  one-quarter  of  the  farmers  par¬ 
ticipating,  the  program  cost,  according 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  is  $782 
million.  I  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  in  1961  42  percent  of  the  farmers 
having  feed  grain  base  acres  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  program,  but  only  24.7  per¬ 
cent  of  the  feed  grain  base  acreage  was 
affected.  Keep  in  mind  that  this  is  less 
than  one-fourth  of  the  feed  grain  base 
acres  participating. 

In  this  same  table  the  Secretary  shows 
that  under  the  long-range  program — 
that  is,  if  this  bill  is  passed — the  cost  for 
the  feed  grain  program,  under  the  cap¬ 
tion  “Payments  for  Land  Diversion” 
would  be  only  $500  million.  This  is  ab¬ 
solutely  the  most  absurd  bit  of  figure 
juggling  that  I  have  seen  in  my  lifetime. 
The  emergency  feed  grain  program  cur¬ 
rently  in  operation  and  operating  also 
in  1961  pays  the  farmer  on  the  basis  of 
50  percent  of  the  price-support  rate  for 
feed  grain  times  his  established  yield 
for  the  farm. 

In  other  words,  with  the  price  support 
for  corn  at  $1.20  a  bushel,  with  the  farm¬ 
er  having  an  average  established  yield 
of  60  bushels — in  my  district  it  is  closer 
to  80  bushels — per  acre,  this  would  mean 
that  this  payment  per  acre  for  not  grow¬ 
ing  corn  would  be  $36.  In  my  district 
it  is  $50  and  $54.  On  this  basis,  with 
less  than  one-fourth  of  the  farmers  par¬ 
ticipating,  the  program  cost,  according 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  is  $782 
million. 

Now,  by  your  own  committee  report 
you  say  that  in  1962,  with  about  a  3- 
percent  increase  over  the  1961  program, 
it  is  going  to  cost  $900  million.  Now,  my 
question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  if  we  enact 
this  bill  and  if  the  farmers  approve  the 
referendum,  do  you  anticipate  a  greater 
participation  in  the  program  'than  in 

1961  and  1962? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  participation  in 

1962  is  better  than  it  was  in  1961. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  By  3  percent;  that  is 
right.  Is  it  going  to  be  any  greater 
next  year,  in  your  opinion? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  not  any  idea. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  You  would  hope  that  it 
would. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  And  in  1962  it  is  going 
to  cost  $900  million,  by  your  own  com¬ 
mittee  report.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  tries  to  tell  everybody  that  it  is 
only  going  to  cost  $600  million  and  the 
previous  speaker  said  that  it  was  going 
to  save  $1  billion.  You  are  completely 
off  base  when  you  say  that  the  legisla¬ 
tion  is  going  to  save  money.  It  cannot, 
by  the  diverted  acre  payments  alone. 
This  does  not  take  into  account  price 
supports. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  There  is  no  way  on 
earth  that  you  can  accurately  estimate 
the  cost  of  a  program  in  the  future. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  But  when  they  come 
before  our  committee  and  ask  for  the 


“dough”  to  ante  up  for  this,  we  get  the 
figures  and  I  am  telling  you  precisely 
what  they  are.  They  show  a  decided 
increase  from  last  year  to  this  year,  with 
only  a  3-percent  increase  and  you  hope 
that  you  are  going  to  get  a  bigger  in¬ 
crease. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  are  proposing  to 
change  the  whole  program  and  have  an 
entirely  new  program,  which  is  a  manda¬ 
tory  controlled  program.  But  we  still 
cannot  estimate  accurately  the  degree  of 
participation. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  If  it  is  a  mandatory 
completely  controlled  program,  then  you 
are  going  to  have  more  acres  involved 
and  more  payments  to  individual  farm¬ 
ers  and  the  cost  has  to  be  up  rather  than 
reduced. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman 
has  referred  to  these  figures  and  per¬ 
haps  we  ought  to  try  to  straighten  them 
out.  I  know  that  these  are  the  figures, 
that  75  percent  of  the  base  acreage  that 
was  in  feed  sorghums  is  subject  to  con¬ 
tract,  and  55  percent  of  the  base  acreage 
of  corn  is  subject  to  contract.  The  net 
reduction  in  acres  is  24.7  million.  That 
is  a  different  thing.  The  42-percent  fig¬ 
ure  is  the  number  of  farmers.  But  75 
percent  of  the  sorghum  grains  and  55 
percent  of  the  corn  acreage  that  is  in  the 
program  is  affected  by  the  overall  re¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  What  I  am  saying  is 
that  you  have  only  less  than  one-fourth 
of  the  farmers  participating  now,  27.6 
percent  of  the  base  acreage  actually  com¬ 
mitted  in  the  program,  and  you  are 
wanting  more.  The  cost  keeps  increas¬ 
ing.  The  figure  is  going  to  keep  on  in¬ 
creasing  and  the  program  cannot  do  any¬ 
thing  else  than  cost  more  and  more. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  But  if  you  com¬ 
pare  this  with  what  would  happen  if  we 
did  nothing,  then  the  old  1958  law  would 
go  into  effect,  under  which  you  would 
have  unlimited  production. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  realize  that  there 
are  some  other  factors  in  this,  but  I 
want  to  point  specifically  to  what  we 
have  on  hand  in  countering  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  figures,  because  there  is  no  basis 
for  calculating  the  kind  of  figures  which 
he  shows.  Even  when  he  talks  about  the 
wheat  down  here  this  year,  in  the.  1962 
program,  $345  million,  by  his  figures  he 
calculates  that  with  the  participation 
and  enactment  of  this  bill  it  is  going  to 
cost  only  $250  million  this  coming  year. 
It  is  completely  irreconcilable. 

Also  in  his  letters  I  might  say  that  he 
even  says  you  are  going  to  reduce  the 
cost  $100  million.  If  you  increase  the 
cost  of  corn  from  $1.20  to  $1.60,  how  can 
you? 

Now,  if  this  bill  passes,  all  feed  grain 
farmers  will  be  eligible  to  participate— 
and,  mind  you,  the  rates  of  payment  per 
acre  provided  for  in  this  bill  are  the 
same  as  currently  in  operation  under  the 
emergency  feed  grain  program — and  yet 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  tries  to  tell 
the  Congress  that  it  would  cost  less.  Ob¬ 
viously,  it  will  cost  much  more.  It  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  if  only  42  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farmers  and  24.7  percent  of 


the  base  acres  are  in  the  program  now 
costing  $782  million,  that  on  the  basis 
of  the  same  rates  and  100  percent  par¬ 
ticipation  it  would  cost  much,  much 
more.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  how 
much  more,  but  I  do  challenge  with  all 
sincerity,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s 
estimate  of  it  costing  less. 

The  same  general  arithmetic — and  I 
must  say  that  it  is  a  New  Frontier  type 
of  arithmetic— is  used  to  justify  the 
wheat  part  of  this  bill.  In  the  same  table 
under  the  caption  “Payment  for  Land 
Diversion,”  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shows  that  the  1961-62  program  is  cost¬ 
ing  $345  million.  The  acreage  placed 
under  contract  in  the  wheat  program  in 
the  current  year  amounted  to  27.1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  base  acreage  and  45 
percent  of  the  farmers.  This  is  slightly 
more  than  one-fourth.  But  at  the  same 
time  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  esti¬ 
mates  that  if  we  pass  H.R.  11222,  which 
provides  for  100-percent  participation, 
that  the  cost  will  be  $250  million.  How 
can  anyone  arrive  at  these  conclusions? 

Another  strange  set  of  calculations  ap¬ 
pear  in  this  communication  which  I 
would  like  some  explanation  given.  On 
page  2  of  the  letter  address  to  Chairman 
Cooley,  there  is  a  table  inserted,  en¬ 
titled  “Government  Cost  of  Alternative 
Programs  for  1963  Crops.”  In  this  the 
Secretary  tries  to  show  that  extension 
of  the  1961-62  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  would  cost  $1,200  million.  How 
can  such  a  projection  be  made?  The 
participation  in  1961  was  about  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  feed  grain  base  acreage,  and 
it  cost  $782  million.  It  is  only  about  3 
percent  more  participation  in  1982.  How 
can  you  conclude  that  the  program  will 
cost  $1,200  million  in  1963?  But  more 
puzzling  is  the  figure  where  Mr.  Freeman 
attempts  to  show  that  the  long-range 
program — H.R.  11222 — for  feed  grain  will 
cost  only  $644  million  in  1963.  This  is 
real  daydreaming. 

On  wheat,  again  Mr.  Freeman  at- 
temps  to  show  that  extension  of  the 
emergency  programs  would  cost  $1,217 
million  and  the  wheat  part  of  the  bill 
H.R.  11222,  would  cost  $1,188  million.  I 
cannot  tell  my  colleagues  what  goes  to 
make  up  these  figures,  but  I  must  con¬ 
clude — having  worked  for  many  long 
hours  on  the  budget  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  that  these  figures  are  de¬ 
signed  to  try  to  persuade  Members  of 
this  Congress  to  be  for  an  unsound  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  warn  my  colleagues  that  if 
we  accept  these  figures  unchallenged  we 
will  be  grossly  disappointed  if  this  bill  is 
enacted,  because  I  can  assure  you  that 
the  calculations  used  can  be  grossly  mis¬ 
leading. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  previously  made 
my  position  clear  with  regard  to  this 
legislation.  I  am  opposed  to  it.  I  think 
it  is  bad  for  farmers,  for  consumers,  and 
all  taxpayers.  I  think  it  is  the  first  step 
toward  complete  regimentation  of  agri¬ 
culture.  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
not  be  misled  by  seriously  considering 
some  of  the  phony  propaganda  that  is 
being  put  out  with  regard  to  this  bill, 
but  will  vote  according  to  your  best  judg¬ 
ment  in  interest  of  farmers,  consumers, 
and  taxpayers. 


10180 


June  19 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Mf.  Chairman,  despite  my  opposition 
to  H.R.  11222, 1  extend  sincere  congratu¬ 
lations  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  its  distinguished  chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cool¬ 
ey],  for  that  section  of  the  report  (H. 
Kept.  1691)  on  the  pending  legislation 
as  it  relates  to  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  It  goes  without  saying 
that  I  do  not  endorse  and  will  not  sup¬ 
port  the  majority  position  on  the  so- 
called  omnibus  farm  bill,  but  I  am  com¬ 
pletely  and  wholeheartedly  in  support  of 
the  committee  report,  particularly  as  it 
touches  on  the  question  of  REA  secrecy. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  several  at¬ 
tempts  have  been  made  by  National  Ru¬ 
ral  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  to 
minimize  the  importance  and  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  committee  report  language 
by  claiming  that  the  language  directed 
toward  REA  represents  only  the  thinking 
of  the  distinguished  chairman.  How¬ 
ever,  I  was  particularly  gratified  to  learn 
that  on  June  7,  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  voted  unanimously  to  approve 
the  report  as  it  was  written,  even  though 
certain  members  disagreed  with  some  as¬ 
pects  of  the  language. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  quote  briefly 
from  a  portion  of  the  report  because,  as 
I  see  it,  the  language  cogently  points  up 
a  problem  which  I  have  been  discussing 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  for  some  time. 
In  pertinent  part,  the  report  reads,  as 
follows : 

Testimony  revealed  a  growing  public  con¬ 
cern  pver  the  failure  of  the  REA  to  disclose 
information  on  various  phases  of  its  opera¬ 
tion.  The  public  is  entitled  to  know  how 
public  funds  are  being  used.,  and  the  REA 
should  approach  the  consideration  of  loans 
for  generating  facilities  in  a  manner  designed 
to  provide  as  full  public  information  as 
possible.  The  ultimate  consumer  is  entitled 
to  the  most  advantageous  source  of  power, 
determined  by  bringing  together  all  perti¬ 
nent  facts  in  an  objective  manner.  Public 
hearings  appear  to  be  a  reasonable  means  of 
accomplishing  that  end.  Certainly,  inter¬ 
ested  parties  should  be  notified  and  their 
views  obtained  before  such  loans  are  ap¬ 
proved.  Secrecy  tends  to  kindle  doubt, 
whereas  public  knowledge  of  the  reasons  for 
and  justification  of  loans  would  go  far  to¬ 
ward  dispelling  criticism  which  threatens  to 
bring  the  program  into  disrepute. 

I  think  it  is  particularly  significant 
that  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  Commitee  in  its  report  on  the 
general  farm  bill  (S.  Rept.  1365,  S. 
2786)  also  recognizes  the  need  to  do 
something  about  REA  secrecy  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  consideration  of  genera¬ 
tion  loans  and  as  a  means  of  making 
certain  that  funds  are  not  so  loaned 
for  unnecessary  projects.  The  Senate 
report  stated: 

The  REA  for  its  part  has  a  responsibility 
to  see  that  Government  funds  are  not 
loaned  unnecessarily.  In  making  a  loan  for 
generating  facilities,  it  should  investigate 
very  carefuUy  the  need  therefor.  Public 
hearings  may  not  be  the  way  to  do  this,  but 
interested  parties  should  be  notified  and 
their  views  obtained  in  a  reasonable  period 
of  time.  The  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  should  approach  the  consideration 
of  such  loans  in  a  manner  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  as  full  public  information  as  possible. 
Open  and  aboveboard  consideration  of  loans, 
bringing  together  all  pertinent  facts  in  an 
objective  manner,  would  preclude  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  charges  that  such  loans  were  un¬ 


justified.  Secrecy,  on  the  other  hand,  might 
well  tend  to  Induce  doubt  that  responsible 
action  was  taken.  Public  knowledge  of  the 
reasons  for  and  the  Justification  of  loans 
might  well  go  far  in  mitigating  unjust 
criticism. 

Note  that  the  Senate  report  also  sug¬ 
gests  public  hearings.  It  says  that 
public  hearings  may  not  be  the  way 
to  investigate  loans  for  generating  facil¬ 
ities,  implying  on  the  other  hand  that 
public  hearings  might  be  the  way  to 
do  it.  The  House  report,  of  course, 
states  that  public  hearings  appear  to 
be  a  reasonable  way  to  handle  G.  &  T. 
loan  applications.  Thus,  there  is  a  rec¬ 
ognition  by  both  of  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress  having  jurisdiction 
over  REA  that  public  hearings  may  be 
the  way  to  handle  REA  G.  &  T.  loans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  many  years  the 
Congress  has  been  vitally  concerned 
with  the  availability  of  information 
from  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
A  special  subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Moss],  has 
been  investigating  the  problem  and  has 
been  recommending  effective  steps  that 
can  be  taken  to  eliminate  Government 
secrecy  wherever  possible  consistent 
with  national  security  interests. 

In  1960  this  special  subcommittee 
submitted  a  report  to  the  House  in 
which  this  most  succinct  statement  ap¬ 
pears: 

Secrecy — the  first  refuge  of  incompetence — 
must  be  at  a  bare  minimum  in  a  demo¬ 
cratic  society,  for  a  fully  informed  public 
is  the  basis  of  self-government.  Those 
elected  or  appointed  to  positions  of  execu¬ 
tive  authority  must  recognize  that  govern¬ 
ment,  in  a  democracy,  cannot  be  wiser  than 
the  people.  (H.  Rept.  2084,  86th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.,  p.  36.) 

I  know  of  almost  no  other  agency  of 
the  Government  that  has  been  so  cal¬ 
loused  and  blatant  in  its  complete  disre¬ 
gard  for  the  public’s  right — as  well  as  the 
right  of  Congress — to  know  the  open  and 
honest  details  of  how  it  operates  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  program  under  which  almost 
$5  billion  have  been  loaned.  It  occurs 
to  me  that  perhaps  those  responsible  for 
operation  of  the  REA  are  fearful  lest 
the  true  facts  of  their  methods  of  op¬ 
eration  be  disclosed. 

Last  fall  I  discussed  this  matter  with 
the  able  chairman  of  the  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Availability  of  Information 
from  Federal  Departments  and  Agen¬ 
cies,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Moss].  I  am  pleased  to  report  that 
he  held  a  series  of  meetings  with  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  REA  for  the  purpose  of  clari¬ 
fying  that  agency’s  policies  on  secrecy. 
Apparently  as  result  of  increasing  criti¬ 
cism  from  Members  and  from  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress,  and  from  the 
press  and  the  public,  the  REA  recently 
issued  a  so-called  administrative  bulle¬ 
tin  on  the  release  of  information  and 
the  availability  of  records  relating  to 
loan  applications.  REA  spokesmen  and 
supporters  hailed  this  bulletin  as  a  major 
departure  from  its  previous  policy  of 
secrecy.  Actually,  it  is  a  joke. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  studied  this 
REA  bulletin  very  carefully,  and  I  would 
like  to  assure  my  colleagues  here  ih  the 


House  that  rather  than  tearing  down  the 
iron  curtain  of  secrecy  the  bulletin,  with 
relatively  minor  exceptions,  merely  puts 
into  writing  the  existing  REA  secrecy 
practices,  those  very  same  practices, 
mind  you,  which  have  been  under  in¬ 
creasing  criticism  from  many  directions 
in  recent  months  and  years.  I  had  this 
to  say  at  the  time : 

Apparently  the  REA,  in  putting  out  a 
bulletin  like  this,  must  believe  that  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  follow  the  old  axiom  of 
P.  T.  Barnum  that  “there’s  a  sucker  born 
every  minute.” 

After  enumerating  the  various  kinds  of 
statistical  and  other  information  which 
REA  already  makes  available  on  a 
monthly,  quarterly,  or  annual  basis,  the 
bulletin  goes  on  to  state  that  the  agency 
now  will  make  available,  with  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  permission,  the  name  and  address 
of  each  loan  applicant,  the  date  and 
amount  of  the  application,  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  purpose  for  which  the  loan  funds 
are  being  requested.  Basically,  this  pro¬ 
cedure  represents  nothing  new  at  all  be¬ 
cause  the  REA  previously  would  reveal 
such  information,  and  occasionally  did, 
with  the  applicant’s  permission  in  each 
such  case. 

The  only  difference  between  the  past 
and  the  present  that  I  have  been  able 
to  discover  in  the  bulletin  is  that  the 
REA  now  may  make  such  information 
available  without  the  permission  of  an 
applicant  if  the  Administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  release  of  such  information 
is  in  the  public  interest.  What  the  REA 
appears  to  be  saying  now  is  that  while 
mere  existence  of  a  loan  application  in 
some  cases  will  not  be  considered  secret, 
the  details  and  contents  or  the  processing 
of  any  such  application  will  remain 
secret. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  there  is 
absolutely  nothing  in  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  of  1946,  or  any  other  rele¬ 
vant  Federal  law  for  that  matter  which 
requires  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  to  maintain  a  veil  of  secrecy 
around  loan  application  information.  In 
point  of  fact,  applicable  law  provides 
just  the  opposite,  and  REA’s  present 
policy  in  respect  to  secrecy  is  not  con¬ 
sistent  with  either  the  law  or  the  general 
attitude  of  the  Congress  concerning  pub¬ 
lic  access  to  Government  agency  infor¬ 
mation. 

As  the  Members  may  recall,  section  161 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States  (5  U.S.C.  22)  authorizes  the  head 
of  each  department  and  agency  to  issue 
such  regulations  as  may  be  required  to 
cover  such  things  as  the  “custody,  use, 
and  preservation  of  the  records”  of  his 
department  or  agency.  The  attitude  of 
the  Congress  toward  secrecy  on  the  part 
of  departments  and  agencies  is  reflected 
with  remarkable  clarity  in  a  1958  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  section  in  which  one  -most 
significant  sentence  was  added  at  the 
end  of  the  section.  As  amended  on  Au¬ 
gust  12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-619;  72 
Stat.  547),  section  161  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  now  reads,  as  follows: 

The  head  of  each  department  is  author¬ 
ized  to  prescribe  regulations,  not  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  law,  for  the  Government  of  his 
department,  the  conduct  of  its  officers  and 
clerks,  the  distribution  and  performance  of 
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its  business,  and  the  custody,  use,  and  pre¬ 
servation  of  the  records,  papers,  and  property 
appertaining  to  it.  This  section  does  not 
authorize  withholding  information  from  the 
public  or  limiting  the  availability  of  records 
to  the  public. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  appears  to  me,  as  it 
must  to  all  the  Members,  that  there  is 
absolutely  no  ambiguity  in  this  last  sen¬ 
tence  which  was  added  to  section  161  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  in  1958.  The  mean¬ 
ing  of  this  language  is  crystal  clear. 

However,  the  REA  has  used  this  sec¬ 
tion  as  one  of  its  justifications  for  its 
policy  of  secrecy  on  the  apparent  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  interests  of  its  bor¬ 
rowers  are  identical  with  those  of  the 
public  at  large.  The  REA  seems  to  feel 
that  the  Administrator  can  at  all  times 
and  in  all  circumstances  unfailingly  and 
effectively  represent  the  public  interest. 
But  I  would  suggest  that  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  must  be  the  final  judge  as  to  whether 
these  assumptions  on  the  part  of  the 
REA  are  right  or  wrong. 

With  these  thoughts  in  mind,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  strongly  with  the  at¬ 
titude  toward  the  REA  which  was  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  report  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  on  the  farm  bill  (H.  Rept. 
1691)  to  the  effect  that  public  hearings 
appear  to  be  a  reasonable  means  of 
achieving  the  goal  of  informing  the  pub¬ 
lic,  as  well  as  REA  borrowers,  as  to  how 
public  funds  are  being  used  by  the  REA. 

I  would  like  also  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  colleagues  what  I  consider  to 
be  a  very  outstanding  article  which  was 
published  in  the  May  28,  1962,  issue  of 
Barron’s  weekly  financial  newspaper. 
The  article,  entitled  “Militant  Public 
Power,”  discusses  the  current  activities 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion.  It  includes  the  following  observa¬ 
tions: 

The  wonder  is  that  Congress  never  has 
seen  fit  to  make  REA  obtain  specific  author¬ 
ization  for  each  of  its  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  projects.  Many  such  developments 
are  more  costly  than  those  of  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers,  yet 
every  project  of  those  two  agencies  must  be 
specifically  approved  by  Congress,  after  open 
hearings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  two  agencies — the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers — must  present  for  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  each  year  a  detailed 
summary  of  their  respective  proposed  con¬ 
struction  programs.  Following  this,  detailed 
justifications  are  presented  to  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Appropriations  of  the  Congress  for 
consideration. 

The  REA  presents  no  such  annual  detailed 
program,  either  to  the  Budget  Bureau  or  to 
the  appropriations  committees.  If  REA  re¬ 
fuses  to  hold  open  hearings  on  generation 
and  transmission  loan  applications,  it  goes 
without  saying  that  the  best  alternative  is 
for  the  appropriations  committees  in  the 
House  and  Senate  to  require  the  REA  to 
present  detailed  Justifications  of  specific 
pending  generation  and  transmission  loan 
applications  before  the  respective  commit¬ 
tees  authorize  loan  funds  to  be  used  for 
such  purposes. 

In  my  opinion,  it  would  indeed  be  un¬ 
fortunate  if  the  appropriations  committees 
were  required,  by  REA’s  reluctance  to  act, 
to  assume  the  burden  of  making  individual 
case  decisions  each  year,  especially  when  the 
Administrator  has  both  the  staff  and  the 
experienced  organization  to  handle  these 
matters  openly  and  expeditiously.  However, 


if  the  REA  persists  in  operating  in  secrecy 
with  respect  to  both  the  Congress  and  the 
public  in  relation  to  the  loan  program  and 
if  the  agency  fails  to  heed  the  requests  for 
open  hearings  on  these  applications,  it  is 
entirely  possible  that  it  will  be  necessary 
for-  the  appropriations  committees  of  the 
Congress  to  put  the  REA  on  the  same  foot¬ 
ing  as  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  as  far  as  annual  au¬ 
thorizations  and  appropriations  are  con¬ 
cerned.  Such  a  step  would  require  the  REA 
to  justify  its  loan  program  completely  and 
entirely  each  year  and  would  permit  the 
appropriations  committees  and  the  Congress 
to  authorize  and  appropriate  funds  only  for 
specific  rural  electrification  projects  which 
have  been  fully  justified.  The  days  of  carte 
blanche  for  the  REA  would  be  over. 

I  suggest  that  the  Administrator  consider 
carefully  the  effect  of  this  highly  feasible 
alternative  on  the  operations  of  his  agency 
before  he  closes  his  mind  completely  and 
irrevocably  to  the  idea  of  holding  open  hear¬ 
ings  on  generation  and  transmission  loans. 
In  my  judgment,  the  future  course  of  the 
REA  loan  program  rests  in  his  hands  and 
his  alone.  Charged  as  we  are  with  heavy 
responsibilities  in  times  of  domestic  and 
foreign  crises,  we  in  this  Congress  can  act, 
will  act,  and  must  act  on  this  matter  if 
the  Administrator  does  not  take  to  heart  the 
advice  given  to  him  in  this  Chamber. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  made 
mention  earlier  that  the  chief  spokes¬ 
man  for  the  rural  electric  cooperatives, 
in  testimony  at  a  recent  hearing,  agreed 
that  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  funds  could  be  loaned,  through  a  co¬ 
operative,  to  finance  purchase  and  in¬ 
stallation  of  electrical  equipment  for  a 
night  club.  This  is  indeed  very  interest¬ 
ing.  But  I  regret  that  the  Agriculture 
Committee  missed  a  golden  opportunity 
to  carry  this  particular  possibility  to  its 
logical  extreme. 

All  of  us  have  read  in  recent  days  of 
an  investigation  by  a  committee  in  the 
other  House  with  respect  to  so-called 
exotic  dancers  and  B-girls.,  As  we  have 
seen  from  the  accounts  of  these  hear¬ 
ings,  these  girls  operate  in  night  clubs, 
and  the  arts  and  talents  they  display  are 
shocking  to  even  the  more  broadminded 
Members. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if,  as  the  self- 
styled  spokesman  for  the  rural  electric 
systems  has  agreed,  REA  funds  could  be 
used  to  finance  at  least  part  of  the  cost 
of  a  night  club  in  the  country,  if  such 
a  place  were  a  cooperative  member- 
customer,  it  is  not  at  all  unlikely  that 
part  of  this  cost  financed  by  the  REA 
would  cover  the  spotlights  and  other 
lighting  devices  used  to  illuminate  the 
talents  of  exotic  dancers.  If  the  REA 
funds  could  be  used  to  finance  such  ap¬ 
pliances  at  lower  interest  rates  than 
regularly  available,  the  REA  inadvert¬ 
ently  could  become  a  party  to  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  center  of  sin  and  debauchery. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  what  was  in¬ 
tended  for  the  REA?  Or  is  the  spokes¬ 
man  for  the  cooperatives  willing  to  go 
along  with  a  possibility  of  this  sort, 
purely  for  load-building  purposes,  with¬ 
out  any  regard  at  all  for  the  morals  of 
the  rural  communities  his  sort  of  organ¬ 
izations  serve? 

I  don’t  profess  to  be  a  sanctimonious 
puritan,  but  I  would  suggest  that  this  is 
a  far  cry  from  the  proper  use  of  public 
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funds.  I  can  only  ask  whether  it  would 
look  right  for  an  official  of  the  REA  to 
be  testifying  before  the  B-girl  investi¬ 
gating  committee  to  defend  an  REA  loan 
made  to  purchase  equipment  for  a  night 
club. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Van 
Zandt], 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
after  reading  the  committee  report, 
which  accompanied  H.R.  11222  and  lis¬ 
tening  to  several  hours  of  debate  on  the 
measure,  it  is  my  conviction  that  the 
enactment  of  the  bill  would  not  be  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  farmers  of 
Pennsylvania.  Over  the  years  I  have 
been  sincerely  interested  in  farmers  and 
their  problems.  While  Pennsylvania  has 
been  noted  as  being  one  of  the  major 
industrial  States  in  this  great  country, 
it  has  made  a  great  and  equally  im¬ 
portant  contribution  in  the  field  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

Our  farms  have  produced  milk,  live¬ 
stock,  poultry,  fruits,  vegetables,  and 
many  other  farm  commodities.  Our 
consumers  have  been  provided  with 
abundant  food  at  reasonable  costs.  I 
have  always  been  one  who  has  deeply 
appreciated  the  contribution  farmers 
have  made  to  our  society. 

Since  the  very  beginning  of  this  coun¬ 
try  the  backbone  of  this  great  Nation 
has  been  found  in  our  farm  people. 
Many  of  the  founders  of  this  great  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  farmers.  Because  they 
tilled  the  soil  they  had  a  certain  deep 
appreciation  and  sense  of  values  which 
they  expressed  in  the  great  Government 
that  they  established.  They  ha.d  a  sin¬ 
cere  belief  in  the  individual  and  what 
the  individual  meant  and  what  his  con¬ 
tribution  was  to  his  Government.  I 
have  been  very  much  concerned  that 
over  the  years  this  has  been  one  of  the 
things  that  has  been  under  serious  at¬ 
tack;  namely,  the  rights  of  individuals 
and  their  freedom  to  do  as  they  choose. 

If  one  were  to  make  a  study  of  the  his¬ 
tory  of  Pennsylvania  agriculture,  he 
would  find  that  our  farmers  have  been 
self-reliant  and  in  fact  can  probably 
best  be  described  as  rugged  individu¬ 
alists.  Over  the  years  they  have 
strongly  opposed  any  intervention  on 
the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  into 
the  management  of  their  farms.  They 
have  strongly  felt  that  they  could  oper¬ 
ate  their  own  farms  and  make  their  own 
decisions  better  than  any  bureaucrat  in 
the  great  city  of  Washington.  This  has 
been  their  honest  conviction  and  I  ad¬ 
mire  them  for  it.  It  is  a  conviction  that 
I  wholeheartedly  share. 

Most  of  the  farmers  of  Pennsylvania 
have  felt  that  the  Government  could 
make  its  contribution  to  agriculture  by 
providing  them  with  the  best  research 
and  technology  that  w'as  possible.  They 
have  felt  the  need  for  a  balanced,  ex¬ 
panding  agricultural  research  program. 
They  have  one  of  the  outstanding  land- 
grant  universities  in  this  country  in 
Pennsylvania  State  University.  They 
have  strongly  supported  the  use  of  the 
Extension  Service  as  a  means  of  carry¬ 
ing  the  latest  information  and  technol- 
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ogy  to  the  farm  families  of  our  State. 
If  individual  farmers  are  armed  with 
the  best  research  and  technology  possi¬ 
ble  they  should  then  be  free  to  make 
their  own  individual  decisions  as  to  what 
ci-ops  they  want  to  produce  and  how  they 
should  operate  their  farms. 

I  have  shared  this  point  of  view  and 
have  consistently  supported  the  role  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  field  of 
agricultural  research  and  education. 
This  is  a  proper  function  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  in  this  role  they  can 
and  have  pi’ovided  valuable  assistance 
to  Pennsylvania  farmers. 

However,  agriculture  in  Pennsylvania, 
as  in  other  areas  of  the  country,  is  to¬ 
day  caught  in  what  has  been  referred  to 
as  the  cost-price  squeeze.  Farmers 
have  been  plagued  with  continually  ris¬ 
ing  farm  costs.  The  cost  of  tractors, 
the  cost  of  gasoline,  the  cost  of  machin¬ 
ery,  the  cost  of  farm  labor  and  the  cost 
of  other  supplies  have  continued  to  in¬ 
crease.  One  of  the  real  costs  that  has 
continued  to  go  up  is  that  of  taxes,  both 
at  the  local  and  Federal  level. 

One  of  the  things  that  has  been  most 
serious  as  far  as  fanners  are  concerned 
is  the  question  of  inflation  and  its  con¬ 
trol.  Farmers,  just  as  any  other  citi¬ 
zens,  recognize  that  the  continued 
spending  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
excess  of  its  income  only  results  in  more 
inflation.  Inflation  means  that  their 
individual  dollars  have  less  value.  The 
problem  of  inflation  and  the  need  for 
balancing  our  budget  are  ones  that  not 
only  agricultural  people  but  all  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  State  have  a  real  interest  in. 

In  this  connection  the  record  of  the 
Kennedy  administration  and  their  vari¬ 
ous  spending  proposals  leave  little  com¬ 
fort  that  we  will  balance  the  budget  any 
time  soon. 

I  have  a  deep  and  abiding  interest  in 
the  agriculture  of  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  I  have  consistently  supported  the 
philosophy  that  farmers  should  have  the 
best  technology  and  research  assistance 
possible.  I  have  felt  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  provide,  on  occa¬ 
sions,  emergency  assistance  to  farmers 
to  meet  some  of  their  problems  when  dis¬ 
aster  arises.  In  some  cases  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  a  level  that  will  provide  them 
with  disaster  insurance  but  not  encour¬ 
age  additional  production  may  be  a 
proper  role  of  the  Federal  Government. 
However,  this  is  a  far  cry  from  the  situ¬ 
ation  as  we  know  it  today. 

We  have  pending  before  us  at  this 
time  H.R.  11222,  the  so-called  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  This  is  the 
Kennedy  administration’s  proposal  for 
complete  Federal  management  and  Fed¬ 
eral  control  of  American  agriculture.  I 
am  opposed  to  this  approach.  The  spe¬ 
cific  question  is  whether  we  will  continue 
to  have  a  free  agriculture  or  whether  we 
shall  have  an  agriculture  managed  and 
controlled  by  planners  in  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  This  is  the 
issue,  not  only  in  the  field  of  agriculture, 
but  in  other  fields. 

In  the  case  of  agriculture,  the  most 
current  problem  is  found  in  this  bill, 
H.R.  11222.  As  already  jnentioned,  I  have 
studied  this  legislation  very  seriously  and 
have  received  numerous  letters  from 


fanners  in  my  district  and  in  other  parts 
of  the  State  indicating  that  it  would 
completely  destroy  the  many  small  fam¬ 
ily  farms  in  the  State. 

Why  do  I  make  such  a  statement? 
First  of  all,  the  bill  would  set  up  strict 
and  compulsory  limitations  on  the  acre¬ 
age  and  marketing  of  feed  grains  for  the 
first  time  in  our  history.  Every  grower 
of  feed  grains,  without  exception,  would 
be  controlled.  While  some  growers 
might  temporarily  avoid  a  cut  in  acre¬ 
age,  no  grower,  regardless  of  how  small 
he  might  be,  would  be  permitted  to  in¬ 
crease  his  acreage  of  feed  grains  above 
what  he  produced  in  1959-60. 

Feed  grains  which  are  corn,  barley, 
oats,  and  grain  sorghum,  are  the  main 
source  of  feed  to  dairy  cows,  hogs, 
chickens,  turkeys,  and  beef  animals. 
Many  of  the  farms  in  Pennsylvania  pro¬ 
duce  all  of  their  own  feed  grains  for 
their  livestock,  dairy,  and  poultry.  The 
administration’s  bill,  H.R.  11222,  would 
attempt  to  control  and  manage  these 
farms  and  by  limiting  the  amount  of 
feed  grains  that  any  one  farmer  could 
produce  on  this  farm.  This  is  the  height 
of  Government  planning.  This  is  a  di¬ 
rect  step  toward  a  socialized  agriculture. 

While  the  feed  grain  part  of  the  bill 
would  be  disastrous  to  farmers  them¬ 
selves,  it  would  be  equally  disastrous  to 
their  city  cousins.  If  the  production  of 
feed  grains  were  controlled  and  therefore 
the  price  of  feed  grains  increased,  this 
would  have  a  direct  effect  on  the  cost  of 
such  things  as  milk,  pork  chops,  eggs, 
broilers,  and  steaks.  The  price  con¬ 
sumers  pay  for  these  products  is  directly 
related  to  the  cost  of  producing  them. 
The  cost  of  feed  grains  is  an  important 
factor  in  producing  these  commodities. 
A  control  program  would  raise  these 
costs  and  therefore  mean  higher  costs  to 
consumers.  These  higher  food  costs 
would  take  place  at  the  same  time  re¬ 
strictions  on  production  were  cutting  the 
income  of  many  farm  families. 

The  bill  (H.R.  11222)  contains  a  new 
control  scheme  for  wheat  known  as  the 
certificate  plan.  It  is  a  complicated  ad¬ 
ministrative  monstrosity  of  the  first  or¬ 
der.  The  cost  to  the  Government  of 
this  program  would  be  $1  billion  per  year 
on  wheat  exports  alone.  It  would  raise 
food  costs  to  the  domestic  bread  con¬ 
suming  public. 

While  the  feed  grain  and  wheat  part 
of  the  bill  are  control  schemes  of  the 
first  order,  they  are  pikers  compared  to 
the  first-class  boondoggle  in  the  dairy 
section. 

In  recent  weeks  more  newspaper 
headlines  and  national  magazine  space 
has  been  devoted  to  the  case  of  Billie 
Sol  Estes  than  any  one  issue.  Some  of 
the  people  in  the  administration  have 
gone  around  saying  that  this  farm  bill 
should  be  passed  in  order  to  eliminate 
further  possibilities  for  Billie  Sol  Estes 
to  operate.  This  to  me  is  complete  non¬ 
sense  and  completely  erroneous. 

While  Billie  Sol  Estes  was  involved  in 
many  things,  such  as  grain  storage,  fer¬ 
tilizer,  and  cotton  acreage  allotments, 
the  one  apparent  illegal  thing  he  did  was 
to  become  involved  in  the  transfer  of 
cotton  acreage  allotments.  Under  the 
cotton  program,  as  is  true  in  other  con¬ 


trol  programs,  individual  farmers  receive 
acreage  allotments  or  in  effect  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  they  may  produce.  These 
acreage  allotments  are  valuable  because 
they  carry  with  them  the  right  to  pro¬ 
duce  certain  crops.  Farmland  with  an 
acreage  allotment  on  it  is  worth  con¬ 
siderably  more  than  without  one.  In  the 
case  of  cotton  the  market  price  of  an 
acre  of  land  with  an  acreage  allotment  is 
$200  to  $300  per  acre  or  more  than 
without. 

Billie  Sol  "Estes  recognized  this  and 
proceeded  to  establish  a  system  of  ac¬ 
quiring  these  cotton  acreage  allotments. 
Once  he  had  the  allotments  he  could 
produce  cotton — without  them  he  could 
not.  This  is  the  heart  of  the  Billie  Sol 
Estes  case. 

Now  the  administration  comes  along 
and  suggests  through  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  11222  the  solution  to  the  com  and 
feed  grain  program  would  be  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  new  and  elaborate  scheme 
of  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas.  Under  the  so-called  farm  bill 
the  number  of  farm  acreage  allotments 
would  be  approximately  doubled.  At  the 
present  time  approximately  3.3  million 
farm  acreage  allotments  are  issued  each 
year.  If  this  bill,  H.R.  11222,  is  passed 
extending  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  to  corn  and  feed  grains  this  would 
add  approximately  2.8  million  farmers 
who  would  have  bases  and  therefore  be 
eligible  to  have  allotments. 

The  establishment  of  this  new  scheme, 
which  involves  providing  more  Govern¬ 
ment  permits  to  farm,  would  only  invite 
future  activities  similar  to  Billie  Sol 
Estes.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned  the 
administration’s  farm  bill,  H.R.  11222, 
rather  than  eliminate  the  Estes  type 
operation,  would  only  encourage  more 
people  to  get  into  the  illegal  transfer  of 
these  permits.  It  would  provide  the  in¬ 
centive  for  illegal  traffic  in  these  allot¬ 
ments. 

These  are  briefly  a  few  details  of  the 
proposals  in  H.R.  11222.  The  entire  bill 
involves  the  concept  of  so-called  supply- 
management  for  all  of  agriculture. 
Supply-management  in  effect  means 
that  the  Federal  Government  does  the 
planning  and  managing  of  our  Nation’s 
farms.  The  history  of  our  agriculture 
indicates  that  under  our  system  of  free¬ 
dom  of  opportunity  we  have  not  only 
successfully  fed  ourselves  but  fed  the 
world. 

While  the  Russians  are  at  the  moment 
faced  with  serious  agricultural  problems 
because  of  the  failure  of  their  system  of 
complete  government  management  and 
control  to  operate,  why  should  we  fool¬ 
ishly  attempt  to  pattern  our  agriculture 
after  their  failure  ? 

There  has  been  considerable  concern 
over  costs  of  the  farm  program.  I  have 
been  very  much  concerned  about  them. 
Despite  all  the  comments  and  statements 
to  the  contrary,  I  see  no  evidence  that 
costs  would  be  reduced  under  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  bill,  H.R.  11222.  In  fact 
it  looks  to  me  as  though  they  might  even 
be  increased,  if  we  have  the  complete 
control  program  applied  to  the  producers 
of  corn  and  feed  grains. 

The  issue  fundamentally  in  the  field 
of  agriculture  is  the  issue  faced  in  many 
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other  fields.  What  is  going  to  be  the 
role  and  responsibility  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment?  Is  the  Federal  Government  going 
to  take  over  the  control  and  management 
of  our  farms  and  politically  determine 
and  regulate  farm  prices  with  more  and 
more  Federal  bureaucracy?  Or  will  we 
move  in  the  direction  of  reducing  the 
role  of  Government  in  agriculture  and 
letting  the  market  system  itself  deter¬ 
mine  the  value  of  commodities  and  re¬ 
turns  to  farmers.  This  is  the  issue  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned.  The  success  of 
our  agriculture  has  been  due  to  the  fact 
that  our  farmers  as  individuals  have 
been  free  to  make  the  decisions  and 
judgments  necessary  in  order  to  be  suc¬ 
cessful  farmers.  The  incentive  to  make 
either  a  profit  or  loss  is  still  one  of  our 
fundamental  beliefs.  I  am  still  confident 
that  the  individual  farmer  can  make  the 
decisions  necessary  for  the  efficient  op¬ 
eration  of  his  farm  better  than  any 
bureaucrat  sitting  behind  a  desk  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  Washing¬ 
ton. 

This  is  the  issue — whether  agriculture 
will  be  free  or  whether  it  will  move  in  the 
direction  of  complete  domination  and 
eventually  to  socialism.  I  am  opposed 
to  this  approach  as  provided  for  by  H.R. 
11222  and  will  do  everything  possible  to 
see  that  we  continue  to  have  a  free,  pros¬ 
perous,  and  independent  agriculture  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  conclude  by 
reading /the  following  letters  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  administration’s  farm  bill, 
H.R.  11222,  which  were  received  from  the 
Pennsylvania  Farmers  Association,  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and 
the  Pennsylvania  Millers’  and  Feed  Deal¬ 
ers  Association: 

Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Association, 

Camp  Hill,  Pa.,  June  8,  1962. 
Re  H  R.  11222,  S.  3225. 

Hon.  James  E.  Van  Zandt, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  The  farmers  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  are  greatly 
disturbed  about  the  farm  legislation  now 
pending  before  the  House. 

Several  Pennsylvania  farmers,  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  devoted  a  good  farming 
workday,  June  6,  to  contacting  their  neigh¬ 
bors  on  H.R.  11222  and  S.  3225  because  of  the 
serious  effect  these  bills  would  have  on  their 
farm  operations. 

The  results  of  the  June  6  contacts  were  as 
follows:  (1)  300  nonfarmers’  association 

members  contacted,  260  farmers  paid  $15  to 
join  the  PFA  to  help  fight  pending  farm 
control  legislation;  (2)  1,600  PFA  members 
contacted,  1,550  PFA  members  said  they 
would  ask  their  Congressmen  to  oppose  bills 
and  would  explain  how  bills  affect  their 
farm  operations. 

Typical  comments:  “I  raised  an  average  of 
30  acres  of  feed  grains  in  1959-60;  I  have 
50  acres  planted  this  year;  I  feed  all  of  my 
grain  to  my  own  livestock;  this  bill  would 
reduce  my  feed  grain  acreage  by  about  20 
acres;  I  would  be  prohibited  from  raising 
enough  grain  on  my  own  farm  to  feed  my 
own  livestock;  I  could  buy  the  needed  grain 
but  the  high  price  supports  would  make  my 
grain  costs  higher;  price  supports  are  of  no 
value  to  me  because  I  feed  all  of  my  grain;  I 
just  can’t  believe  that  this  is  America;  high 
price  supports  naturally  encourage  produc¬ 
tion — they  will  never  decrease  production; 
I  raised  12  acres  of  feed  grain  in  1959-60 — I 
could  not  raise  any  more  because  my  base  is 
12  acres  under  this  legislation;  the  25  acre 
exemption  does  not  apply  to  me  or  to  my 


neighbors  because  our  base  acreage  is  15 
acres — not  25  acres;  all  I  ask  is  that  I,  as  an 
American,  be  permitted  the  American  priv¬ 
ilege  of  producing  enough  feed  for  my  own 
animals.” 

The  vast  majority  of  the  farmers  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  are  opposed  to  the  farm  legislation 
now  pending  before  the  House.  Consumers 
should  also  be  opposed;  food  costs  will  rise; 
farm  program  costs  for  storage  could  decrease 
but  these  costs  would  be  more  than  offset  by 
payments  to  farmers — the  net  result  will  be 
increased  farm  program  costs  to  all  taxpayers. 

The  above  information  is  for  your  use  and 
serious  consideration.  As  president  of  the 
largest  organization  in  Pennsylvania,  having 
an  active  membership  comprised  of  people 
who  earn  over  50  percent  of  their  income 
from  farming,  I  urge  your  opposition  to  the 
farm  bills  now  before  the  House. 

Sincerely  yours, 

G.  A.  Biggs, 

President. 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  8,  1962. 
The  Honorable  James  E.  Van  Zandt, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Van  Zandt:  You  will 
shortly  be  considering  H.R.  11222  (the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962)  on  the  House 
floor.  It  is  our  considered  judgment  that 
enactment  of  this  bill  would  be  bad  for 
farmers,  consumers,  and  taxpayers.  We 
vigorously  oppose  this  bill  and  urgently  re¬ 
quest  that  you  vote  against  it.  There  are 
many  reasons  for  our  opposition,  the  most 
important  of  which  are: 

1.  Subtitle  A  of  title  IV  would  set  up 
strict  and  compulsory  limitations  on  feed 
grain  acreage  and  marketings  for  the  first 
time.  For  all  practical  purposes  every 
grower  of  feed  grains — without  exception — 
would  be  controlled.  While  some  might 
temporarily  avoid  an  acreage  cut,  no 
grower — regardless  of  how  small  his  opera¬ 
tion  may  be — would  be  permitted  to  in¬ 
crease  his  acreage  of  feed  grains  above  his 
1959-60  average.  Feed  grain  production  is 
closely  tied  to  the  great  livestock  industry 
which  accounts  for  the  bulk  of  our  food 
supply  and  more  than  55  percent  of  gross 
farm  sales. 

2.  The  wheat  section  of  title  IV  would 
establish  a  complicated,  multiple-price  sys¬ 
tem  which  would  prove  to  be  an  adminis¬ 
trative  monstrosity.  This  program  would 
cost  the  Government  more  than  $1  billion 
per  year  on  wheat  exports  alone.  It  would 
also  raise  food  costs  to  the  bread-consuming 
public. 

3.  The  daily  section  of  title  IV  would  be 
a  first-class  boondoggle.  From  the  farmers 
point  of '  view,  however,  the  worst  feature 
of  this  section  is  that  it  would  constitute 
an  opening  wedge  for  a  compulsory  supply 
management  program  on  milk. 

4.  The  entire  bill  would  be  a  giant  step 
toward  strict  supply-management  for  all  of 
agriculture.  It  means  inefficient  production 
and  higher  consumer  prices;  politically  de¬ 
termined  and  regulated  farm  prices;  more 
Federal  bureaucracy;  high  costs  to  taxpay¬ 
ers.  Finally,  it  means  moving  one  of  this 
country’s  basic  industries — agriculture — in  a 
downhill  direction. 

H.R.  11222  is  not  just  "another  farm  bill.” 
It  is  not  temporary  legislation.  It  is  a  puni¬ 
tive  measure  designed  to  regiment  and  con¬ 
trol  the  production  and  distribution  of  food. 
The  number  of  Government-allocated  per¬ 
mits  to  grow  farm  products  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  doubled.  The  acreage  under 
quota  program  would  be  tripled.  Farm  pro¬ 
gram  costs  would  remain  excessively  high 
despite  claims  to  the  contrary. 

Defeat  of  H.R.  11222  will  be  a  step  toward 
lower  farm  program  costs.  For  example, 
costs  will  be  reduced  by  an  automatic  re¬ 
duction  in  corn  supports,  and  expiration  of 
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the  costly  "emergency”  program  now  in  ef¬ 
fect. 

We  respectfully  hope  you  will  support  our 
sincere  opposition  to  this  legislation  by  vot¬ 
ing  against  the  bill.  We  make  this  request 
in  behalf  of  more  than  1,600,000  farm  fami¬ 
lies  in  2,700  counties  in  49  States  and  Puerto 
Rico. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Charles  B.  Shuman, 

President. 

Pennsylvania  Millers’  and 
Feed  Dealers’  Association, 
Ephrata,  Pa.,  June  8,  1962. 
Hie  Honorable  James  E.  Van  Zandt, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Van  Zandt:  Our  organiza¬ 
tion  represents  feed  and  flour  mills  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania — our  1962  directory  lists  over  1,200 
of  these  businesses.  Our  membership  works 
closely  with  farmers  and  therefore,  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  their  continued  existence  and 
prosperity. 

Quite  naturally,  since  most  of  our  farmer 
customers  do  not  want  controls,  we  have  a 
natural  inclination  to  follow  their  reason¬ 
ings,  and  hope  for  an  eventual  free  market. 
At  the  same  time,  we  are  realists,  and  know 
that  a  complete  "all  or  nothing”  farm  pro¬ 
gram  would  create  chaos  if  the  “nothing” 
philosophy  were  adopted  suddenly. 

The  administration  has  adopted  a  policy 
of  strict  controls  in  its  farm  legislation. 

We  ask  that  you  do  all  in  your  power  to 
exempt  the  Northeast  farmer  from  these 
controls.  The  Northeast  has  not  contributed 
to  the  surplus  either  in  wheat  or  feed  grains. 
Why  then,  should  it  be  forced  to  make  re¬ 
ductions?  Our  farms  are  basically  small 
acreages,  and  cannot  survive  economically 
on  reduced  acreages.  And  yet,  with  their 
location  near  primary  markets,  they  do  fill 
a  need.  If  this  farmer  does  not  survive, 
there  can  be  only  one  result — higher  food 
costs  for  the  Northeast  consumer. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  B.  Graybill, 

President. 

(Mr.  VAN  ZANDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
when  amendments  are  offered  to  a  bill 
by  members  of  the  committee  the 
chances  of  success  are  usually  greater 
than  when  they  are  offered  by  others. 
I  have  drafted  five  amendments  to  this 
proposed  legislation  which  I  intend  to 
offer  tomorrow,  unless  they  are  offered 
by  members  of  the  committee.  At  this 
point  in  the  Record  I  shall  spell  them 
out  clearly  and  concisely.  I  believe  they 
have  merit,  I  believe  the  Committee 
should  accept  them,  I  believe  they  are 
sound,  and  should  be  approved.  I  will 
put  in  the  Record  at  this  point  precisely 
what  the  amendments  would  provide 
and  precisely  how  the  language  in  the 
pending  bill  would  be  changed. 

AMENDMENT  TO  PERMIT  PLANTING  OP  FEED 
GRAIN  WHEN  OTHER  CROPS  DESTROYED 

My  first  amendment  would  provide 
that  any  farmer  or  producer  who  could 
not  plant  his  allotted  commodity,  such 
as  cotton,  tobacco,  rice,  peanuts,  and 
wheat,  because  of  adverse  weather  con¬ 
ditions,  or  lost  his  allotted  crop  because 
of  adverse  weather  conditions,  could 
plant  feed  grains  on  the  acreage  devoted 
to  such  allotted  crop.  This  amendmen« 
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would,  in  effect,  give  the  producer  a 
catch  crop,  something  to  fall  back  on  in 
the  event  of  an  unforeseen  disaster. 
This  would  not  cause  a  big  increase  in 
national  production  but  would  be  a  life 
saver  for  individual  fanners  in  distress. 

The  amendment  would  read,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

On  page  40,  between  lines  18  and  19,  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

“Sec.  360(1).  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  subject  to  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe,  an  acreage  equal  to  that  part  of 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  commodity 
which  is  not  utilized  for  the  production  of 
such  commodity  because  of  adverse  weather 
conditions  may  be  devoted  to  the  production 
of  feed  grains  under  the  following  condi¬ 
tions:  (1)  any  acreage  so  devoted  to  feed 
grains  shall  not  be  considered  as  feed  grain 
acreage  for  purposes  of  determining  the 
farm  marketing  excess,  (2)  the  land-use  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  360 (j)  shall  be  inapplicable 
to  a  farm  on  which  any  acreage  is  so  de¬ 
voted  to  feed  grains,  and  (3)  any  acreage  so 
devoted  to  feed  grains  shall  not  be  considered 
as  feed  grain  acreage  in  determining  whether 
the  producer  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  feed  grains  for  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tions  339,  360(3),  379(c)  of  this  Act  and 
sections  105  and  107  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended.” 

BETTER  ALTERNATIVE  IN  EVENT  CONTROLS 
REJECTED  IN  REFERENDUM 

Another  amendment  which  I  propose 
to  offer  would  provide  that  if  quotas  are 
voted  down  by  the  feed  grain  farmers  a 
50  percent  of  parity  support  loan  shall 
be  provided  in  order  to  give  the  producers 
a  less  drastic  alternative  to  mandatory 
controls  in  the  event  farmers  vote  down 
the  control  program. 


Specifically  the  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  following: 

On  page  46,  strike  out  lines  1  and  2  and  all 
before  the  semicolon  on  line  3  and  add  the 
following: 

“(4)  (A)  if  marketing  quotas  for  feed 
grain  are  disapproved  by  producers,  price 
support  for  such  crop  shall  be  at  such  level 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  after  consideration  of  the  fac¬ 
tors  specified  in  section  401(b). 

“(B)  price  support  for  feed  grain  shall  be 
made  available  only  to  cooperators”: 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  PRODUCERS  ON  NEW 
LAND 

The  next  amendment  which  I  propose 
to  offer  would  direct  the  Secretary  to  give 
special  consideration  to  those  people  who 
became  new  growers  on  new  land  during 
1961  and  1962.  In  my  district  alone,  in 
excess  of  150,000  acres  of  new  land  has 
been  put  into  cultivation  and  devoted  to 
feed  grains,  a  nonallotted  crop  during 
1961  and  1962.  By  all  means,  these  peo¬ 
ple  should  be  given  preference  over  new 
growers  who  would  undertake  to  enter 
the  program  in  1963  should  this  bill  be¬ 
come  law  and  mandatory  controls  begin. 

The  amendment  would  be  worded  as 
follows: 

On  page  24,  line  11,  change  the  period  to  a 
colon  and  add  the  following : 

“Provided,  That  in  establishing  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  under  this  subdivision  (C), 
the  Secretary  shall  give  special  consideration 
to  farms  on  which  there  were  acreages  of 
feed  grains  during  1961  and  1962.” 

ADJUSTMENT  FOR  CHOICE  B  COTTON  FARMERS 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  proposed 
amendment  provides  that  the  feed  grain 


allotment  of  cotton  farmers,  who  chose 
the  choice  B  route  during  the  1959-60 
crop  years,  would  not  be  reduced  as  a 
result  of  such  action.  My  amendment 
would  provide  that  the  farmer,  who 
chose  the  choice  B  route  during  these 
years  and  took  his  chance  on  the  price  of 
cotton  or  accepted  the  lower  support 
price,  and  who  would  have  otherwise 
devoted  such  additional  cotton  acreage 
to  the  production  of  feed  grains,  would 
not  be  penalized  by  a  reduction  in  base 
acreage  for  feed  grains  as  a  result  of 
his  election.  He  had  no  way  of  knowing 
that  these  years  would  later  be  used  as  a 
basis  to  establish  a  feed  grain  base  for  a 
mandatory  feed  grain  program. 

The  law  specified  that  the  farmer 
would  get  no  credit  on  his  cotton  history 
as  a  result  of  the  choice  B  program. 
Therefore,  he  should  not  be  penalized  on 
his  feed  grain  history. 

Specifically,  the  amendment  is  as 
follows: 

On  page  25,  line  7,  change  the  semicolon 
to  a  comma  and  add  the  following :  “and  the 
Secretary  shall  make  an  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment  for  the  amount  by  which  the  acreage 
of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  was  reduced  dur¬ 
ing  the  base  period  by  the  production  of  an 
increased  acreage  of  cotton  by  producers 
who  elected  choice  (B)  under  section  102  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended;”. 

With  respect  to  choice  B  cotton  farm¬ 
ers,  I  have  prepared  some  tables  which 
I  should  like  to  submit  at  this  point. 
They  show  for  the  years  1959-60  the 
number  of  farms  and  number  of  acres 
involved  in  the  choice  B  program  in  the 
cotton -producing  States: 


1959 


1900 


State 

Total  num¬ 
ber  of  1959 
allotment 
farms 

Total  num¬ 
ber  of 
choice  (B) 
farms 

Allotment 
acreage 
added  by 
choice  (B) 
elections 

Total  allot¬ 
ment  acreage 
available 
for  all  farms 

Alabama . . . 

119,  760 

3,052 

14, 2GG 

1, 002, 791 

4,  540 

1,085 

31  805 

302  488 

Arkansas _ _ 

62, 187 

4,970 

97,  783 

1  435,300 

California _ _ 

15;  926 

G,  127 

180,  024 

913,  550 

Florida..-  - 

8,706 

149 

274 

37, 948 

Georgia _ _ 

87,016 

1,394 

4,  751 

856,  4-14 

Illinois . . . 

192 

77 

165 

3,298 

Kansas.  . . 

5 

4 

9 

33 

Kentucky . . 

1,224 

310 

1,639 

9, 179 

Louisiana . . 

45,  485 

2,912 

22,  675 

601,  676 

Maryland _ _ 

1 

14 

Mississippi - - 

111,  997 

3,  228 

77,423 

1,649,062 

Missouri-- . .  . 

15,  530 

3,  648 

63,  568 

421, 181 

21 

3 

73 

3  410 

New  Mexico . . 

5,525 

1, 065 

19,  691 

191,  016 

North  Carolina _ 

83, 009 

5,  070 

12,  045 

485,  992 

Oklahoma  .  ---------  „ 

45,  872 

2, 945 

24, 753 

777,  237 

South  Carolina. ..  . . 

76, 996 

5, 167 

20, 630 

715, 916 

Tennessee . . .  . 

62,  084 

5,  552 

26, 103 

581,  356 

Texas _ 

202, 168 

21,  694 

419,  239 

7, 262, 797 

Virginia. . . . . 

6,  412 

786 

914 

18, 815 

United  States . . 

954, 956 

69, 138 

1,  017,  830 

17, 329, 515 

State 

Number  of  farms 

Allotment  acreage 

Total 

allotment 

Total 
choice  (B) 

Added  by 
choice  (B) 
elections 

Total 

available  for 
all  farms 

Alabama. _ _ 

94,  747 

993 

7, 182 

997, 473 

Arizona..  - . . 

4;  381 

2,  258 

85,  223 

405j  640 

Arkansas.. . . 

53,  497 

4,  926 

105,  987 

1,451,200 

California . . . 

14,  747 

8,382 

244,  312 

972, 463 

Florida _ _ 

6,  511 

28 

95 

37,  720 

Georgia . . 

70,  870 

266 

2,  128 

853,  720 

rilinols . . 

448 

58 

255 

3,  397 

Kansas  _ 

4 

1 

3 

27 

Kentucky... . 

1,144 

256 

1,617 

9, 147 

Louisiana _ _ 

32, 697 

852 

10,  218 

586,  291 

1 

15 

Mississippi . . 

77,  655 

1,863 

67,  794 

1,  644,  003 

Missouri  _ 

15,  175 

4,  869 

78,416 

435,  005 

Nevada _ 

23 

6 

196 

3,539 

New  Mexico _ _ 

5,  408 

1,905 

33, 130 

202, 133 

North  Carolina . . 

70,  983 

2, 128 

5,569 

480,  061 

Oklahoma . . . 

42,  795 

2,851 

27,  916 

802,  721 

South  Carolina . . . 

67,  495 

2,292 

10,  536 

710,  091 

Tennessee- . . 

57, 045 

3,862 

22,  298 

572,  763 

Texas.  . . . . 

174,  959 

23,  567 

519,  674 

7,  337,  019 

Virginia _ _ _ 

5,771 

751 

853 

19,004 

United  States . 

796,  356 

62, 114 

1,  223,  402 

17,  524,  932 

PRODUCTION  OF  NONSURPLUS  CROPS  ON  DIVERTED 
ACRES 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  urge  the 
adoption  of  an  amendment  which  would 
permit  the  Secretary  to  specify  other  an¬ 
nual  field  crops  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  named  in  the  bill  as  eligible 
for  production  on  diverted  acreage,  pro¬ 
vided  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  and  would  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 


acreage.  This  amendment  would  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  38,  line  8,  insert  immediately  after 
“malting  barley”  the  following:  “other  an¬ 
nual  field  crops  for  which  price  support  is  not 
made  available.” 

On  page  38,  line  18,  change  the  period  to 
a  comma  and  add  the  following:  “and  no 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage.” 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  earnestly  hope  that 
these  amendments  will  be  approved. 
They  are  sound  and  most  important. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair. 


1962 
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Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  11222)  to  improve  and  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolu¬ 
tion  thereon. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCAD 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Speaker, Non 
rollcall  116  I  am  recorded  as  being 
sent.  I  was  present  and  answered 
my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Record  and  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11  O’CLOCK 
TOMORROW  MORNING 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ELIMINATION  OF  UNCONSTITU¬ 
TIONAL  PRACTICES 

(Mr.  RYAN  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RYAN  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
many  citizens  across  the  Nation  have 
been  engaged  in  fighting  for  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  unconstitutional  practices.  We 
have  seen  courageous  men  and  women 
participate  in  freedom  rides,  sit-ins,  anc 
other  peaceful  and  legal  activities.  Ur/ 
fortunately,  some  law  enforcement  of¬ 
ficials,  with  the  consent  of  the  locaLgov- 
ernments,  have  arrested  individuals  for 
daring  to  uphold  the  Constitution. 
Charges  of  “trespass,”  “breach  of  the 
peace,”  and  recently  “criminal  anarchy” 
have  been  brought  againsk  Americans 
fighting  for  equal  rights.  Although 
recently  the  Supreme  Coifrt  has  reversed 
convictions  in  cases  of/this  nature,  the 
stigma  of  arrest  still  Remains.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  because  of  the  expense  involved, 
not  every  case  cjm  be  carried  to  the 
Supreme  Court. 

We  all  know/that  a  record  of  arrest 
or  conviction/  can  have  grave  conse¬ 
quences.  Irimay  be  difficult  for  a  person 
with  sucly'a  record  to  obtain  employ¬ 
ment.  I y  a  person  is  employed  at  the 
time  of/arrest,  he  may  lose  his  job.  Cer¬ 
tain  licenses  may  be  difficult  or  impos¬ 
sible/to  obtain  and  other  privileges  may 
no/be  available. 


It  is  shocking  that  in  1962  racial  dis¬ 
crimination  still  exists  to  the  extent  that 
dedicated  citizens  find  it  necessary  to 
fight  actively  for  the  removal  of  racial 
barriers.  These  citizens  deserve  our 
highest  commendation  for  their  commit¬ 
ment  to  the  Constitution.  It  would  be  a 
national  disgrace  for  individuals  lawfully 
engaged  in  upholding  the  Constitution 
to  be  penalized.  To  protect  these  indi¬ 
viduals  today  I  have  introduced  a  bill 
which  provides: 

No  person  shall  be  denied  any  license, 
right,  benefit,  or  privilege  under  any  law  of 
the  United  States,  or  incur  any  other  dis¬ 
ability  or  disqualification  under  any  such 
law,  or  be  denied  the  right  of  employment  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  or 
the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
or,  if  so  employed,  be  subject  to  dismissal, 
solely  because  of  his  participation  in  any 
peaceful  demonstration  or  other  peaceful 
activity,  the  object  of  which  is  to  achieve 
equal  rights  for  all  persons  regardless  of 
^race,  creed,  color  or  national  origin,  or  to 
resist  discriminatory  treatment  in  any  public 
facility  or  place  of  public  accommodation. 

i;r.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join ''with  me  in  support  of  this  measure, 
and  Thope  that  it  will  receive  favorable^ 
consideration  by  the  Congress  as  sooj 
as  possible. 


STRIKE  AQAINST  TRANS  W{ 
jINES 


tLD 


(Mr.  HULL  aiked  and  was/given  per¬ 
mission  to  address,  the  House  for  I  min¬ 
ute  and  to  reviseNgnd  e/tend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HULL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  strike 
against  Trans  World 'Airlines  by  the 
flight  engineers  must  certainly  be  viewed 
as  a  most  serious  thread  against  the 
economy  of  this./ountry.  Additionally, 
it  poses  a  most/serious  question  regard¬ 
ing  labor  negotiations  in  vital  industries. 

Trans  World  Airlines  is  the  only 
Ameriean-flag  carrier  in  Greece, NEgypt, 
and  in  Madrid,  Spain.  A  strike  against 
TWA  will  eliminate  the  American-^ag 
carrier  from  these  areas. 

The  administration  is  vitally  con 
cevned  with  obtaining  a  favorable  bal 
ice  of  international  exchange.  Every 
iffort  must  be  made  to  stop  the  outward 
flow  of  gold  from  this  country.  Inas¬ 
much  as  this  is  the  peak  season  of  in¬ 
ternational  travel,  a  strike  against  TWA 
by  the  flight  engineers  would  force  a 
large  number  of  passengers  to  utilize 
foreign  airlines  which  would  further 
stimulate  an  unfavorable  balance  of 
trade  and  a  further  loss  of  our  gold  re¬ 
serve. 

International  military  travel  reaches 
one  of  its  peaks  during  the  summer 
months  when  many  soldiers  and  their 
dependents  are  being  returned  to  their 
homes.  A  strike  against  TWA  by  the 
flight  engineers  would  interfere  to  a  sub¬ 
stantial  degree  in  the  orderly  movement 
of  this  traffic. 

International  airmail  would  have  to  be 
partially  diverted  to  foreign  airlines  and 
the  Government  would  be  forced  to  pay 
a  rate  for  the  carriage  of  this  mail  of 
almost  four  times  the  amount  paid  to 
TWA. 

On  the  domestic  scene,  a  strike  against 
TWA  by  the  flight  engineers  would  work 
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a  hardship  on  our  business  community 
which  is  attempting  at  this  time  to  con/ 
tinue  to  expand  its  economic  growth. 
Disruption  of  business  travel  will  tenjJto 
upset  the  present  momentum  iiy'  our 
economy. 

Almost  one-third  of  TWA’s  20*000  em¬ 
ployees  live  and  work  in  Kansas  City, 
Mo.  A  strike  against  TWA  the  flight 
engineers  would  have  particularly  cata¬ 
strophic  results  in  this  cit/  where  TWA 
is  one  of  the  largest  private  employers. 
The  economic  hardship  of  a  work  stop¬ 
page  would  also  be  Mt  in  the  54  com¬ 
munities  within  thjs  country  that  TWA 
serves. 

In  addition,  w/  cannot  forget  the  loss 
of  tax  revenues  that  a  strike  against 
TWA  by  the  flight  engineers  would  have 
on  the  Federal  Government  as  well  as 
on  many  of  the  State  governments  and 
on  the  local  communities. 

The  issues  upon  which  the  flight  en¬ 
gineers  are  striking  have  been  considered 
by  two  commissions  and  by  one  media¬ 
tion  board.  The  recommendations  of 
these  three  groups  have  been  adopted  by 
/TWA  and  rejected  by  the  flight  engi¬ 
neers.  It  is  inconceivable  that  the  find¬ 
ings  of  these  boards  and  of  the  mediation 
board  should  be  flaunted  in  the  face  of 
the  American  public.  I  urge  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  flight  engineers  to  call  off 
their  strike  against  TWA  and  to  sub¬ 
mit  their  grievances  to  arbitration  as 
suggested  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and 
suggested  again  by  the  President. 

PENNSYLVANIA  FARMERS’  ASSOCI¬ 
ATION  ON  THE  KENNEDY  FARM 
BILL 

(Mr.  FENTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  FENTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  members 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Associa¬ 
tion  in  denouncing  the  Kennedy  ad¬ 
ministration’s  farm  proposals  have 
stated,  “I  just  can’t  believe  that  this  is 
America.” 

The  Kennedy  farm  plan  will  be  exces¬ 
sive  in  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  will  raise 
feed  costs,  and  deprive  American  agricul¬ 
ture  of  freedoms  which  have  existed 
sin/e  the  first  plows  turned  the  sod  of 
NewsEngland  in  Pilgrim  days. 

Thd\  Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Associa¬ 
tion  members  are  greatly  disturbed  by 
the  Kennedy  bill,  and  rightly  so. 

The  plan  will  necessitate  a  horde  of 
new  bureaucrats  to  police  the  many  reg¬ 
ulations  it  /incorporates.  The  more 
quotas,  the  more  people  involved  in  mak¬ 
ing  the  life-or-aeath  economic  decisions 
on  farming,  the  higher  the  stakes  become 
and  the  greater  the  temptation  for  in¬ 
fluence  peddling.  \ 

This  program  is  a  budget  buster.  The 
feed  grain  section  would  raise  costs  of 
corn,  barley,  oats,  and  grain  sorghum. 
Higher  grain  costs  would  ajso  be  reflect¬ 
ed  in  production  of  dairy  Nitems,  hogs, 
chickens,  turkey,  and  beef,  Vnd  conse¬ 
quently,  in  higher  costs  at  the  market. 
In  addition,  taxpayers  would  pay  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions — $775  million  in\J961 — 
in  subsidies  for  feed  grains.  \ 

The  Kennedy  program  also  is  a  bread 
tax.  The  wheat  plan  would  provide  ope 
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ice  for  wheat  used  for  livestock  feed, 
ther  for  wheat  used  for  flour.  Proc- 
would  pay  higher  taxes  to  finance 
the  extra  flour  wheat  subsidy.  Who  gets 
the  tax\which  is  passed  on?  The  con¬ 
sumer.  So,  up  goes  the  price  of  bread. 

This  plan  is  also  a  dairy  purge.  Dairy 
supports  would  be  rigid,  discriminate 
against  the  family-sized  farms,  big  fac¬ 
tory-type  establishments  would  result, 
and  milk  would  be  under  the  control  of 
a  few  producers — and  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  the  Pennsylvania 
farmers  ask  is  “that  they  as  Americans 
be  permitted  the  American  privilege  of 
producing  enough  feed  for  our  own 
animals.’’ 

I  have  been  advised  by  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Farmers’  Association,  which  is 
comprised  of  people  who  earn  50  percent 
or  more  of  their  income  from  farming, 
that  “many  of  the  farmers  raised  12 
acres  of  feed  grain  in  1959-60,  and  they 
could  not  raise  any  more  because  their 
base  is  12  acres  under  this  legislation. 
The  25 -acre  exemption  would  not  apply 
to  them  because  their  base  acreage  is  12 
acres — not  25  acres.” 

Do  you  realize,  my  colleagues,  these 
farmers  would  be  prohibited  from  rais¬ 
ing  enough  grain  on  their  own  farms  to 
feed  their  own  livestock? 

Members  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Farmers’  Association  have  also  pointed 
out  to  me,  “consumers  should  also  be 
opposed  to  this  legislation,  for  food  costs 
would  rise.  Farm  program  costs  for 
storage  could  decrease  but  these  costs 
would  be  more  than  offset  by  payments 
to  farms.  The  net  result  would  be  in¬ 
creased  farm  program  costs  to  all 
taxpayers.” 

JET  AIRPORTS  AND  THE  NOISE 
PROBLEM 

(Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  at  this  point.) 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
give  a  brief  report  to  the  Congress  on 
aircraft  noise  and  at  the  same  time 
sound  a  warning. 

The  increasing  annoyance  caused  by 
noisy  airplanes  around  our  Nation’s  air . 
ports  is  largely  a  product  of  the  increa^ 
ing  use  of  jet  engines  in  our  commei/ial 
and  military  planes. 

For  several  years  now,  Membery6f  the 
House  and  many  others  have  been  acute¬ 
ly  aware  of  the  irritations  generated  by 
the  roaring  and  whining  of  tfiese  power¬ 
ful  new  engines. 

We  are  told  that  this  annoyance  and 
irritation  is  the  price  we  must  pay  for 
technological  progress  in  the  jet  age.  To 
an  extent,  and  we  (\d  not  yet  know  to 
what  extent,  I  thirjit  that  statement  ,is 
true.  There  is  96  question  but  that 
engines  make  nojfee.  It  is  also  true  that 
as  engines  becotue  more  powerful,  they 
make  more  nmse.  And  more  powerful 
engines  are/being  designed,  manufac- 
Sperated  every  day. 

_  Sople  may  have  the  impression 
6ne  is  doing  anything  about  this 
l  of  aircraft  noise.  Nothing  could 
ler  from  the  truth.  The  aircraft 
stry  has  invested  over  $50  million  in 
Sent  years  to  develop  noise  suppressors 
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for  jet  engines  to  reduce  the  level  of 
noise  coming  from  the  engine  itself. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  has 
worked  out  with  airport  operators,  car¬ 
riers,  and  pilots  various  noise  abatement 
procedures,  such  as  the  use  of  preferen¬ 
tial  runways,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to 
have  airplanes  land  and  take  off  either 
over  water  or  over  sparsely  populated 
age  as  in  the  airport  neighborhood. 

The  Air  Transport  Association,  Aero¬ 
space  Industries  Association,  and  the  Air 
Line  Pilots  Association  have  created  an 
organization  knows  as  the  National  Air¬ 
craft  Noise  Abatement  Council,  NANAC, 
as  this  organization  is  nicknamed,  serves 
as  a  clearinghouse  for  information  and 
participates  in  education  programs  at 
airports  all  over  the  country.  It  has  as¬ 
sisted  in  the  creation  of  several  local 
noise  abatement  groups  and  is  in  con¬ 
stant  communication  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Agency  officials  who  are  work¬ 
ing  on  this  problem. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  and  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Agency 
'have  both  entered  into  contracts  with 
firms  of  acoustical  experts  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  how  noise  level 
may  ,  be  measured  and  how  a  scientific 
understanding  of  noise  levels  can  mean¬ 
ingfully  be  applied  to  the  larger  ppOblem 
of  the  ill  effects  of  noise  on  people 

In  addition,  professional  /Societies, 
such  as  thevAmerican  Acoustical  Asso¬ 
ciation  and  the  Society  of/Automotive 
Engineers,  haveheen  working,  as  individ¬ 
uals  and  through  cominittees,  in  the 
highly  technical  field  .of  acoustics  and 
acoustical  measurement  in  the  hope  of 
arriving  at  standardswhich  can  be  used 
in  tackling  the  many  complex  and  diffi¬ 
cult  questions  raised  bj\  aircraft  noise. 

On  August  22r,  1961,  th^House  agreed 
to  House  Resjzflution  420,  introduced  by 
our  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
York  [Mr/ Delaney],  You  wfil  recall 
that  Hou<ie  Resolution  420  directed  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Comrperce,  of  which  I  have  the  honor 
to  bii  chairman,  “acting  as  a  whole  \pr 
by/subcommittee,  to  conduct  a  full  ii 
yefetigation  and  study  of  the  problems' 
involved  in,  and  measures  to  minimize 
or  eliminate,  aircraft  noise  nuisances  and 
hazards  to  persons  and  property  on  the 
ground.”  The  resolution  then  directed 
the  committee  to  pursue  seven  specific 
areas  of  inquiry  which  pretty  well  cover 
the  field. 

Following  the  passage  of  House  Reso¬ 
lution  420, 1  directed  the  staff  of  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Subcommittee  on  Regulatory  Agen¬ 
cies  to  undertake  the  organization  and 
coordination  of  the  work  to  be  done  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  resolution. 

A  situation  that  has  come  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  that  subcommittee  is  one  very 
close  at  hand  and  one  of  enormous  con¬ 
cern  to  all  of  us.  It  involves  the  Dulles 
International  Airport  just  a  few  miles 
from  here  in  Chantilly,  Va.  That  air¬ 
port  is  being  constructed  and  will  be 
operated  by  the  Federal  Government 
through  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency.  As 
you  know,  it  has  not  yet  opened;  its 
opening  is  scheduled  for  October  1,  1962. 

The  Dulles  Airport  is  located  on  the 
boundary  of  two  Virginia  counties.  The 
surrounding  area  has  until  now  been  de¬ 


voted  almost  entirely  to  farming  and 
dairying.  The  airport,  which  will  se 
Washington  and  provide  our  Natiofi’s 
Capital  with  jet  transportation  to/and 
from  destinations  all  over  the  worja,  will 
unquestionably  in  some  measur/change 
the  face  and  ways  of  living  of  tfiat  peace¬ 
ful  countryside. 

It  will  undoubtedly  attract  industry, 
and  that  means  that  it  ywill  attract  a 
great  many  people.  Many  of  these  peo¬ 
ple  have  never  lived  rytav  a  jet  airport. 
Many  of  these  people  cannot  possibly 
imagine  the  annoyance  that  proximity 
to  a  jet  airport  ca/bring. 

I  am  advised  there  are  proposals  pend¬ 
ing  before  ther  planning  commissions 
and  zoning  authorities  of  the  counties  of 
Fairfax  and/  Loudoun  to  rezone  wide 
areas  sunyunding  the  airport  for  indus¬ 
trial  any  smaller-unit  residential  uses. 

It  s cains  to  me  the  county  officials  be¬ 
fore  /hich  these  rezoning  applications 
are  bending  have  a  tremendous  respon¬ 
sibility  and  face  a  staggering  challenge. 

learly,  the  revenues  for  their  respec¬ 
tive  counties  from  increased  population 
and  the  introduction  of  industry  can  be 
expected  to  increase  dramatically.  We 
may  anticipate  that  the  airport  will  be 
of  great  economic  benefit  to  the  sur¬ 
rounding  countryside. 

But  as  what  I  have  said  earlier  may 
suggest,  this  economic  growth  may  not 
be  an  unmixed  blessing,  for  with  all 
changes  of  the  magnitude  of  those  we 
can  expect  to  come  in  the  wake  of  the 
opening  of  the  new  airport,  new  prob¬ 
lems  emerge.  Everyone  concerned 
should  use  his  best  efforts  to  anticipate 
as  many  of  these  new  problems  as  pos¬ 
sible.  One  problem  which  we  can  con¬ 
fidently  predict  will  arise  if  too  close  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  airport  is  permitted 
is  that  of  noise  annoyance  from  the  jet 
aircraft. 

The  Dulles  International  Airport  was 
located  as  far  from  Washington  as  it 
was,  among  other  reasons,  because  of  the 
fear  of  encountering  the  kinds  of  noise 
problems  that  have  so  plagued  the  neigh¬ 
bors  of  New  York  International  and 
kmany  other  thickly  settled  airport  areas 
across  the  country. 

Jnder  our  constitutional  system,  land 
planning  is  entrusted  to  local  offi- 
cials.\The  authority  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernmefit  over  Dulles  International  Air¬ 
port  stops  at  the  airport  border.  I  think 
you  can  see  now  what  I  mean  when  I 
speak  of  tnb  immensity  of  the  challenge 
and  responsibility  facing  the  planning 
officials  of  these  two  Virginia  counties. 
They  will  confrdnt  many  local  pressures. 
There  should  be  aNvaming  sign,  and  cau¬ 
tion  should  be  exercised  at  this  time  in 
the  consideration  of ^applications  to  re- 
zone  the  real  estate  iirihe  neighborhood 
of  Dulles.  They  should\give  most  care¬ 
ful  attention  to  avoiding,  the  problem 
of  aircraft  noise  and  its  effect  on  pro¬ 
spective  airport  neighbors. 

As  I  suggested  earlier,  it  is  difficult  to 
imagine  the  extent  of  the  irritathm  from 
noise  until  the  planes  have  actual 
gun  to  fly  in  and  out  of  the  aii'port. 
Nothing  should  be  done  at  this  time 
will  occasion  regret  and  misery  on 
part  of  the  Dulles  airport’s  future  neigh^ 
bors. 
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ged  support  for  the  administration' s  sugar  bill, 
ior  to  the  sugar  bill  passed  bV  the  House,  and  inserted 
s  testimony  before  the  S.  Financ/^Committee  in  support 
of  the  administration1  s  bill.  pp.  10285-7 


1.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Long,  La., 
stated  that  it  was  sup 
Under  Secretary  Murp 


2.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FpftESTRY  COMMITTEE  voted  to  report  (but  did  ndt  actually  report) 
the  following  hills:  S.  J.  Res.  201  (with  amendment),  to  extend  the  time  by 
which  a  lease /transferring  a  tobacco  acreage  allotment  may  be  filed;  S.  2859, 
to  increase  /he  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance  ma/be  offered 
each  yearj/S.  3120,  to  grant  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  additional  authority 
to  permi/the  interstate  movement  of  certain  diseased  livestock  and  poultry; 

S.  212l/to  authorize  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  Federal  agricultural 
servi/s  to  Guam;  and  S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrichment\and 
sanitary  packaging  of  rice  for  distribution  in  certain  Federal  programs. 

P./1493 

IINATI0NS.  Received  the  nomination  of  John  A.  Baker  to  be  a  member  of  the 
CCC  Board  of  Directors,  p.  10358 


4.  COMMUNIST  AGRICULTURE.  Sen.  Hruska  reviewed  failures  of  agricultural  progr* 

in  Communist  China,  stated  that  ’‘Experience  in  Communist  China,  as  well  as/In  1 
Russia,  proves  conclusively  that  governments  cannot  farm,”  and  inserted/an 
article,  "The  Famine-Makers  -  a  Report  on  Why  China  is  Starving."  pjp<i0328-33 

5.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sens.  Humphrey  and  Proxmire  debated  the  merits  of  providing  foreign 

aid  to  Communist  countries,  with  Sen.  Proxmire  favoring  legislation  to  restrict 
such  aid,  and  Sen.  Humphrey  urging  that  the  President  be  given  wide  discretion 
in  the  administration  of  the  foreign  aid  program,  pp.  10300-24 

Sen.  Goldwater  criticized  the  "so-called  Rostow  paper  on  American  strategy" 
in  foreign  affairs  and  inserted  two  articles  on  the'matter.  pp.  10276-80 


6.  COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  110 to  provide  for  the  establish? 

ment  of  a  commercial  communications  satellite  system,  pp.  10338-42,  10347-49, 
10351-56 

7.  RECLAMATION.  The  subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Interior  and 

Insular  Affairs  Committee  appro wn  for  ^fu  11  committee  consideration  S.  114,  to 
authorize  construction  of  the  Waurika  reclamation  project,  Okla. ;  S.  405,  to 
authorize  construction  of  the  Mann  Creek  reclamation  project,  Idaho  (with 
amendment);  and  S.  3162,  .approving  an  amendatory  repayment  contract  negotiate^ 
with  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District,  pp.  D494 


8.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES^  Both  Houses  received  from  Treasur^^a  report  on  foreign 

currencies  in  ptfe  custody  of  the  U.  S.,  as  of  Dec.  31/^61.  pp.  10269,  10437 

INTEREST  R^tfES.  Sen.  Long,  La.,  criticized  the  continued  risd\in  interest  rates 
and  urged  inquiry  into  the  present  situation  regarding  rates,  p,  10336 

10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Smathers  announced  that  it  was  the  intent Ian  of  the 
Leadership  to  lay  aside  the  pending  business  on  June  21  and  consider  bl^ls  for 
the  disposition  of  certain  materials  from  the  national  stockpile  and  to  extend 
the  Defense  Production  Act.  pp.  10349-51 

HOUSE 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM. 
Act  of  1962. 


Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11222,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agricult/"  •». 
pp.  10366-422  V 


Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  McSween  to  limit  the  Secretary’s  authority  to  enter  into  land-use 
adjustment  agreements  to  lands  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops,  in¬ 
cluding  lands  covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  under  the  Soil  Bank  Act. 
pp.  10402-3 

By  Rep.  Gathings  to  provide  that  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  exceed  five  years,  pp.  10404-5 

By  Rep.  Bass,  Tenn. ,  197  to  9,  to  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  building  in¬ 
dustrial  parks  or  establishing  private  industrial  or  commercial  enterprises, 
and  deleting  from  the  bill  the  provision  directing  the  Secretary  to  develop  a 
program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization  for  lands  which  are  submargi¬ 
nal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultivation,  pp.  10405-6 

By  Rep.  McSween  to  delete  the  provisions  amending  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act  which  would  have  increased  the  flood  prevention  capa¬ 
city  limitation  from  5,000  acre-feet  to  12,500  acre-feet,  authorized  the 
Secretary  to  assist  local  organizations  in  developing  water  supply  for  future 
use  in  watershed  projects,  clarified  the  Government’s  authority  to  provide 
engineering  services  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  on  a  reimbursable 
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basis,  and  restated  the  application  of  the  act  to  the  11  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  p,  10406 

By  Rep.  Smith,  Miss.,  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  shall  undertake  joint 
planning  with  other  Federal  agencies  in  preparing  watershed  plans  which  will 
significantly  affect  water  resources  development  activities  in  areas  downstream 
from  the  watershed,  p.  10407 

By  Rep.  Reuss  to  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  entering  into  agreements  on 
farms  in  N.  Dak.,  S.  Dak.,  or  Minn. ,  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assist¬ 
ance  for  wetland  drainage  if  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wildlife  preser¬ 
vation  will  be  materially  harmed,  pp.  10407-8 

By  Rep.  Cooley  to  provide  that  no  land-use  adjustment  agreement  shall  be 
made  covering  land  on  which  the  ownership  has  changed  in  the  two-year  period 
preceding  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period  unless  the  new  ownership  was 
acquired  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the  previous  owner,  the  land  becomes  a 
part  of, an  existing  farm  or  ranch,  or  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land  as 
a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  determines  will  effectuate 
the  purpose  of  the  program,  pp.  10409-10 

By  Rep.  May  declaring  it  to  be  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  President 
should  take  immediate  steps  to  make  ’surplus  agricultural  commodities  available 
to  those  Chinese  refugees  who  have  fled  to  Hong  Kong.  p.  10410 

By  Rep.  Mclntire,  127  to  84,  to  delete  title  III  from  the  bill  which  would 
have  exempted  potatoes  for  dehydrating  from  the  authority  for  the  issuance  of 
marketing  orders,  pp.  10411-2 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Findley,  106  to  142,  to  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  providing 
assistance  to  any  farm  or  ranch  for  the  development  of  recreation  resources 
unless  they  will  be  available  on  a  nonsegregated  basis  and  the  owners  and 
operate  rs  agree  to  maintain  and  operate  such  facilities  on  a  nonsegregated 
basis,  pp.  10403-4 

By  Rep.  Findley  to  provide  that  the  public  recreation  facilities  developed 
under  the  land-use  adjustment  program  shall  be  nonsegregated.  pp,  10406-7 

By  Rep.  Derwinski  to  provide  that  foreign  currencies  may  be  used  for  farm 
improvement  loans  to  individuals  in  Communist  countries  where  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  are  sold.  pp.  10410-1 

Rejected  a  motion  by  Rep.  Gross  to  strike  out  the  enacting  clause,  p.  10401 

h..  FOREIGN  TRADE.  As  reported  (See  Digest  95),  H.  R.  11970,  the  proposed  Trade  ^ 
Expansion  Act  of  1962,  includes  provisions  as  follows: 

Extends  the  authority  of  the  President  to  enter  into  foreign  trade^argree- 
mentefrQm  July  1,  1962,  through  June  30,  1967. 

ProvideA^he  President  with  basic  authority  to  reduce  duties  by  50  percent 
of  the  July  1^1962,  level  and  to  increase  duties  to  50^rcent  over  the  July 
1,  1934,  level. 

Authorizes  the  President  to  reduce  by  more  than  50  percent  duties  on  arti¬ 
cles  within  categories  wheh^e  has  determipjerfthat  the  U.  S.  and  the  countries 
composing  the  European  Economic-Community together  account  for  80  percent  or 
more  of  the  free  world  trade  in  s^hCcategories  of  articles  in  a  representative 
period. 

Authorizes  the  Presideptr^in  an  agreemertt^with  the  EEC,  to  reduce  by  more 
than  50  percent  duti^^on  articles  referred  toinAgricultural  Handbook  No. 

143,  as  issued  ip-Sept.  1959,  whenever  the  President^determines  that  such  an 
agreement  wiJrT'tend  to  assure  the  maintenance  or  expansion  of  U.  S.  exports  of 
like  articles. 

Authorizes  the  President  to  reduce  by  more  than  50  percent  dPt^es  on  tropi- 
^vCal  agricultural  or  forestry  commodities  whenever  he  determines  that^4i^e 
^  commodities  are  not  produced  in  significant  quantities  in  the  U.S.,  provided 
EEC  had  made  certain  commitments  on  duties  and  restrictions  on  the  importation 
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n  general, 
ges,  except 


'of  such  commodities.  , 

\  Provides  that  the  President  may  redu-ce  duties  by  more  than  50  percent  whe 

the  rate  was  5  percent  ad  valorem  or  less  on  July  1,  1962. 

Requires  the  President,  in  certain  circumstances,  to  reserve  rom  T&& 
tions  any  article  with  respect  to  which  the  Tariff  Commission  _oun  t  at/  m 
ports  of  such  article  were  seriously  injuring  or  threatening  such  injury  to  e 
domestic  industry  concerned.  Retains  present  provisions  of  law  goveri /  ng  t  e 
authority  Vf  the  President  to  take  action  to  adjust  the  level  of  imDorts  w  en 
he  finds  thhy  threaten  to  impair  the  national  security.  Requires, 
that  tariff  reductions  would  be  made  in  no  less  than  five  annual 
in  the  case  of  the  tropical  commodity  authority.  > 

Requires  the  President  to  furnish  the  Tariff  Commission  wit/  a  list  o  a  ^ 
cles  which  he  contemplates  negotiating  upon,  and  the  Ccmmi»si/n  to  advise  m 
as  to  the  economic  effect  of  any  proposed  trade  agreement  action.  Requ  res 
hearings  by ‘the  Tariff  Commission  or  any  committee  established  by  the  Pres  n 
for  interested  persons,  to  present  their  views  on  agreement 

actions.  \  .  . 

Requires  the  President  to  appoint  a  Special  Representative  for  Trade  egot  a 
tions  who  would  be  chief  U*  S.  representative  on  trad/  negotiations.  Requ  res^ 
the  President  to  establish  Cabinet -level  interagency  trade  organization  to  ^ 
advise  him  on  trade  agreement  matters.  / 

Provides  that  any  firm,  group  of  workers,  or  i/dustry  seeking  tariff  a  just 
ment  may  petition  the  Tariff  Commission  and  thay'the  Commission  shall  make  an 
investigation  and  report  the  results  to  the  Pr/sident.  After  receiving  a  re¬ 
port  containing  affirmative  findings  the  President  is  authorized  to  raise  the 
tariff  or  impose  quotas,  or  both,  id  cases  /?here  the  President  does  not  ta  e 
the  action  found  by  the  Tariff  Coramishion  to  be  necessary,  the  Congress  may  re 
quire  such  action  be  taken  by  adoption  /y/each  House  of  a  resolution  approving 
the  action  found  by  the  Commission  to  be/necessary. 


13.  PATENTS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  v^ithout  amendment  H.  R.  10966,  to  fix 
the  fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Offic/  (H.  Refct.  1850).  p.  10438 


PURCHASING.  Received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  a^dit  of  the  general  supply  fund, 
GSA,  for  fiscal  year  1961.  p.  10438 

"Mei 


REPORTS.  The"Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Government  Operations  Committee 
in  executive  session  end  adopted. .. reports  entitled. Commingling  of  United 
States  and  Communist  Forei^/Aid' ;  and  ’Availability  of  Information  From  Federa 


Departments  and  Agencies  {/eiephone  Monitoring,  Second  Review). 


i  »i 
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16.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo./  criticized  the  administration’s  tVa.de  policies  and  in¬ 
serted  a  statement  of  J^ep.  Findley  criticizing  the  sugar  bit^.  p.  10429 


17. 


TEXTILES.  Rep.  Jon a/s  criticized  the  Tariff  Commission  for  delAy  in  a  decision 
on  textiles  and  saia,  "Further  delay  by  the  Commission  in  announcing  its 
decision  simply  c/rapounds  the  injury  and  damage  being  done  to  the\domestic 


textile  industry;"  pp.  10429-30 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


18. 


CONSERVATION^  WILDLIFE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf  urging  enactment  o 
his  propo/ed  bill  which  would  preclude  destruction  of  fish,  wildlife,  and\e- 
creat ion/ values  by  construction  of  Federal-aid  highways,  pp.  A4628-9 


19. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Reps.  Bray,  Harvey,  Dorn,  and  Pirnie  in¬ 
serting  articles  opposing  ;the  proposed  farm  bill,  pp.  A4634,  A  4636,  A4660, 
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ions,  Donald  E.,  05312612. 

Zinjiftle,  Joseph  A.,  05202617. 

ybe  captains,  Medical  Corps 
Gaskill,  H^told  V.,  Jr„  0973970. 

Hammond,  chafes,  05501283. 

Jiamachello,  Nicholas,  05208322. 

Keuls,  Hans  A.,  O520Q647. 

Littell,  Delvin  E„  022954939. 

Mahoney,  William  D„  02295417. 

Major,  John  E.,  04012792. 

Moore,  Marcus  M„  02295623. 

Pruitt,  Basil  A„  Jr.,  05003936. 

Robinson,  Henry  A.,  Jr.,  04071080. 
Schwartz,  Marvin  N.,  02297978. 

To  be  captain.  Medical  Service  Corps 
MacEntee,  John  L.,  Jr.,  01891294. 

To  be  first  lieutenant,  Army  Nurse  Corps 

Heitsman,  Lois  J.,  N5200300. 

« 

To  be  first  lieutenant,  Dental  Corps 
Clancy,  James  M.,  05004803. 

To  be  first  lieutenants.  Judge  Advocate 
General’s  Corps 
Mowry,  Richard  E.,  02304749. 

Tips,  Robert  H.,  02303657. 

To  be  first  lieutenants,  Medical  Corps 
Arthur,  James  D.,  02300764. 

Becker,  Arthur  A.,  02305104. 

Bolick,  Larry  E.,  05703680. 

Cohen,  Richard  J.,  05004579. 

Gates,  Francis  K.,  Jr.,  05209939. 

Harrell,  Jerry  D.,  Jr.,  05203257. 

Hurwitz,  Richard  A.,  04065176. 

Miller,  Donald  F.,  05004198. 

Monzingo,  George  F.,  023031 
O’Rourke,  George  W.,  02360846. 

Rainville,  Thomas  J.,  02305040. 

Shown,  Thomas  E.,  QK05169. 

To  be  first  lieuteiuyftt.  Medical  Service  Corps 
Grodt,  Robejf'G.,  05703448. 

To  be  fir sublieutenants,  Veterinary  Corps 
DelFay^ro,  John  E.,  02300662. 

Pa^rfs,  Steven  P.,  04069732. 

Tfi^oe  second  lieutenants.  Army  Nurse  Corps 
Kisella,  Mary  A.,  N5411424. 

Phelps,  Carol  L.,  N5407360. 


To  be  second  lieutenants,  Medical  Service 
Corps 

Anderson,  Ralph  L.,  05213297. 

Barnes,  Perry  A.,  02300376. 

Kistler,  Thomas  E.,  Jr.,  05201733. 

Milne,  Richard  B.,  04083522. 

Waters,  George  A.,  Jr.,  05309538. 

»  The  following  named  distinguished  mili¬ 
tary  students  for  appointment  in  the  Regu¬ 
lar  Army  of  the  United  States,  in  the  grade 
and  corps  specified,  under  the  provisions  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  sections  3283, 
3284,  3285,  3286,  3287,  3288  and  3290: 

To  be  second  lieutenants.  Medical  Setvic§ 
Corps 

fee,  Robert  M.  Piercey,  Charles,! 

BigSlpw,  Robert  T.  Thompson,  3?ale 
HeliivQonald  D.  Jr. 

HostettehvDonald  L.  Van  Brp^fchoven,  Rol- 
Moreland,  William  F.  linA. 

The  following^named/mstinguished  mili¬ 
tary  students  forSopdmtment  in  the  Regu¬ 
lar  Army  of  the  Unrts^d  States  in  the  grade 
of  second  lieutenant,  tender  the  provisions 
of  title  10,  United  States  Cbde,  Sections  3283, 
3284,  3285^3286,  3287,  and  5SB8: 

Adoriiyar;  Stephen  J.,Dick,  Wilfrspi  H. 


raerson,  Francis  E. 
3ailey,  Joseph  N.,  Jr. 
Barnett,  Joseph  T. 
Bartlett,  LeRoy,  III 
Becker,  Robert  A. 
Beckner,  Donald  W. 
Belcher,  Billie 
Black,  James  W. 
Branch,  Boyd  R. 
Brick,  Charles  S. 
Brown,  Kenneth  N. 


Dillard,  JamffivJL 
Doleschal,  Waite! 
Feeley,  Thomas  M> 
Feldman,  Henry  J. 
Finnell,  Woolsey,  III 
Fischer,  William  F. 
Glosson,  Clyde  W. 
Gurnee,  Ronald  W. 
Halsey,  Franklin  M. 
Hand,  David  E. 
Harris,  Donald  W. 
Hasbrouck,  Joseph  F. 


Brown,  Martin  A.,  Ill  Helvey,  Robert  L. 
Burns,  Thomas  B.,  Jr.  Henry,  Joseph  R 
Callahan,  James  E.  Hill,  Ralph  L. 
Caram,  Meredith  H. 

Coleman,  John  L. 

Dalziel,  Dean  A. 

DeGroot,  Michael  H. 


Hohmann,  Errol  G. 
Hon,  Hollie  T„  Jr. 
Howe,  Edward  G. 
Hower,  Robert  G. 


Izzard,  William  A. 
Johnson,  Charlton  G., 
Jr.,  05314904 
Johnson,  Walter  deF. 
Jorgensen,  James  P, 
Karlseng,  Robert  C. 
Kennedy,  Howard 
Kovach,  James 
LaBoa,  Guy  A^J. 
Larson,  Janies  W. 
LoftuSj^James  S.,  Jr. 
Magprfis,  Richard  S. 
Isey,  George  M. 
IcLane,  Earl  L. 
Montgomery,  James  R 
Moore,  Larry  D. 
Mtieller,  Thomas  O. 
Mueller,  Tommy  R. 
Neisess,  James  A. 
Nichols,  Brent  H. 
Norberg,  Edward  J., 

Jr. 

Norvell,  Benjamin  R. 
O’Connor,  Dennis  L. 
O’Donnell,  Thomas  J., 
Jr. 

Overcash,  Johnny  B. 
Paris,  James  R. 

Pasley,  John  R. 
Pedone,  Peter  J. 
Poehler,  Bruce  B. 
Powers,  William  S. 


L., 


Quirk,  GeraJd'L. 
Reynolds^Marcel  F. 
Richardson,  Thomas 
C, 

6kswold,  Ellis  G. 
ot,  David  K. 
Rutherford,  Jerry  R. 
Salas,  Andres  E. 
Sellers,  Kcrvin  R. 
Snyder,  Bradley  J. 
Solis,  Emilio  R. 
Spears,  Lacy  L. 
Spencer,  Thomas  A. 
Spivey,  David  A. 
Stephens,  Robert 
Jr. 

Swant,  Billy  J. 
Tallman,  Harold  S. 
Tellier,  John  A. 

Trigg,  Thomas  R.,  Jr. 
Tryon,  Michael  A. 
Wamre,  Dennis  M. 
Ward,  Robert  E.,  Ill 
Weeks,  Robert  S. 
Wells,  Wade  G.,  II 
Westberg,  William  J. 
Wilkinson,  James  E., 
Jr. 

Wright,  Carleton  C., 
Jr. 

Wright,  Rodney  L. 
Yearout,  Robert  D. 


DeRossett,  William  J.  Irby,  Dewitt  T.,  Jr. 


^  CONFIRMATIONS 

ExecutiveNapminations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  Junfes20,  1962: 

DbpartmentNm’  Commerce 
Herbert  W.  Klotz,  ofNnrginia,  to  be  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Comfiqerce. 

Federal  Power  Commkswn 
Harold  C.  Woodward,  of  Illinoi^sto  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
for  the  term  of  5  years  expiring  June 
1967.  (Reappointment.) 
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House  of  Representatives 
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THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE , 


WEST  VIRGINIA®  CENTENNIAL 


Wednesday,  June  20,  1962 


The  House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 

ThevChaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Matthew  9:  36:  When  He  saw  the 
multitudes,  He  was  moved  with  compas¬ 
sion  on  tJu 

AlmightjXGod,  as  we  think  of  the  vast 
multitudes  mio  inhabit  this  world,  we 
shamefully  acknowledge  that  for  many 
life  is  a  difficult  struggle,  full  of  peril 
and  fraught  witri  despair. 

When  we  lool\  at  them  we  also  are 
moved  with  compassion,  for  it  seems  as  if 
their  whole  earth  is\a  place  of  griefs  and 
graves,  and  each  daj\  a  veritable  combat 
against  odds  and  handicaps  which  often 
cause  their  hearts  to  ache  and  break. 

We  are  not  asking  Thee  to  bless  us  with 
a  sheltered  life,  secluded'from  all  hard¬ 
ships  and  hazards,  for  human  experience 
teaches  us  that  these  are  trie  things  men 
live  by  and  attain  with  fullness  of  ma¬ 
turity. 

Grant  that  we  may  incarnate\the  spirit 
of  our  Lord  whose  faith  was  sti'png  and 
radiant,  enabling  Him  to  transmute 
loss  into  gain  and  defeat  into  victory. 

Hear  us  in  His  name.  Amen.  \ 


I  hope  that  all  those  who  see  this 
star  American  flag,  and  who  hear  or rfead 
these  remarks,  may  come  to  the /N est 
Virginia  Centennial  celebration.  (On  be¬ 
half  of  the  State  of  West  Virginia,  I 
especially  want  to  invite  all  of/my  col¬ 
leagues  to  visit  West  Virginia /n  1963. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 


Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  s/ quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Ipfadently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT,  tyfr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House, 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered, 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  120] 

Adair  /  Fisher  Merrow 

Addonizio /  Flood  Moulder 

Alford  /  Frazier  Powell 

Bass,  N.H.  Frelinghuysen  Rains 

BenneOC  Mich.  Garland  Riley 

Blatnik  Glenn  Saund 

Blitcg  Gray  Scranton 

Boy/in  Griffin  Slack 

Brsraemas  Harrison,  Va.  Smith,  Miss. 

Brewster  Hoffman,  Mich.  Spence 

teller  Horan  Stubblefield 

lurtis,  Mass.  Jarman  Thompson,  La. 

Davis,  Tenn.  Kearns  Thompson,  Tex. 

Dawson  Lennon  Tupper 

\Denton  Loser  Van  Zandt 

Jiggs  McDonough  Yates 

^rbstein  May 


A  message  from  the  Senate  by/ Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
the  appointment  of  the  Senati^r  from 
Idaho,  Mr.  Dworshak,  as  an  additional 
conferee  on  the  bill  (H.R.  10302)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  the  interior  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  385 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  qudrum. 

By  \inanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceeding^  under  the  call  werk  dispensed 
with. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALLS 


(Mr.  HECHLER  Risked  and  was  given 
permission  to  adcjTess  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  /revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HECHLifR.  Mr.  Speaker,  99  years 
ago  today,  Juhe  20,  1863,  while  Abraham 
Lincoln  was  President  of  the  United 
States,  thy  State  of  West  Virginia  was 
admitted,,  to  the  Union.  Several  years 
ago  there  came  into  my  possession  an 
American  flag  with  35  stars  which  was 
the  Mg  used  when  West  Virginia  was 
adnmted  to  the  Union,  West  Virginia 
bei$g  the  35th  State. 

fith  the  permission  of  the  Speaker 
id  the  House,  I  should  like  to  display 
this  flag  this  morning,  as  a  means  of 
’  calling  attention  to  the  centennial  of  the 
great  State  of  West  Virginia,  which  will 
occur  next  year. 


Mr.  KILBURN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  116  ofNJune  18,  1962,  and  on  roll- 
call  No.  119  OF^June  19,  1962,  quorum 
calls,  I  am  recorded  as  present.  I  was 
absent,  and  did  not  answer  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous:  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  Vid  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  IsMhere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection^ 


PERSONAL  EXPLANA\| 
Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Si 


:on 


;aker,  on 

yesterday,  June  19,  I  was  absent  from 
the  city  on  account  of  official  business. 
I  should  like  the  Record  to  show  that  had 
I  been  present  I  would  have  \oted 
against  the  motion  to  recommit  on  H.R. 
12154,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Sugar  Act, 

I  would  have  voted  in  favor  of  the 
final  passage. 


bill  i 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11222)  to  im¬ 
prove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  rea¬ 
sonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.  r ^ 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself  V" 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11222,  with 
Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  had 
1  hour  and  28  minutes  remaining,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven] 
had  1  hour  and  34  minutes  remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck]  . 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  - 
not  expected  to  take  part  in  this  debate, 
certainly  not  at  this  time,  until  just  a 
moment  ago  when  a  letter  was  brought 
to  my  attention,  written  by^  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  what*  apparently 
is  a  select  list  on  the  Republican  side. 

The  letter  I  have  here  is  addressed  to  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Curtis],  This  amazing  statement 
is  included  in  the  second  paragraph: 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  Republi¬ 
can  leadership  is  opposing  these  goals  just 
for  opposition’s  sake,  and  I  know  you  are 
under  great  pressure  to  follow  this  course. 


I  just  want  all  of  the  membership  to 
know,  and  particularly  the  Members  on 
my  side,  that  I  resent  that  kind  of  state¬ 
ment  even  if  it  comes  from  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  As  the  minority  leader, 
it  challenges  my  integrity  and  my  good 
faith. 


I  have  been  in  the  Congress  now  go¬ 
ing  on  28  years.  When  I  first  came  to 
the  Congress  we  were  in  the  depths  of  a 
depression.  Farm  bills  were  offered  by  a 
Democratic  President  in  a  Democratic 
Congress.  I  supported  them.  Through 
the  years  I  have  supported  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  that  I  thought  was  good  for  the 
farmer  and  good  for  the  country.  But, 


\ 
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on  occasion  I  have  opposed  legislation 
because  I  thought  it  was  bad. 

Having  this  letter  from  Mr.  Freeman 
in  mind,  I  want  to  say  that  so  far  as  I 
know  no  one  in  the  leadership  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  is  twisting  anybody’s  arm 
here.  The  measure  before  us  has  been 
considered  in  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture.  On  our  side  we  are  represented  by 
able,  conscientious  people  who  know 
something  of  the  farmer’s  problem. 

Certainly,  there  is  opposition  to  this 
bill.  I  want  the  Secretary  to  know,  and 
I  will  put  my  reputation  for  integrity 
up  against  his,  and  leave  it  to  any  one  of 
you  to  decide,  that  I  have  looked  at  this 
bill  and  have  talked  with  our  members 
on  the  committee  as  well  as  other  in¬ 
terested  people,  yes,  even  with  people  on 
the  Democratic  side,  and  as  a  result  of 
those  conversations  I  am  against  this  bill 
because  it  is  a  bad  bill.  It  offers  the 
farmer  the  choice  of  regimentation  or 
ruin.  What  sort  of  choice  is  that? 

The  claim  that  it  is  going  to  save 
money  is  as  phony  as  it  can  be.  No  one 
really  knows  what  the  impact  of  this 
bill,  if  it  is  passed  here  as  it  is  before 
us,  will  be  not  only  on  the  faim  econ¬ 
omy  of  our  country  but  on  our  whole 
economy. 

I  represent  a  district  in  Indiana  where 
we  have  a  lot  of  good  farmers.  I  know 
them.  They,  too,  have  talked  to  me 
about  this  bill.  They  do  not  want  this 
legislation. 

Let  me  just  point  out  that  if  I  were 
looking  at  the  politics  of  the  situation  I 
might  say,  “All  right,  my  Democrat 
friends,  pass  this  bill.  We  will  give  you 
plenty  of  rope  and  you  can-hang  your¬ 
selves.”  But  I  have  never  operated  on 
that  basis  during  my  service  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  I  have 
been  here  too  long  to  change  now. 

I  say  again  that  this  is  a  bad  bill. 
I  am  convinced  that  anyone  who  has 
studied  it  and  really  knows  about  it 
realizes  it  is  a  bad  bill.  All  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  talked  to  me  in  Indiana, 
and  they  cannot  all  be  mistaken  about 
it,  do  not  want  this  legislation.  If  I 
voted  for  this  bill,  I  would  be  voting 
against  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
the  people  in  my  district,  who  are  vitally 
interested  in  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Albert]. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had 
not  intended  to  speak  on  this  bill  at  this 
time,  but  I  think  in  view  of  the  remarks 
of  the  distinguished  minority  leader,  a 
few  remarks  by  me  would  be  in  order. 
In  the  first  place,  I  want  it  known  I  do 
not  question  the  integrity  or  the  charac¬ 
ter  or  the  sincerity  or  the  good  faith  of 
the  distinguished  minority  leader.  He 
knows  the  regard  in  which  I  hold  him. 
But  I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out  here 
that  if  the  Republican  minority  on  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  has  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  this  bill,  nobody  has  seen  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  wish  to  advise  the 
majority  leader  and  the  committee  that 
during  the  committee’s  deliberations  on 


the  bill,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Quie]  offered  a  substitute  to  the 
entire  bill  and  it  was  voted  down  by  a 
vote  of  19  to  14,  as  I  recall.  There  were 
other  amendments  proposed  by  the 
minority  and  they  did  not  prevail  in  the 
committee.  So  when  the  gentleman  al¬ 
leges  that  the  minority  did  not  propose 
any  amendments,  he  is  entirely  mis¬ 
taken. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  have  not  seen  the  proposal. 
The  distinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa 
is  the  ranking  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  if  there  is  a  Republican  position, 
that  position  should  be  stated  by  him. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  think  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  on  yesterday  made  it 
perfectly  clear  that  we  on  the  minority 
side  are  opposed  to  regimentation  and 
control  of  the  American  farmer  and 
creating  a  czar  out  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  That  is  our  position. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  My  answer  to  that  is 
that  I  am  opposed  to  regimentation  and 
control  also,  but  there  is  no  regimenta¬ 
tion  or  control  in  this  bill.  You  cannot 
put  into  effect  a  single  provision  in  either 
the  feed  grains  or  wheat  sections  of  this 
bill  unless  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
support  it. 

That  is  the  first  thing.  Now  I  might 
say  that  the  disclosures — and  I  had  not 
intended  to  mention  this — made  before 
the  Fountain  subcommittee  indicates 
there  is  or  there  might  be  a  Republican 
position  of  opposition  and  negativism 
with  respect  to  this  proposal. 

Now  does  anybody  deny  that  Mr. 
Martin  Sorkin  was  a  member  of  the 
staff  of  Secretary  Benson? 

Does  anybody  deny  that  Mr.  Sorkin 
attended  a  meeting  at  which  important 
officials  of  the  Republican  party  were 
present? 

Does  anybody  deny  that  Mr.  Sorkin 
has  been  on  a  retainer  for  an  organiza¬ 
tion  that  has  financially  supported  Billie 
Sol  Estes? 

Does  anybody  deny  that  Mr.  Sorkin 
has  said  that  it  was  the  consensus  of  the 
meeting  of  Republican  leaders  to  which 
he  was  invited,  that  they  were  not  going 
to  offer  constructive  proposals  but  were 
going  to  oppose  Democratic  proposals  in 
the  farm  bill? 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  that 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  and  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Iowa  have  said  that  they  will  ap¬ 
proach  this  subject  in  a  constructive 
manner;  that  they  will  offer  construc¬ 
tive  proposals;  that  they  will  try  to 
improve  this  bill — and  I  am  sure  it  can 
be  improved.  I  have  never  seen  a  bill 
that  could  not  be  improved. 

Yes,  you  can  jeer  and  you  can  cheer — 
you  have  jeered  and  you  have  cheered  for 
30  years  but  you  have  only  controlled 
two  Congresses  in  all  that  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  friends  on 
the  Republican  side  know,  as  I  know  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Indiana 
knows,  that  I  have  never  tried  to  play 
politics  on  the  farm  issue  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  But  the  time  has 


come  when  we  need  to  get  away  from  the 
1958  Feed  Grain  Act  and  when  we  need 
to  get  away  from  the  Wheat  Act  that  is 
piling  surplus  upon  surplus  at  a  cost  to 
the  taxpayers  which  this  country  can 
ill  afford  to  continue. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  this  bill  will 
be  fully  debated  before  we  finally  vote 
on  the  measure.  I  want  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Members  to  page  10168 
of  yesterday’s  Record  in  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  points  out  very  clearly 
why  he  is  opposed  to  this  bill.  Among 
other  things  he  said : 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  the  wheat  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill  embody  a  “bread 
tax” — and  anything  that  even  suggests  that 
kind  of  a  tax  should  be  of  great  concern 
to  those  of  us  who  represent  the  urban 
areas. 

I  do  not  use  this  expression  “bread  tax” 
loosely.  I  realize  it  is  a  serious  statement. 
As  I  see  it,  this  bill  contains  provisions 
that  would  tax  American  consumers  more 
than  $164  million  a  year  for  their  daily 
bread. 

I  hope  that  Members  from  the  urban 
districts  will  take  heed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
ArendsL 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
I  speak  what  is  on  my  mind  I  want  to 
refer  to  what  our  distinguished  majority 
leader  has  just  said  relative  to  no  bill 
having  ever  been  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  that  could  not  be  improved.  I 
am  amazed  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  would  bring 
out  such  a  poorly  constructed  bill  that 
already  there  have  been  proposed  at 
least  13  amendments  which  apparently 
are  going  to  be  accepted  in  toto  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  order  to 
get  his  bill  through.  In  fact  I  feel  he 
is  going  to  accept  any  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  in  order  to  draw  additional  sup¬ 
port  for  the  bill.  This  is  an  amazing 
procedure  to  say  the  least.  One  would 
suppose  the  chairman  would  want  to 
protect  his  bill,  but  such  is  not  the  case. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  honor  to 
represent  one  of  the  finest  agricultural 
districts  in  the  Midwest.  My  district 
is  richly  endowed  with  black,  fertile  soil 
and  a  God-fearing  people  who  enrich  it 
with  their  labors,  asking  no  more  from 
the  land  than  they  give  it  and  asking 
no  more  from  their  Government  than 
they  are  willing  to  give  it. 

It  is  for  these  people  that  I  speak. 
But  no  words  of  mine  can  adequately 
express  how  deeply  disturbed  our  farm¬ 
ers  are  that  we  should  have  before  us  a 
bill  of  this  character.  I  hope  his  voice 
can  be  heard  above  the  political  drum 
beatings  of  Secretary  Freeman. 

By  propaganda,  by  pressure,  by  politi¬ 
cal  promises,  by  patronage  and  by  proj¬ 
ects,  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freeman 
has  been  clubbing  the  bill  through  Con¬ 
gress  that  he  will  be  able  by  its  terms  to 
club  the  farmer  to  his  bidding.  And 
that  is  no  exaggeration. 

Are  we  so  blind  that  we  do  not  see, 
so  deaf  that  we  do  not  hear,  so  dumb 
that  we  do  not  understand  that  it  is  the 
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preconceived  plan  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  make  himself  virtually 
czar  of  agriculture?  His  objective  was 
set  forth  last  year  when  he  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Congress  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  farm  bill  that  would  have  vested  in 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  unprece¬ 
dented  legislative  as  well  as  executive 
powers.  If  enacted,  it  would  have  made 
our  farmers  economic  peasants  and  po¬ 
litical  pawns. 

While  Secretary  Freeman’s  proposal 
was  summarily  rejected  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  last  session,  his  plan 
for  agriculture  has  not  changed.  This 
bill  is  a  part  of  that  preconceived  plan. 
He  is  now  attempting  to  accomplish 
piecemeal  what  he  failed  to  accomplish 
last  year.  The  governmental  philos¬ 
ophy  of  Federal  control  and  dictation 
embodied  in  the  measure  we  rejected 
last  year  is  embodied  in  the  measure 
now  before  us.  This  bill  is  less  com¬ 
prehensive  than  last  year’s  proposal  in 
order  to  make  it  more  palatable,  but  the 
principle  of  compulsion  is  the  same. 

Surely  we  need  no  more  than  the  bill 
proposed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  last  year  and  the  dairy  farming 
provision  proposed  this  year  to  appre¬ 
ciate  what  Secretary  Freeman’s  philos¬ 
ophy  is.  We  are  grateful  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  for  discarding  the 
Secretary’s  dairy  recommendation.  But 
we  cannot  be  unmindful  that  he  believes 
that  our  dairy  farmers  should  be  under 
a  licensing  system  and  that  he  would  fix 
a  fine  of  $2,000  or  1  year  in  the  peniten¬ 
tiary,  or  both,  for  any  farmer  that  failed 
to  keep  proper  books  and  record  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary. 

Can  we  not  see,  and  cannot  we  under¬ 
stand  what  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
plans  for  our  farmers?  This  bill  is  only 
a  part  of  what  will  ultimately  mean  the 
complete  regimentation  not  solely  of  the 
feed  grain  farmers  but  of  all  farmers. 

Can  we  not  see,  and  seeing,  can  we  not 
understand,  that  Secretary  Freeman’s 
legislative  strategy  is  to  divide  and  con¬ 
quer?  By  limiting  the  scope  of  the  bill 
to  only  some  of  our  agriculture  com¬ 
modities,  he  anticipates  that  there  will 
be  little  or  no  opposition  to  his  proposal 
from  those  sections  of  agriculture  not 
affected  by  the  measure.  But  I  cannot 
believe  that  he  can  divide  the  farmers  of 
the  country,  whether  they  raise  wheat 
and  corn,  or  tobacco  and  cotton,  on  such 
a  fundamental  principle  as  is  involved 
in  this  legislation. 

If  we  adopt  this  pi’inciple  of  compul¬ 
sory  Government  controls  for  agricul¬ 
ture,  by  what  logic  can  it  be  said  not  to 
be  a  sound  principle  to  be  adopted  not 
only  to  all  of  agriculture  but  to  every 
segment  of  our  economy?  If  it  is  good 
policy  to  give  a  few  people  in  Washing¬ 
ton  the  power  to  decide  how  much  you 
shall  raise,  how  much  you  can  sell,  and 
at  what  price  you  can  sell  it,  by  what 
logic  can  you  say  that  this  power  in 
Washington  to  decide  upon  production 
and  prices  and  wages  should  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  every  phase  of  our  national 
economy? 

As  a  part  of  this  divide  and  conquer 
strategy,  the  Secretary  repeatedly  points 
to  the  fact  that  tobacco  and  cotton  are 
presently  under  more  rigid  controls  than 


wheat  and  corn.  That  argument  fails 
to  take  into  account  a  number  of  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  commodities.  Time 
precludes  any  detailed  discussion.  But 
there  is  one  major  difference  that  must 
be  mentioned.  In  the  instance  of  such 
commodities  as  wheat  and  corn,  we  are 
dealing  with  food.  We  are  dealing  with 
a  necessity  of  life.  Today  it  is  in  abun¬ 
dant  supply.  In  our  zeal  to  solve  the 
problem  of  overabundance  we  may,  in 
our  zeal,  ultimately  create  the  more  dis¬ 
tressing  problem  of  a  scarcity. 

The  administration  argues  that  this 
legislation  would  accomplish  three 
highly  desirable  objectives: 

First.  That  it  would  increase  farm  in¬ 
come. 

Second.  That  it  would  result  in  sav¬ 
ings  of  $1  billion  a  year  over  the  next  4 
years. 

Third.  That  is  would  get  the  Govern¬ 
ment  out  of  much  of  its  grain  storage 
activities  and  thereby  prevent  future 
scandals  of  the  kind  involving  Billie  Sol 
Estes. 

The  truth  is  that  the  bill  before  us 
would  achieve  none  of  these  goals.  It 
would,  however,  submit  farmers  to  the 
harshest  production  controls  in  Ameri¬ 
can  history.  It  would  sharply  restrict 
the  farmer’s  right  to  make  his  own  man¬ 
agement  decisions.  It  would  make  him 
more  dependent  upon  Government  and 
less  dependent  upon  the  marketplace  for 
his  income.  It  would,  over  a  period  of 
time,  boost  consumer  food  costs,  first  by 
reducing  feed  grain  supplies  which 
would,  in  turn,  mean  less  and  more  ex¬ 
pensive  meat,  eggs,  poultry,  and  dairy 
supplies. 

It  is  impossible  to  square  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  claims  that  the  proposed 
Farm  Act  would  raise  farmer  income 
and  reduce  Government  costs  by  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year  at  the  same  time. 
First,  let  us  remember  that  the  bill 
would  force  an  arbitrary  acreage  reduc¬ 
tion  of  20  percent.  To  offset  at  least  in 
part  the  income  farmers  would  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  one-fifth  cut  in  wheat  and 
feed-grain  acreage,  the  Government 
would  make  land  diversion  payments. 
Thus,  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation  ad¬ 
mit  that  additional  Government  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  required  just  to  main¬ 
tain  farm  income  near  present  levels. 

These  payments  will  come,  of  course, 
from  the  U.S.  Treasury.  This  raises  an 
obvious  question:  How  can  the  Govern¬ 
ment  reduce  the  costs  of  its  farm  pro¬ 
grams  by  $1  billion  a  year  while  increas¬ 
ing  its  cash  outlays  for  such  programs? 

Perhaps  the  same  administration  econ¬ 
omists  who  have  been  making  errone¬ 
ous  budget  forecasts  for  the  last  18 
months  have  been  called  in  to  show  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  how  to  save 
more  by  spending  more. 

During  the  TV  debates  of  1960,  Mr. 
Kennedy  said  his  farm  program  would 
cost  $l*/2  billion  to  $2  billion  less  than 
the  plan  then  in  effect.  Actually,  the 
Kennedy  program  cost  $1  billion  more 
during  the  first  year  and  the  costs  have 
continued  to  mount  during  the  second 
year. 

Now,  if  the  administration  program 
will  not  cut  costs  and  will  not  boost  farm 
income — and  quite  obviously  it  will  do 


neither — what  of  the  argument  that  it 
will  prevent  future  scandals  of  the  Billie 
Sol  Estes  kind?  If  the  program  should 
reduce  surpluses  over  a  period  of  years, 
as  its  supporters  contend  it  would,  there 
would  be  a  wild  scramble  by  grain  stor¬ 
age  operators  to  keep  their  warehouses 
at  least  partially  filled  with  Government- 
owned  grain.  Competition  for  grain 
storage  would  become  fierce  and  the  op¬ 
portunities  for  special  favoritism  would 
be  multiplied.  Acreage  allotments  would 
also  become  more  valuable  by  becoming 
more  scarce.  Again,  the  temptation  to 
engage  in  fraudulent  allotment  ex¬ 
changes  would  be  greater,  not  less.  The 
argument  that  the  proposed  bill  is  needed 
to  prevent  future  scandals  is  preposter¬ 
ous. 

What  disturbs  me  most  about  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  the  mischief  it  will  work  in 
the  Midwest — in  the  corn-hog-cattle  op¬ 
erations  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
family  farm  people  who,  up  to  now,  have 
been  relatively  free  of  Government  con¬ 
trols  and  have  enjoyed  a  reasonable 
measure  of  prosperity  as  a  result  of  their 
own  efforts  and  decisions.  For  the  first 
time,  they  will  be  told  how  much  feed 
grain  they  can  produce.  For  many  of 
our  farmers,  this  is  the  equivalent  of 
being  told  how  many  cattle  and  hogs 
they  can  feed.  And  this,  in  turn,  is  the 
equivalent  of  putting  a  ceiling  upon  the 
amount  of  money  they  can  earn,  and 
placing  a  limit  upon  their  right  to  ex¬ 
pand  and  prosper. 

This  is  not  in  the  tradition  of  freedom 
that  American  farmers  have  enjoyed 
throughout  the  Nation’s  history.  If  the 
Government  can  intervene  in  the  private 
operations  of  the  individual  farmer  to 
the  extent  that  is  proposed  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill,  then  it  can  similarly  intervene 
in  the  lives  and  the  business  operations 
of  all  Americans.  And  this  is  exactly 
what  some  of  the  professional  planners 
have  always  wanted  to  do. 

The  demands  for  approval  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  farm  bill  are  not  coming 
from  the  farms.  As  I  stated  earlier,  I 
have  the  honor  to  represent  one  of  the 
Nation’s  most  productive  farm  districts 
and  the  only  interest  farmers  of  that 
area  have  in  the  pending  bill  is  an  inter¬ 
est  in  seeing  it  defeated. 

This  measure  is  not  needed.  It  is  not 
wanted  by  the  farmers  who  would  be 
most  directly  affected.  It  is  not  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  country  as  a  whole. 
It  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  GathingsL 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
lengthy  hearings  were  held  on  the  long- 
range  farm  bill  which  we  now  have  un¬ 
der  consideration.  In  addition  to  the 
time  taken  for  the  actual  testimony  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  many  days  were  required  in  ex¬ 
ecutive  sessions.  The  subcommittees 
also  worked  on  various  phases  of  the 
legislation  and  made  recommendations 
to  the  full  committee.  During  the  course 
of  the  hearings  almost  1  week’s  time  was 
devoted  to  the  cropland  retirement  pro- 
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gram.  Many  bills  on  this  subject,  a 
number  of  which  were  identical  in 
phraseology,  were  before  the  committee. 
This  program  was  an  alternative  to  the 
bill  which  was  approved  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  H.R.  11222. 
Since  so  much  time  was  given  to  the 
cropland  retirement  program,  I  think 
that  it  might  be  well  to  discuss  this  leg¬ 
islation  at  this  time. 

The  declaration  of  policy  contained  in 
the  bill  is  as  follows : 

DECLARATION  OP  POLICY 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  that  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  excessive  supplies  of  wheat  and 
other  grains  depresses  prices  and  the  income 
of  farm  families,  constitutes  improper  land 
use,  and  is  wasteful  of  our  natural  resources. 
It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
Congress  and  the  purpose  of  this  Cropland 
Retirement  Act  of  1962  to  bring  the  supplies 
of  wheat  and  other  grains  into  line  with 
current  demand  so  that  (a)  farm  prices  and 
per  family  farm  income  can  be  increased; 
(b)  the  surplus  of  these  commodities  can  be 
reduced;  and  (c)  the  public  cost  of  farm 
programs  can  be  decreased.  To  effectuate 
the  policy  of  Congress  and  the  purpose  of 
this  Act,  programs  are  herein  established  to 
assist  farmers  to  divert  a  portion  of  their 
cropland  from  the  production  of  excessive 
supplies  of  wheat  and  other  grains,  and  to 
carry  out  a  voluntary  program  of  soil,  forest, 
and  wildlife  conservation. 

Those  principles  are  laudable.  Could 
they  be  accomplished  under  legislation 
of  that  kind? 

The  legislation  provided  for  the  re¬ 
newal  of  expiring  conservation  reserve 
contracts.  It  was  estimated  that  at  the 
end  of  1960  at  the  time  when  the  author¬ 
ity  to  sign  contracts  ended,  there  were 
306,000  conservation  reserve  contracts 
covering  28.7  million  acres  in  47  States. 
The  next  step  in  the  proposal  was  for 
the  Secretary  to  negotiate  long-term  con¬ 
tracts  to  retire  additional  acreage  on  the 
basis  of  competitive  bids.  It  was  sug¬ 
gested  that  emphasis  should  be  made  on 
bringing  in  whole  farms  under  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  rates  of  payment  to  retire 
land  would  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  keeping  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  legislation.  The  actual  rate 
itself  was  to  be  set  at  such  a  level  that 
cropland  acreage  on  a  voluntary  basis 
may  be  brought  into  the  program  by  the 
Government  agreeing  to  pay  attractive 
land  rental  payments.  The  system  was 
presented  as  being  a  voluntary  one  and 
the  amount  of  the  payment  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  competitive  bid.  Cash  or  in- 
kind  payments  were  to  be  made.  The  in- 
kind  payments  were  to  equal  115  percent 
of  the  support  level.  According  to  the 
testimony  of  those  who  favored  the  bill, 
65  to  80  million  acres  would  be  required 
to  be  retired  in  order  to  meet  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  program.  Under  these  bills, 
the  Secretary  was  to  announce  not  later 
than  February  1  of  each  year  a  determi¬ 
nation  of; 

First.  The  total  estimated  cropland 
available  for  production  of  crops  in  the 
country. 

Second.  The  total  acreage  of  wheat, 
corn,  grain  sorghum,  oats,  barley,  rye, 
soybeans,  and  flax  seed  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  bring  the  estimated  annual  pro¬ 
duction  plus  the  anticipated  release  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 


into  balance  with  the  estimated  annual 
disappearance  of  such  commodities. 

Third.  The  required  number  of  acres 
of  cropland  that  would  be  retired  and 
used  for  soil  conserving  purposes. 

The  opponents  to  the  crop  retirement 
plan  argued  that  the  program  would  in¬ 
volve  about  76  million  acres,  of  which  36 
million  would  not  now  be  prdoucing  any 
crop  whatever  in  surplus  supply. 

The  cropland  retirement  bill  would  fall 
short  in  bringing  farm  income  to  farm 
people  and  farm  communities.  The  plan 
would  not  eliminate  the  mammoth  and 
burdensome  farm  surpluses,  and  instead 
of  reducing  costs,  the  costs  would  be 
considerably  higher  than  the  costs  of 
H.R.  11222.  By  retiring  whole  farms  and 
the  loss  of  income  of  farmers  in  not  be¬ 
ing  able  to  put  the  land  to  productive 
use,  would  bring  back  the  destructive  soil 
bank  to  rural  America  and  further  drive 
the  people  from  the  land. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  desire  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings]  for  pointing  up 
some  of  the  drawbacks  to  this  land 
retirement  program  about  which  we  have 
heard  so  much  during  the  debate  on  this 
bill.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  will,  as 
the  gentleman  has  pointed  out,  dry  up 
some  of  our  rural  communities.  It  will 
work  to  the  detriment  of  the  small  coun¬ 
try  merchant,  country  fertilizer  and  ma¬ 
chinery  dealers,  and  many  others.  But 
I  also  want  to  point  out  that  involved  in 
the  consideration  of  this  land  retire¬ 
ment  program  which  the  gentleman  has 
discussed  is  the  cost  involved  in  that 
program. 

How  much  does  the  gentleman  think 
it  would  cost  for  a  farmer  to  retire  his 
productive  acres? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  shall  get  to  that  point, 
and  at  that  time  I  will  gladly  yield  to  the 
gentleman  just  a  little  further  on.  I 
am  going  to  discuss  that  point  in  just  a 
moment,  if  the  gentleman  will  permit  me. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  wish  the  gentleman  would 
do  that. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  shall  yield  to  the 
gentleman  in  just  a  moment. 

Such  results  would  be  far-reaching  in 
the  farm  areas;  businesses  would  close 
up,  or  those  that  remained  would  be 
forced  to  operate  on  a  mighty  thin  edge 
to  stay  in  business  at  all.  The  bill  that 
is  now  being  debated  would  cut  back  on 
surplus  products,  maintain  a  reasonably 
high  rate  of.  farm  income,  and  appreci¬ 
ably  reduce  overall  costs  of  programs 
for  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

Let  us  estimate  the  approximate  cost 
of  the  cropland  retirement  proposal. 
From  the  hearings  it  is  found  that  the 
national  average  receipts  for  corn  to  a 
farmer  amount  to  $40  per  acre;  wheat, 
$21;  oats,  $15,  each  rounded  to  the  near¬ 
est  dollar.  In  arriving  at  rates  of  pay¬ 
ment  to  farmers,  the  estimate  should  ap¬ 
proximate  the  gross  receipts  less  the 
actual  operating  costs.  The  payment 
rates  per  acre  with  the  calculated  gross 
income  minus  costs  for  each  crop  would 
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show  as  a  national  average  a  payment  of 
approximately  $20  an  acre.  To  get  actual 
productive  land  out  of  cultivation  the 
owner  would  place  quite  a  premium  on 
its  value  under  the  system  of  voluntary 
competitive  bidding.  With  the  emphasis 
upon  taking  out  full,  whole  farms  as  the 
sponsors  contended,  the  purpose  was  to 
pay  for  this  idleness  of  land  use  over  a 
period  of  years.  The  taxpayei-s  would 
pick  up  quite  a  heavy  cost.  The  com¬ 
munities  would  suffer  even  worse.  An 
estimated  76.2  million  acres  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  make  the  program  effective, 
making  the  total  cost  for  1  year’s 
operation  $1,520  million.  If  a  farmer 
had  the  privilege  of  contracting  his  crop¬ 
land,  that  is,  any  cropland  that  he  has 
available,  for  a  particular  rate  of  pay¬ 
ment,  what  cropland  would  he  reduce? 
He  would  reduce  the  low-value  crops  and 
work  tirelessly  to  increase  the  yield  on 
the  remaining  land  he  tilled. 

Now  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
I  wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  is  this. 
How  much  does  he  think  it  would  cost  on 
an  average  to  take  productive  land  out 
of  production,  1  acre  of  good,  produc¬ 
tive  land? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  would  take  an 
average  of  $20  an  acre,  according  to  the 
hearings 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  right.  It 
would  cost  at  least  an  average  of  $20  an 
acre  and  in  many  cases  it  would  cost 
more.  It  was  estimated  that  in  this  land 
retirement  program  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  withhold  land  for  a  period  of 
from  5  to  15  years.  If  you  paid  $20  to 
$25  an  acre  for  the  land  over  a  period 
of  5  to  15  years,  you  would  have  bought 
the  land  many  times  over  and  the  land 
would  still  be  there  as  a  threat  of  surplus 
production  when  you  turned  it  back. 
So,  at  the  end  of  the  5  years  or  the  15 
years,  you  would  have  to  renew  contracts 
for  another  period  of  years.  So  you 
would  have  the  land  and  paid  for  it  sev¬ 
eral  times  over,  but  you  would  not  have 
title  to  the  land  and  it  would  still  repre¬ 
sent  a  threat  of  production  of  surplus 
commodities;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  That  is  correct;  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for  his 
splendid  observations.  It  would  lead  to 
land  speculation  as  well.  This  type  of 
program  has  been  tried  before.  It  failed 
to  aid  agriculture — it  drove  farmers 
from  the  land. 

Comparison  of  costs  for  1963  of  the 
cropland  retirement  program  with  the 
food  and  agriculture  bill,  H.R.  11222,  re¬ 
flects  the  following:  To  retire  75  million 
acres,  the  net  cost  to  the  taxpaying  citi¬ 
zen  would  be  $1,490  million.  Under  HR. 
11222,  with  corn  supports  estimated  at 
$1.20  per  bushel,  the  costs  would  amount 
to  $692  million.  If  we  figure  the  corn 
supports  at  $1.30  per  bushel,  the  cost  to 
the  taxpaying  citizen  would  be  $589  mil¬ 
lion.  By  taking  the  higher  figure  of  $692 
million  cost,  the  cropland  retirement 
program  for  the  1  year,  1963,  would 
amount  to  an  outlay  of  $798  million  more 
than  the  legislation  we  are  now  consider¬ 
ing- 

There  were  many  sponsors  of  this  leg¬ 
islation.  Eight  bills  which  were  similar 
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or  identical  were  introduced  by  well- 
meaning,  dedicated  men.  Ivlarch  13,  14, 
and  16, 1962,  were  given  over  to  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  cropland  retirement  and  ex¬ 
tension  of  expiring  conservation  reserve 
contracts.  Painstaking,  honest,  and 
wholehearted  consideration  was  given 
this  legislation  by  the  committee.  What 
was  the  result  of  these  4  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  and  full  discussions?  The  plan  was 
never  mentioned  again  so  far  as  I  know. 
This  was  the  alternative  offered  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  trust,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  we  are  now  considering  will  be 
approved. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the'  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  . 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been 
mentioned  in  this  debate  that  the  Re¬ 
publicans  oppose  this  legislation  only  for 
opposition’s  sake;  that  they  are  in¬ 
terested  in  no  legislation  which  will  bene¬ 
fit  the  farmer.  This  is  absolutely  un¬ 
true.  During  the  taking  of  testimony 
the  President  of  the  Farm  Bureau, 
Charles  Schuman,  came  before  us  and 
the  question  was  asked  him  as  to  what 
amendments  he  wanted  to  this  bill  to 
make  it  work.  He  used  this  analogy. 
There  are  two  planes,  exactly  the  same 
kind,  with  comparable  crews,  everything 
similar.  But  one  of  them  is  going  to 
New  York  and  the  other  is  going  to  San 
Francisco.  If  you  are  going  to  San 
Francisco,  you  do  not  want  to  make  any 
changes  to  the  one  that  is  going  to  New 
York,  because  you  do  not  want  to  go  in 
that  direction. 

Those  of  us  who  opposed  this  bill  in 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture — and  all 
the  Republicans  did: — did  not  want  to 
take  the  road  of  regimentation  and  con¬ 
trol.  We  wanted  a  voluntary  program. 

I  am  the  ranking  Republican  on  the 
Livestock  and  Feed  Grain  Subcommittee. 
As  soon  as  we  began  working  on  the  feed 
grain  section  of  this  bill  I  made  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  the  chairman,  “Let  us  decide 
now  whether  we  are  going  the  route  of 
mandatory  controls  or  the  voluntary 
route.”  The  decision  was  made  in  the 
subcommittee  we  would  go  the  manda¬ 
tory  route,  and  it  was  stated  that  there 
was  no  use  for  any  of  us  who  were  favor¬ 
ing  the  voluntary  route  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  mandatory  feed  grain  pro¬ 
visions. 

When  we  reported  the  feed  grain  sec¬ 
tion  to  the  full  committee,  again  I  asked 
the  full  committee  to  decide  which  di¬ 
rection  this  airplane  would  go.  Again 
the  majority  decided  to  take  the  man¬ 
datory  route  but  not  the  voluntary  route. 
So  that  is  the  direction  we  took  all  the 
way  through. 

It  has  been  stated  here  that  the  Re¬ 
publicans  made  no  proposal  of  merit. 
After  the  committee  had  completed  its 
work  on  this  mandatory  program  it  was 
impossible  to  report  it  from  the  com¬ 
mittee.  There  were  not  the  votes  nec¬ 
essary  to  report  it.  So  I  decided  I  would 
prepare  a  substitute  that  embodied  as 
much  of  the  administration  bill  as  I 
could  accept  but  change  those  portions 


which  I  could  not  accept  in  such  a  way 
that  I  could  support  the  bill.  I  offered 
that  substitute,  and  even  though  it  got 
14  votes  it  was  not  enough  to  carry  it. 
So  you  can  see  the  Republicans  have 
been  trying  and  trying  hard  to  get  the 
committee  to  consider  legislation  which 
we  believe  would  be  of  merit.  The  ma¬ 
jority  would  not  even  seriously  consider 
our  proposals.  I  ask,  Who  was  being 
partisan? 

Let  us  look  at  the  legislation  itself  and 
find  out  why  we  oppose  this  legislation. 
In  the  past  never  have  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers  been  subjected  to  marketing  quotas. 
Never  has  it  been  the  case  that  every 
feed  grain  farmer  was  forced  to  take  a 
cut  in  production  against  his  will.  It 
was  never  put  into  effect  when  it  was 
law,  and  this  was  repealed  in  1954.  No 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  invoke 
marketing  quotas  on  feed  grains  while 
it  was  on  the  books  for  many  years,  be¬ 
cause  they  knew  it  would  not  work. 

We  have  had  control  programs,  as  has 
been  pointed  out,  on  cotton,  tobacco,  rice, 
peanuts,  and  wheat,  but  every  time  those 
farmers  cut  back  their  production  of  that 
commodity  they  did  not  cut  total  pro¬ 
duction,  they  put  those  acres  into  feed 
grains,  so  they  were  still  raising  crops 
from  fence  row  to  fence  row.  Never  in 
the  past  has  a  man  been  refused  the 
right  to  raise  as  much  of  the  feed  grains 
as  he  needed  to  feed  his  livestock.  He 
will  be  denied  that  under  this  bill. 

If  there  were  no  other  way  to  balance 
feed  grain  production  with  demand,  I 
would  sit  down  right  now  and  say,  “Let 
us  vote  for  this  legislation,”  but  we  have 
proven  some  successes  in  the  emergency 
feed  grain  program  that  was  in  effect  in 
1961  and  is  in  effect  right  now,  which 
we  can  build  on  for  a  successful  volun¬ 
tary  program.  A  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  permits  each  farmer  to  manage 
his  own  farm.  Under  the  present  vol¬ 
untary  feed  grain  program  better  than 
24  percent  of  the  feed  grain  acres,  that 
is,  grain  sorghums  and  corn,  have  been 
idled.  That  means  that  the  farmers  who 
found  that  feed  grain  acreage  reduction 
fitted  within  the  management  and  op¬ 
eration  of  their  own  farms.  They  could 
idle  between  20  and  40  percent  of  their 
acres  and  they  went  ahead  and  did  it. 
The  remainder  of  the  farmers  to  whom 
it  would  not  fit  into  their  operation,  in 
fact  it  might  have  even  thrown  them 
into  bankruptcy  if  they  were  prohibited 
from  raising  crops  on  all  their  acres, 
did  not  comply.  They  did  not  receive 
price  supports,  of  course,  so  it  did  not 
cost  the  taxpayers  a  cent.  Their  produc¬ 
tion  could  not  go  into  Government  stor¬ 
age  so  no  storage  money  was  paid  out 
for  their  grain. 

May  I  ask  you  why  should  we  require, 
as  this  bill  requires,  for  each  farmer  to 
take  the  same  kind  of  cut,  such  as  25  per¬ 
cent  of  their  production,  no  matter  what 
their  farm  operation  is  like?  If  one 
farmer  is  overmechanized  and  says,  “I 
cannot  take  the  cut,”  and  the  other  is 
undermechanized  and  can  cut  40  per¬ 
cent,  let  the  one  voluntarily  cut  40  per¬ 
cent  and  the  other  one  produce  what  he 
wants  without  receiving  price  supports. 
You  get  the  same  kind  of  reduction  in 
production  as  the  mandatory  program, 


but  the  farmer  would  be  managing  his 
own  farm  the  best  he  knew  how.  This 
is  the  kind  of  agriculture  we  have  had 
to  date.  This  is  what  the  Republicans 
want.  At  this  point  I  would  like  to  read 
from  the  May  issue  of  the  Farmer  Union 
Grain  Terminal  Association  Digest; 

Farm  Secretary  Freeman’s  supply-manage¬ 
ment  program  is  given  only  50-50  chance. 

Is  there  an  alternative?  Yes.  It  Is  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  1961  and  1962  feed  grain 
programs,  and  1962  wheat  program.  They 
were  designed  to  be  temporary  emergency 
programs,  to  bridge  time  gap  until  perma¬ 
nent  legislation  could  be  passed.  But  they 
have  been  so  successful  that  many  say,  “let’s 
keep  ’em  going  for  a  while.” 

It  makes  good  sense.  Farmers,  commodity 
groups,  business  interests  need  time  to  ad¬ 
just  to  supply  management.  Farmers  have 
proved  willingness  to  curb  production,  but 
need  time  to  unify,  get  strong  leadership  into 
the  field.  Congress  needs  time  to  mull  over 
the  whole  program.  Maybe  a  continuation 
of  present  emergency  program  would  please 
everybody. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  said  in 
his  testimony  in  the  Senate  one  of  the 
reasons  why  he  did  not  want  to  continue 
the  voluntary  feed  grain  program  was, 
and  I  quote: 

It  does  interfere  with  the  orderly  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  market,  resulting  in  a  number 
of  localized  situations  that  are  difficult  to 
handle  and  cause  disruptions. 

This  is  what  I  tried  to  tell  you  people 
on  the  majority  side  last  year. 

This  is  the  reason  why  the  Republi¬ 
cans  opposed  the  bill  last  year.  Section 
3  of  the  original  feed  grain  bill  gave  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  unlimited  power 
over  the  commercial  by  permitting  to 
sell  all  of  our  surpluses  at  the  market 
price.  This  would  have  permitted  him 
to  market  twice  as  much  as  is  marketed 
by  the  farmers  of  this  country  in  one 
marketing  year.  When  the  conference 
committee  limited  the  Secretary’s  au¬ 
thority  which  he  now  says  is  causing  dif¬ 
ficulty,  I  voted  for  the  bill  because  the 
basic  features  of  the  voluntary  feed 
grain  program  would  be  permitted  to 
work  and  we  want  it  to  continue  to  work 
now,  but  it  is  uncalled  for  to  require 
every  farmer  to  take  the  regimentation 
of  this  bill. 

Some  people  say  that  the  cotton,  to¬ 
bacco,  peanut,  rice,  and  wheat  farmers 
have  already  accepted  regimentation 
and  controls;  I  say  this  is  not  true. 
When  the  cotton  farmer  reduced  pro¬ 
duction  he  planted  feed  grains  and  as 
much  as  he  wanted  too,  and  in  no  past 
feed  grain  program  was  he  forced  to 
comply.  The  same  has  been  true  of  the 
tobacco,  peanut,  rice,  and  wheat  farmers. 
If  we  invoke  mandatory  controls  on  feed 
grains  there  is  no  place  to  turn.  Farm¬ 
ers  must  idle  a  substantial  portion  of 
their  acres  even  if  it  would  bankrupt 
them.  A  dairy  farmer  may  need  all  of 
the  grain  he  raises  to  feed  his  cattle,  but 
this  law  would  prohibit  him  from  doing 
it.  The  bill  has  an  inducement  for 
farmers  to  vote  for  the  program  by  pay¬ 
ing  the  farmers  for  idling  his  acres. 

In  the  first  year  they  would  get  50  per¬ 
cent  of  what  they  normally  raised,  in 
the  second  year  it  is  cut  to  40  percent 
and  in  the  third  year  it  is  cut  to  30  per¬ 
cent.  Afterward  they  would  get  no 
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payment  for  idling  acres.  You  know 
what  this  is  going  to  do  to  the  farmers’ 
income — it  is  going  to  drastically  reduce 
the  farmers’  income.  This  bill  is  going 
to  hurt  the  farmers.  It  is  the  reason 
why  I  refuse  to  vote  for  it. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  think  that  un¬ 
der  mandatory  controls  all  feed  grain 
farmers  in  the  country  would  have  to 
share  in  the  reduction  in  production,  but 
this  is  not  true.  As  it  was  pointed  out 
by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  37  States  in  the 
Union  do  not  produce  sufficient  feed 
grains  to  fulfill  the  needs  of  their  live¬ 
stock  industry.  This  means  that  the  13 
remaining  Midwest  States  would  suffer 
the  entire  cutback  in  production  in  order 
to  balance  supply  with  demand.  The 
Department  estimated  that  it  would  take 
a  20-  to  25-percent  reduction  in  acres 
when  the  whole  country  was  covered. 
Will  this  mean  that  the  commercial  areas 
of  the  country  now  will  suffer  a  35-per¬ 
cent  mandatory  reduction  in  acres.  If 
a  dairy  farmer  in  Tennessee  produced 
enough  feed  for  his  herd  he  would  not 
be  required  to  cut  back.  However,  a 
dairy  farmer  in  my  district  under  like 
circumstances  would  be  forced  to  cut  his 
feed  production  and  go  out  on  the  com¬ 
mercial  market  to  purchase  perhaps  a 
third  of  his  feed  grain  dining  a  year. 
How  could  a  more  unfair  bill  be 
proposed? 

This  is  not  the  end,  however;  the  bill 
also  provides  that  any  farmer  who  pro¬ 
duces  25  acres  or  less  would  be  ex¬ 
empted.  It  is  true  he  would  be  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  cutback  in  production; 
however,  he  would  be  limited  to  his 
average  production  of  1959  and  1960,  he 
would  be  subject  to  marketing  penalties 
and  would  be  denied  the  right  to  vote. 
Take  for  example  the  farmer  whose  son 
was  in  the  service  during  those  years 
and  he  reduced  corn  production  to  an 
acreage  less  than  25  while  his  farm  had 
normally  been  producing  100  acres;  he 
would  be  severely  penalized  without  the 
right  to  vote  in  the  referendum.  In  the 
other  body.  Senator  Proxmire  very  ef¬ 
fectively  pointed  out  that  small  farmers 
are  not  really  exempt  in  comments  en¬ 
titled  “American  Press  Pathetically  In¬ 
adequate  on  Farm  Bill.”  You  will  find 
his  complete  discussion  on  page  8751, 
but  in  this  regard  I  read: 


One  of  the  most  controversial  aspects 
of  the  hill  is  that  over  1  million  small  feed, 
grain  producers,  almost  all  of  whom  feed 
every  bushel  they  produce  on  the  farm,  will 
be  limited  and  strictly  limited  under  this 
bill  in  their  production  of  corn — even  corn 
for  silage — as  well  as  grain  sorghums.  No 
feed  grain  farmers — I  repeat  no  feed  grain 
farmers — will  be  exempt.  It  is  true  that 
those  who  produce  less  than  25  acres  of  feed 
may  elect  not  to  vote  in  the  referendum — in 
which  case  they  will  be  excluded  from  any 
cutback — but  they  will  still  be  limited  to 
their  1959-60  base  in  what  they  produce,  no 
matter  how  small  they  are. 

How  in  the  world  can  this  be  construed 
as  an  “exemption”?  For  more  than  a  mil¬ 
lion  small  farmers  will  not  be  exempt.  They 
will  be  strictly  limited.  If  they  rely  on  their 
newspaper,  this  report  will  be  a  cruel  decep¬ 
tion. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  now 
saying  that  it  has  no  intention  to  further 
control  American  agriculture.  I  have 
here  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Murphy  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas,  Congressman  Poage, 
and  I  read: 

Charges  have  been  made  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  his  aids  are  “hell 
bent”  on  controUing  the  livestock  industry 
and  that  the  feed  grain  program  is  the  first 
step  in  this  direction. 

This  is  absolutely  not  true. 

I  ask  you,  is  the  dairy  industry  con¬ 
sidered  a  livestock  industry?  Before  we 
knocked  it  out  of  the  bill,  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  proposed  to  control  the  dairy  indus¬ 
try  more  than  any  other  industry  and 
put  them  under  tight  controls  and  then 
permit  the  purchase  and  sale  of  quotas. 
That  is  what  Billie  Sol  Estes  did  and 
relied  on  that  portion  of  the  cotton  law 
when  he  bought  cotton  allotments.  This 
would  legalize  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
dairy  quotas.  That  is  the  direction  in 
which  we  are  going  because  when  the 
farmer  cuts  back  on  dairy  production 
and  has  excess  feed,  he  undoubtedly 
would  feed  it  to  some  other  kind  of  live¬ 
stock  which  would  increase  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  beef  and  hogs.  Controls  would 
then  be  necessary  for  cattle  and  hogs. 
This  bill  is  the  first  step.  But  I  want  to 
point  out  what  would  be  ahead  of  us  in 
the  dairy  industry. 

The  administration  seems  bound  and 
determined  to  cut  the  price  support  floor 
for  dairy  products.  The  original  provi¬ 
sions  sent  to  us  by  Secretary  Freeman 
would  have  provided  a  cut  from  75  per¬ 


cent  of  parity  to  65  percent  if  the  farm¬ 
ers  accepted  controls,  but  no  floor  on 
supports  if  the  farmers  turned  down 
mandatory  controls.  This  is  a  far  cry 
from  our  present  basic  protection  and 
a  severe  injustice  to  the  dairy  farmers, 
for  the  present  law  has  effected  changes 
in  dairy  production  as  the  following  table 
shows: 


Price  support  announcements  as  percents  of 
parity  and  milk  productions  in  the  12 
months  following  the  announcement 


Year 

Price 
support 
announce¬ 
ment  as 
percent  of 
parity  > 

Milk  pro¬ 
duction  in 
the  following 
12  months  2 

Milk  pro¬ 
duction 
change 
from 
previous 
year 

1950 . 

79 

Million 

pounds 

116, 164 
114,313 
116, 480 
121,761 
121,668 
124, 447 
124,  734 
124, 309 
123, 245 
122,532 
122, 930 
125, 978 

Million 

pounds 

-680 

1951 . 

87 

-1,851 

2,167 

5,281 

-93 

1952 _ 

90 

1953.. . . 

90 

1954 . 

75 

1955 . . 

80 

2,  779 
287 

1956 . . 

84 

1957 . - 

82 

-425 

1958 . 

75 

—  1,  064 
-713 

1959 . 

77 

1960 . — 

80 

398 

1961 . 

83 

3,048 

1962 . . 

75 

i  In  years  when  more  than  1  parity  announcement  was 
made,  parity  prices  were  averaged. 

3  12  months  beginning  Apr.  1. 


Do  not  think,  however,  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  given  up.  Next  year 
they  will  undoubtedly  claim  that  there 
is  a  dairy  fiasco,  or  at  least  a  butter 
fiasco.  I  think  that  the  administration 
is  permitting  the  surpluses  to  expand  in 
order  to  gain  support  for  their  dairy 
control  proposals. 

Let  us  look  at  what  happened  in  the 
past  when  we  had  surpluses  like  we  do 
this  year. 

In  1954  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  purchases  amounted  to  324.8  mil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  butter.  In  1961,  327  mil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  butter  were  purchased. 

But,  in  1954  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  under  a  Republican  administra¬ 
tion  disposed  of  317.9  million  pounds  of 
that  butter.  But  in  1961  it  disposed  of 
only  195.5  million  pounds. 

I  enclose  the  following  table  to  show 
what  the  Eisenhower  administration  did 
with  its  excess  butter  supply  in  order  to 
prevent  the  storage  problem  this  admin¬ 
istration  is  getting  itself  into : 


Purchases  and  utilization  of  butter  by  CCC,  calendar  years  1.058  to  1961,  inclusive 

[In  millions  of  pounds] 


1953 

1954 

1956 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

358.  9 

324.8 

162.3 

164.7 

173.6 

183.8 

123.7 

145.3 

329.5 

Utilization: 

3  7 

3 

2 

1.0 

.1 

Donation: 

105.0 

170.7 

71.0 

1 

113.0 

108.7 
178  Q 

94.6 

M  6 

99.0 

143.8 

79.6 

Export  sales _ _ _ _ 

1.4 
11.  4 

13.8 
26.  6 

18.3 

8.7 

29.4 

18.4 

.9 

1.8 

2.8 

9  1 

3  6 

18  3 

2.2 

U.S.  Army  transfers . - . - 

15.1 

29.8 

41.4 

29I4 

25.6 

27.1 

27.2 

20.0 

18.9 

4.1 

Other  1 . . 

.3 

3.0 

5.9 

9.7 

6.0 

7.7 

5.2 

3. 5 

Total . 

118.2 

317.9 

379.2 

224.9 

142.4 

208.1 

130.4 

129.4 

195.  5 

- - 

Includes  cocoa  butter  sales,  transfers  to  Veterans’  Administration,  Bureau  of  Prisons,  and  Public  Health  Service,  research  donations  and  inventory  reduction, 
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As  this  chart  points  out,  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  for  commercial  domestic  sales  in 
1954  was  19.7  million  pounds. 

In  foreign  donations  for  1954,  there 
were  130.5  million  pounds  moved  and 
none  in  1961. 

For  noncommercial  export  in  1954 
there  was  11.4  million  pounds  moved  and 
none  in  1961. 

ICA  transfers — 9.1  million  pounds  in 
1954  and  none  in  1961. 

I  charge  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  not  disposing  of  this  surplus  of 
butter  so  that  they  can  build  up  a  butter 
fiasco  and  force  the  Congress  and  the 
farmers  to  accept  a  dairy  control  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  look  at  this  legis¬ 
lation,  we  find  a  most  unacceptable  fea¬ 
ture.  In  the  referendum  the  choice  the 
farmers  have  to  make  is  regimentation 
or  ruin,  as  has  been  pointed  out.  I  say 
it  is  like  asking  an  innocent  man 
whether  he  wants  life  imprisonment  or 
the  death  sentence.  If  the  farmer  ac¬ 
cepts  the  jail  sentence  you  say  the  first 
year  you  will  give  him  half  enough  to 
eat,  the  second  year  40  percent,  the  third 
year  30  percent,  and  after  that  you 
don’t  need  anything.  It  reminds  me  of 
the  farmer  who  didn’t  want  to  feed  his 
horse  so  he  decided  to  wean  him.  When 
asked  by  his  neighbor  of  his  progress, 
he  said  that  he  had  weaned  his  horse 
of  eating  and  if  he  lived  another  week 
he  would  have  weaned  him  of  drinking 
as  well.  And  you  are  asking  the  Repub¬ 
licans  to  come  to  you  and  say  “We  do 
not  like  your  bill  which  triggers  the  gun 
with  the  index  finger.”  You  want  us  to 
offer  an  amendment  so  we  will  pull  it 
with  a  different  finger. 

This  is  really  the  choice — whether  we 
are  going  to  ruin  the  farmers  by  this  bill 
under  either  alternative  which  they  are 
offered  or  refuse  to  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  farmers  are 
brothers,  and  you  are  asking  for  legis¬ 
lation  to  be  passed  that  will  actually 
either  ruin  the  farmers  on  the  one  hand 
or  rule  the  farmers  on  the  other.  Since 
our  choice  is  to  kill  our  brother  or  kill 
this  bill,  I  choose  to  kill  this  bill. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  AbernethyI. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  against  this  bill. 

This  is  a  new  experience  for  me.  I 
have  served  in  the  House  for  20  years. 
For  18  of  those  years  I  have  been  on  this 
good  committee  that  means  so  much  to 
the  rural  people  of  America  as  well  as  to 
the  tens  of  millions  who  live  in  our  ur¬ 
ban  cities.  Not  one  time  during  these 
18  years  have  I  come  to  this  floor  in 
opposition  to  a  bill  which  had  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  a  majority  of  the  members  on 
my  side  of  the  aisle.  So  I  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  indeed  this  is  a  new  ex¬ 
perience. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
the  gentleman  now  addressing  the 
House,  my  very  good  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi,  is  one  of  the  out¬ 
standing  members  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  His  advice  is 


sought  after.  He  is  sound  in  his  think¬ 
ing.  I  want  the  membership  to  know 
that  he  is  one  of  the  most  valuable  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I,  of  course,  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman’s  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  very  high  re¬ 
gard  for  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
my  committee  and  my  Democratic  col¬ 
leagues.  I  would  like  to  say  again  that  I 
deeply  regret  that  my  views  are  not  in 
keeping  with  theirs  on  the  bill. 

Mention  was  made  yesterday  after¬ 
noon  and  again  this  morning  about  poli¬ 
tics.  No  doubt  there  is  some  politics  in 
the  debate  today,  as  there  was  yesterday 
and  as  there  will  be  tomorrow;  and  there 
will  be  some  next  year,  and  in  the  years 
ahead. 

Maybe  this  is  not  the  best  system,  but 
it  is  the  existing  best  in  the  world  and 
indeed  it  is  the  best  that  we  have  found 
up  to  now.  I  am  very  happy  we  Ameri¬ 
cans  under  our  political  system  are  able 
to  settle  our  differences  with  ballots  and 
not  with  bullets,  even  if  politics  does 
sometimes  enter  into  our  considerations. 
However,  may  I  assure  the  Members  of 
this  body  that  my  position  on  this  bill  is 
not  prompted  by  politics.  The  same  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  remarks  that  I  shall  make. 

I  would  like  also  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  have  nothing  but  the  highest 
praise  for  Mr.  Freeman,  our  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  I  think  the  farm  people  of 
this  country  owe  him  a  debt  of  gratitude. 
In  his  travels  through  the  length  and 
breadth  of  this  land  he  has  had  noth¬ 
ing  to  say  about  the  farmers  except  that 
which  was  good.  He  has  not  inculcated 
into  the  hearts  of  the  American  people 
the  view  that  the  farmers  of  this  coun¬ 
try  are  leeches  or  parasites  upon  the 
American  economy  and  the  Federal 
Treasury,  as  some  have  done.  He  has 
consistently  and  properly  in  every  speech 
told  the  American  people  that  the  efforts 
of  agriculture  and  the  American  farm¬ 
ers  have  been  always  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  country,  and  he  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect. 

He  has  repeated  time  and  again  that 
the  story  of  American  agriculture  is  one 
of  the  great  success  stories  of  all  time. 
The  American  people  are  the  best  fed 
people  on  earth.  They  wear  the  best 
clothes  produced  from  the  world’s  finest 
fibers,  all  grown  and  made  right  here  in 
America.  These  are  products  from  our 
farms. 

While  Russia,  Cuba,  and  other  Com¬ 
munist  nations  live  under  food  ration¬ 
ing,  for  the  American  he  has  nothing 
short  of  the  most  and  the  best. 

Secretary  Freeman  has  brought  this 
home  to  our  consumers,  whereas  others 
have  talked  of  nothing  but  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  and  endeavored  to  prejudice  con¬ 
sumers  against  farmers  and  farm  pro¬ 
grams. 

Now,  why  do  I  oppose  the  bill?  I  pre¬ 
sume  you  are  interested.  I  hope  you 
are.  There  are  titles  of  this  bill  to  which 
I  have  no  objection.  I  am  going  to  sup¬ 
port  them.  I  really  think  we  would  be 
in  better  position  today  had  we  not 
brought  the  bill  to  the  House  in  the  form 
of  an  omnibus  bill.  Each  title  is  en¬ 
titled  to  consideration  on  its  own  merits. 


Each  is  sufficiently  important  to  be  and 
in  my  judgment  should  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  in  separate  bills.  In  recent  years 
we  have  endeavored  to  legislate  on  farm 
matters  in  one  big  bill,  an  omnibus  bill, 
including  many  unrelated  titles.  I  do 
not  think  this  is  the  best  method.  It 
denies  us  a  clear-cut  vote  on  each  im¬ 
portant  issue.  In  any  event,  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  committee  feel  the  omnibus 
route  is  the  best.  At  least  they  thought 
so  in  this  instance.  So  here  it  is  in 
ominibus  form. 

My  objection  is  directed  primarily,  and 
I  might  say  almost  entirely,  to  the  feed 
grain  section. 

I  do  not  shudder  when  anyone  speaks 
of  controls.  I  do  not  run  out,  get  scared 
and  frightened  when  they  make  reckless 
use  of  the  word  “regimentation.”  I 
agree  with  what  my  leader  said  this 
morning  when  he  stated  there  is  no  regi¬ 
mentation,  and  there  is  not  because  the 
farmers  under  present  control  programs 
do  have  the  right  to  vote  on  the  meas¬ 
ure.  Unless  they  approve  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  it  does  not  become  effec¬ 
tive.  If  there  is  regimentation  in  these 
programs,  they  regiment  themselves,  and 
certainly  they  should  have  that  privi¬ 
lege,  if  they  want  it.  It  is,  however,  al¬ 
ready  evident  that  they  do  not  want  a 
program  of  controls  for  feed  grains. 
And,  if  they  do  not  want  it,  then  indeed 
it  should  not  be  shoved  upon  them. 

We  do  have  what  we  call  control  pro¬ 
grams  dealing  with  cotton,  rice,  peanuts, 
tobacco,  and  wheat.  They  fit  into  these 
categories  of  farming.  But  each  of 
those  commodities  is  an  industrial  com¬ 
modity.  They  are  produced  on  the 
farm,  and  sold  in  the  market.  Cotton  is 
not  produced  on  the  farm  to  be  con¬ 
sumed  on  the  farm.  Cotton  is  produced 
on  the  farm  to  be  moved  into  and  sold 
in  the  market.  The  same  is  true  of  to¬ 
bacco,  the  same  is  true  of  wheat,  the 
same  is  true  of  peanuts,  and  of  rice. 

But  feed  grain,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  in 
an  entirely  different  category.  Feed 
grain  is  an  element  to  the  end  result  of 
the  production  of  cattle,  of  milk,  of  poul¬ 
try,  and  pork.  Grain  is  as  important  in 
a  cattle,  beef,  pork,  or  poultry  operation 
as  is  a  tractor.  It  is  as  important  as 
the  fence  that  surrounds  the  pasture. 
Even  the  fencepost  is  an  important  ele¬ 
ment  in  my  area  in  the  production  of 
the  steer.  These  things,  all  of  which 
go  into  and  are  necessary  elements  in  the 
production  of  a  steer,  are  just  as  import¬ 
ant  as  the  feed.  All  are  required  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  steer,  or  the  milk,  or  pork. 

If  you  control  feed,  you  control  an  im¬ 
portant  element  of  the  production  of  the 
end  result  of  that  farm — beef. 

Why  not  control  the  fence  posts? 
Why  not  limit  the  amount  of  fencing, 
reduce  the  size  of  the  pasture?  The 
tractor  is  an  important  element  in  a  beef, 
dairy,  and  poultry  operation  because  it 
is  with  the  tractor  that  the  farmer  pro¬ 
duces  feed  for  the  end  result  of  the  farm. 

So,  why  not  control  the  number  of 
tractors  on  a  livestock  farm?  To  do  so 
would  be  just  as  disastrous  to  many  live¬ 
stock  operations  as  would  control  of  the 
livestock  farmer’s  feed  grain  acreage. 
And  may  I  remind  you  that  85  percent 
of  the  feed  grain  is  used  in  livestock 
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farming  operations  in  the  areas  where 
it  is  produced,  and  75  percent  of  all  feed 
grain  is  actually  used  and  fed  on  the 
farm.  It  never  reaches  the  market.  It  is 
not  grown  for  market.  It  is  grown  by 
farmers  in  most  instances  to  feed  their 
own  cattle,  dairy  cows,  hogs  and 
chickens. 

Now,  these  are  the  reasons  that  farm¬ 
ers  oppose  the  feed  grain  section.  These 
are  the  reasons  I  oppose  it.  The  feed 
grain  section  is  an  attempt  to  control  the 
end  result  of  a  livestock  and  poultry 
farming  operation.  Somebody  says, 
“Well,  don’t  you  have  that  for  cotton 
and  these  others?”  Yes,  but  the  control 
program  fits  into  that  type  of  a  farming 
operation.  It  does  not  fit  into  beef, 
dairy,  and  poultry  operations.  Cotton, 
tobacco,  rice,  peanuts  and  wheat  are 
grown  for  market.  They  are  in  their 
entirety,  except  a  small  amount  of  wheat 
for  feed,  industrial  crops. 

So  my  opposition  to  the  application  of 
a  control  program  to  feed  grain,  which  is 
nothing  more  than  an  element  of  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry  farming  operations. 

Now,  the  proposal  to  control  feed 
grains  is  not  anything  new.  This  is  not 
a  new  proposal;  this  is  not  a  new  idea; 
this  is  not  an  innovation  in  agriculture 
or  in  agricultural  legislation. 

Twenty-four  years  ago  this  Congress 
approved  what  was  known  as  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1938.  At  that  time  the 
Congress  approved  a  bill  which  did  in¬ 
clude  and  incorporate  corn  into  a  con¬ 
trolled  program.  Now,  listen  to  this:  Not 
once  did  any  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
ever  invoke  controls  upon  the  production 
of  corn;  not  once. 

Mr.  Wallace  was  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  through  the  5th  day  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1940.  He  had  the  authority  to  invoke 
controls  upon  the  production  of  corn, 
and  not  once  did  he  do  so.  He  was  suc¬ 
ceeded  by  Mr.  Claude  Wickard,  another 
Democratic  Secretary  of  Agricuture.  He 
went  into  office  on  the  5th  day  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1940  and  retired  on  June  2,  1945.  For 
5  long  years  he  never  invoked  the  au¬ 
thority  to  submit  corn  and  feed  grains  to 
a  controlled  program.  He  was  succeeded 
by  another  Democratic  Secretary,  the 
Honorable  Clinton  Anderson,  who  used 
to  be  a  Member  of  this  body  and  is  now 
a  Member  of  the  other  body.  This  is 
very  significant.  He  served  from  the 
30th  day  of  June  1945  until  the  29th  day 
of  May  1948  during  all  of  which  time  he 
had  the  authority,  if  he  saw  fit,  to  sub¬ 
mit  com  to  a  controlled  referendum,  and 
not  once  did  he  submit  it.  That  Secre¬ 
tary  was  succeeded  by  another  Demo¬ 
cratic  Secretary,  Mr.  Brannan,  a  very 
much  maligned  and  abused  man  of  his 
day  but  a  man  of  conscience  and  con¬ 
viction.  I  differed  with  him  on  many 
occasions,  but  I  respected  and  admired 
him.  He  served  from  the  2d  day  of  June 
1948  until  the  20th  day  of  January  1953. 
During  his  entire  service  he  had  the 
authority  and  the  power  to  submit  this 
identical  issue  to  farmers  in  a  referen¬ 
dum — a  means  whereby  they  could  in¬ 
voke  controls  upon  corn  and  not  once 
did  he  invoke  it.  The  same  was  true  of 
Mr.  Benson. 


Now,  when  did  farmers  get  into  this 
feed  grain  trouble?  They  got  into  it  in 
the  middle  fifties.  Under  the  old  Agri- 
cutural  Act  of  1938  the  Secretary  did 
have  the  authority  to  invoke  simple 
acreage  allotments,  but  such  was  not 
compulsory.  Farmers  had  a  choice  of 
compliance  or  not  to  comply.  Each  was 
his  own  judge.  Year  after  year  such  a 
program  was  in  effect  before  the  mid¬ 
fifties.  It  worked  quite  well  and  often 
com  was  supported  as  high  as  90  percent 
of  parity.  We  never  once  built  up  an 
unmanageable  surplus  of  feed  grain  un¬ 
der  that  program  until  the  Department 
initiated  a  program  in  1955  of  support¬ 
ing  noncompliance  corn.  It  had  such 
authority  but  its  use  was  unwise  and  a 
grave  mistake.  Through  this  means  they 
supported  the  price  of  corn  for  farmers 
who  had  not  complied  with  their  acreage 
allotments.  So,  what  happened?  This 
encouraged  more  and  more  fanners  to 
plant  more  and  more  corn.  Why 
should  they  not?  The  sky  was  the  limit. 
Price  support  at  high  level,  much  higher 
than  now,  was  assured  on  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction.  This,  plus  the  act  of  1958  which 
assured  a  handsome  level  of  price  sup¬ 
port  on  unlimited  production,  encouraged 
and  skyrocketed  grain  production.  No 
wonder  we  are  in  the  soup.  But  let 
us  not  burn  down  the  house  in  an  effort 
to  get  out. 

We  came  into  1953  with  only  slightly 
more  than  a  normal  supply  of  feed  grain 
in  Government  stocks.  For  years  we 
were  doing  fine  under  a  simple  voluntary 
acreage  allotment  program.  Then  we 
started  this  foolishness  of  supporting 
corn  which  had  been  produced  on  fanms 
out  of  compliance  with  their  acreage  al¬ 
lotments.  Government  stocks  soared 
from  16  6  million  tons  in  1953  to  22.6 
million  tons  in  1954,  to  29.7  million  tons 
in  1955,  to  34.7  million  in  1956,  to  40.8 
million  in  1957  and  to  49.2  million  tons 
in  1958.  Then  came  the  act  of  1958 
which  made  it  compulsory  that  unlimited 
production  of  corn  and  feed  grain  be 
handsomely  supported.  The  country 
fairly  turned  to  grain  and  the  stocks, 
under  this  program  recommended  and 
demanded  by  Secretary  Benson,  soared 
to  67.4  million  tons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  judgment  that 
the  best  means  of  handling  this  situation 
is  to  return  to  the  old  program,  enacted 
in  1938.  It  worked  very  well.  With  some 
refinements  we  can  make  it  even  more 
effective. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  yield  me 
additional  time?  . 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry,  but  I  can  only  give  the  gentleman 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes,  if 
the  gentleman  will  answer  two  or  three 
questions. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  attempt  to  answer  the  gentleman’s 
questions. 


Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  Chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  ask  the 
gentleman  one  or  two  simple  questions. 

On  January  1,  1953,  we  only  had  in¬ 
vested  in  feed  grains  $617  million.  On 
January  1,  1960,  we  had  invested  in  feed 
grains  $3,984  million,  not  taking  into 
consideration  the  storage  costs. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  propose  to  do? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  All  right;  I  shall 
try  to  tell  the  gentleman  what  I  pro¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  please  tell  me  what  you 
are  going  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  All  right;  I  will 
tell  the  gentleman.  We  did  get  into 
trouble,  as  the  gentleman  said,  by  sup¬ 
porting  feed  grain  during  the  1950’s  when 
farmers  were  not  in  compliance  on  their 
acreage  allotments.  We  encouraged 
them — every  one  of  them — to  get  into 
the  corn,  sorghum  grain  and  other  pro¬ 
duction  by  supporting  unlimited  produc¬ 
tion.  Such  was  not  mandatory  law 
then.  In  1958  we  brought  to  this  floor 
of  the  House  and  passed  a  bill  which 
was  wrong,  and  which  the  gentleman 
knows  was  wrong.  The  gentleman  was 
against  the  bill,  but  we  were  in  a  squeeze 
and  we  had  to  swallow  it.  Time  does  not 
permit  a  detail  of  the  circumstances. 
We  do  know  however  that  the  squeeze 
play  existed  and  we  had  to  swallow  the 
proposal. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  when  the  gentleman  uses 
the  expression  “we,”  I  was  not  respon¬ 
sible,  and  you  were  not  responsible. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  The  gentleman 
is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  came  out  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  right.  I 
was  just  as  much  against  it  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  was.  Indeed  I  was  then,  and  I 
am  against  it  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  adopted  the  act  in 
1958  which  provided  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  must  support  every  bushel 
of  corn  and  grain  that  was  grown  in  this 
country.  It  has  doubled  and  trebled  our 
surplus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to  complete 
my  point  and  then  I  will  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings!, 
who  is  seeking  recognition. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ought  to  do  two 
things:  If  we  are  going  to  have  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  for  corn,  we  ought  to  go 
back  and  put  it  at  a  low  enough  level 
so  as  not  to  encourage  surplus  produc¬ 
tion.  This  should  be  tied  to  a  program 
comparable  to  the  old  1938  program  pro¬ 
viding  for  simple  acreage  allotments. 
Each  farmer  will  be  given  an  allotment 
in  keeping  with  his  histoi'y-  If  he  com¬ 
plies  he  gets  price  support;  if  he  does 
not  he  gets  nothing.  That  worked  well 
before.  It  should  work  well  now.  If 
they  comply,  they  receive  price  supports. 
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If  they  do  not  comply,  they  will  not  and 
ought  not  get  anything.  That  is  what 
we  ought  to  do.  I  am  for  it,  and  I  will 
vote  for  it.  But  coming  from  where  I  do, 
down  in  the  little  hill  cotton  country, 
and  a  deficit  producer  of  feed  grain,  I  am 
not  the  person  to  sponsor  a  feed  grain 
program  for  the  commercial  grain 
grower  of  Iowa,  Illinois,  and  other  highly 
commercial  grain-growing  areas.  I  am 
not  the  man  to  do  it.  Such  would  be 
most  presumptuous  of  me.  I  will  vote 
for  it,  and  I  think  that  is  what  the  Con¬ 
gress  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  a  great  deal  of  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  to  say,  especially  about  the 
1958  feed  grain  bill  which  we  will  revert 
to  if  this  bill  which  we  are  considering 
today  is  not  passed. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  We  can  repeal  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  the  decision 
that  we  have  to  make.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  only  recognize  the  decision  to¬ 
day,  we  have  one  of  two  votes.  We 
either  vote  for  the  proposed  bill  which 
will  rectify  the  Benson  program,  and  we 
go  back.  In  effect,  a  vote  against  this 
bill  is  a  vote  for  the  program  which  the 
gentleman  is  condemning. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  We  can  repeal  it 
right  now.  I  will  support  an  amendment 
to  repeal  it,  and  that  is  what  we  ought 
to  do.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  a  vote  for  this  feed  grain  bill 
is  a  vote  for  the  old  1958  act.  We  would 
not  dare  adjourn  this  Congress  leaving 
it  in  full  force  and  effect.  Also,  I  think 
it  would  be  an  even  worse  mistake  to 
invoke  controls  of  feed  grain  on  a  live¬ 
stock  farmer  who  produces  his  own  grain. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  that  amendment  is  not 
under  consideration.  It  was  not  offered 
before  the  committee,  and  it  is  not  the 
bill  that  we  are  considering  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  things 
that  many  people  would  like  to  support 
rather  than  the  provisions  in  this  bill,  or 
rather  than  some  of  the  provisions  in  the 
1958  law.  But  that  is  not  the  question. 
We  either  vote  today  on  one  of  two  bills — 
either  this  bill  or  the  1958  bill. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman,  but  that  does  not  prevent  us 
from  defeating  this  bill,  which  I  think 
is  bad,  and  then  attend  to  our  chores  on 
the  1958  act.  There  is  time.  We  will  be 
around  until  frost  falls. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  appropriate 
time  I  propose  to  offer  an  amendment 
which  I  think  is  sound.  I  propose  to  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment  which  will  permit 
every  cattle  farmer  in  this  country  and 
every  dairyman  and  every  poultry  man, 
if  he  has  adequate  land  with  which  to  do 
it,  to  raise  the  required  quantities  of  grain 
that  he  needs  to  raise  on  his  own  farm 
to  feed  his  own  livestock,  his  chickens 
and  his  billy  goats,  if  he  has  such.  To 
deny  a  farmer  the  privilege  of  raising 
his  own  feed  on  his  own  farm  for  his 
own  animals  is  fundamentally  wrong.  I 
will  discuss  the  amendment  further  un¬ 
der  the  5 -minute  rule. 


Agriculture  is  by  far  the  largest  indus¬ 
try  in  our  economy.  There  are  a  great 
many  misconceptions  about  agriculture. 
Unfortunately,  many  people  think  that 
the  average  farmer  goes  around  with 
hat-in-hand  looking  for  some  dole  or 
Government  subsidy.  Let  me  assure  my 
colleagues  that  this  is  not  the  case.  Of¬ 
tentimes  we  forget  that  a  great  part  of 
agriculture  is  free  from  control.  I  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the  cost  of  the  present  feed 
grain  program  is  excessive.  I  also  recog¬ 
nize  that  costs  could  be  decreased  under 
the  present  law. 

This  is  no  time  to  become  panicky 
about  this  situation.  This  is  not  the  last 
chance  for  farm  legislation.  To  my 
knowledge,  there  is  not  a  so-called  revolt 
against  agriculture.  We  do  have  some 
permanent  legislation  on  the  books ;  and 
let  me  assure  my  city  friends  that  your 
food  supply  will  not  be  in  jeopardy  if 
no  legislation  is  passed  in  1962.  My 
point  is  that  we  should  be  very  careful 
that  we  do  not  worsen  the  situation  as 
we  proceed  to  consider  this  most  impor¬ 
tant  measure — not  only  to  farmers  but 
to  taxpayers  and  to  consumers  as  well. 

I  come  from  a  great  agricultural  State. 
In  1960-61  the  cash  receipts  from  farm 
marketings  were  $657,832,000;  $269,170,- 
000  of  this  total  came  from  livestock  and 
livestock  products.  The  cash  farm  re¬ 
ceipts  from  livestock  and  livestock  prod¬ 
ucts  in  Mississippi,  as  well  many  of  the 
Southern  States,  has  increased  at  a  very 
rapid  rate  during  the  last  10  years.  This 
trend  has  been  good  for  Mississippi.  It 
has  been  good  for  the  whole  southeast¬ 
ern  area.  It  means  more  diversified 
farming,  less  dependence  on  row  crops, 
sound  soil  conservation  practices — and, 
all  in  all,  a  more  healthy  agriculture. 

I  am  opposed  to  any  legislation  that 
will  stop  this  progress.  I  believe  that 
title  IV,  particularly  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
vision,  will  have  this  effect. 

Agriculture  in  the  First  Congressional 
District  of  Mississippi  which  I  am  hon¬ 
ored  to  represent  is  the  No.  1  industry. 
I  was  pleased  to  find  that  based  on  the 
latest  census  report  that  in  my  district 
the  value  of  farm  products  sold  in  1959 — 
the  latest  year  for  which  complete  figures 
are  available — was  $78,157,720.  There 
are  some  31,700  farms  in  my  district. 

Even  though  cotton  is  still  the  leading 
agricultural  commodity  in  the  First  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Mississippi,  corn,  feed  grains,  and 
livestock  are  playing  an  increasing  role. 
For  example,  based  on  the  latest  statis¬ 
tics,  about  17%  percent  of  the  farm  sales 
came  from  milk  and  dairy  products,  and 
24%  percent  came  from  the  sales  of 
cattle,  calves,  hogs,  and  other  meat  ani¬ 
mals.  Poultry  continues  to  play  a  lead¬ 
ing  role  in  improving  farm  income  in  my 
district;  10.7  percent  of  the  farm  sales 
were  from  poultry. 

I  take  the  time  of  my  colleagues  to 
point  out  these  statistics  in  order  to  in¬ 
dicate  to  you  my  great  concern  over  the 
feed  grain  section  of  this  bill. 

There  are  parts  of  this  legislation  that 
I  can  support;  however,  when  I  look  at 
this  bill  on  balance  as  it  will  affect  a 
great  percentage  of  the  farmers  through¬ 
out  my  area  and  throughout  the  United 
States,  I  believe  the  House  will  be  wise 


in  voting  against  this  legislation,  unless 
it  can  be  drastically  amended. 

For  many  years  the  farmers  in  areas 
that  were  once  one-crop  areas  have 
realized  that  they  must  diversify  the  op¬ 
erations  in  order  to  more  adequately 
utilize  the  land  and  labor  resources  avail¬ 
able  to  them.  By  so  doing,  many  of  the 
smaller  farmers  have  been  able  to  main¬ 
tain  well  balanced,  efficient  farming  op¬ 
erations.  In  moving  from  a  row-crop 
type  of  agriculture  the  logical  area  of 
development  was  dairy  and  livestock 
production.  Thus,  we  have  seen  in  many 
areas  of  the  Nation  tremendous  changes 
taking  place  in  the  type  of  agriculture. 
We  have  seen,  for  example,  in  the  south¬ 
eastern  part  of  the  United  States  red 
hills  that  were  eroding  away  changed 
into  deep  green,  where  the  soil  is  being- 
held  in  place.  We  have  seen  net  farm 
income  rise  on  many  of  these  efficient 
diversified  farms. 

In  my  opinion,  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  legislation  will  stop  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  this 
changing  agriculture. 

As  our  population  has  increased  and 
our  living  standards  improved,  the  de¬ 
mand  for  more  milk  and  dairy  products, 
beef,  pork,  and  poultry  has  become 
greater.  The  production  of  feed  grains 
is  absolutely  essential  if  farmers  are  to 
continue  to  supply  to  all  areas  of  the 
country  this  very  wholesome,  high  pro¬ 
tein  food. 

There  is  one  point  that  we  must  not 
overlook  as  we  consider  this  matter — it 
is  that  feed  grain  is  grown  to  be  fed  to 
livestock  and  poultry.  It  is  different 
from  wheat  or  other  direct  consumption 
food.  The  production  of  feed  grain  is  a 
means  to  an  end.  I  wish  to  repeat  and 
emphasize  that  according  to  the  latest 
figures  available,  it  is  estimated  that 
about  85  percent  of  the  feed  grains  pro¬ 
duced  are  fed  in  the  area  in  which  they 
were  produced.  Further  investigation 
of  this  point  indicates  that  approxi¬ 
mately  three-fourths  of  the  feed  grain 
produced  is  fed  on  the  farm  on  which  it 
is  produced. 

Thus,  when  we  deny  a  farmer  the 
right  to  produce  feed  grains  to  feed  his 
own  livestock  on  his  own  farming  opera¬ 
tion,  then  we  think  you  have  taken  away 
a  basic  right.  If  a  farmer  is  producing 
cash  grain,  certainly  he  should  reduce 
his  production  in  time  of  surplus  if  he 
wants  the  Government  to  guarantee  him 
a  price.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  farmer 
is  simply  growing  grain  for  his  own  home 
consumption,  I  think  it  is  wrong  to  deny 
him  the  right  to  produce  sufficient  grain 
to  feed  his  livestock. 

I  recognize  the  fact  that  in  subtitle  A 
of  title  IV  there  is  a  so-called  deficit 
feed  area  provision  and  a  so-called  25- 
acre  exemption.  These  two  provisions 
were  put  into  the  bill  in  order  to  try  to 
convince  certain  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  their  area  would  be  exempt. 

This  is  not  so.  The  truth  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  that  under  both  of  these  pro¬ 
visions,  a  farmer  would  be  severely 
penalized  if  he  exceeded  his  base  acreage, 
that  is,  the  acreage  established  for  his 
farm  based  on  the  plantings  in  1959 
and  1960.  Then  also,  the  deficit  area 
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provision  is  not  mandatory.  It  is  dis¬ 
cretionary  with  the  Secretary.  We  have 
no  assurance  it  will  be  invoked.  And 
it  is  very  worthy  of  note  that  the  term 
“deficit  area”  is  not  defined. 

The  penalty  referred  to  would  be 
severe.  This,  mind  you,  is  applicable  to 
a  farmer  who  does  not  want  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  feed  grains,  who  is  denied  the 
right  to  vote  in  the  referendum,  but  who 
will  be  subject  to  the  cross-compliance 
provisions  of  the  feed  grain  section,  and 
could  be  denied  price  supports  on  his 
cotton,  tobacco,  peanuts,  or  rice  if  he 
should  come  under  the  penalty  provision 
of  the  feed  grain  section.  In  other  words, 
this  simply  means  when  all  the  gloss 
is  removed  that  farmers  in  those  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country  that  are  continuing 
to  diversify  and  expand  their  livestock 
production  will  be  stopped  cold  by  the 
intervention  of  the  Federal  Government. 

In  all  sincerity,  before  you  vote  for 
a  bill  that  would  embark  on  a  program 
of  controlled  production  of  feed  grain — a 
program  which  four  previous  Demo¬ 
cratic  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  never 
once  invoked — I  urge  you  to  weigh  and 
consider  the  result  most  carefully.  In 
my  considered  judgment,  and  with  all 
deference  to  those  who  differ,  such  a 
vote  would  be  a  serious  mistake. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Latta], 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset,  if  there  is  any  question  in  any¬ 
body’s  mind  as  to  my  position  on  this 
bill  I  am  totally,  completely,  and  un¬ 
alterably  opposed  to  it.  I  do  not  think 
that  comes  as  a  surprise  to  many  of  my 
associates  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  because  I  am  opposed  to  the  basic 
theory  that  is  deeply  embedded  and  in¬ 
grained  in  this  bill.  If  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  chooses  to  call  this  theory 
supply-management,  that  is  up  to  him. 
I  choose  to  call  it  planned  economy  for 
agriculture,  as  that  is  exactly  what  it  is. 
I  want  to  record  to  reveal  here  and  now 
that  I  oppose  a  planned  economy  for- 
any  segment  of  America,  be  it  agricul¬ 
ture,  labor,  industry,  business,  or  what 
have  you.  I  shall  oppose  it  wherever  and 
whenever  it  raises  its  ugly  head.  It  has 
raised  its  ugly  head  in  this  bill,  and  I 
am  unalterably  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  a  lot  of 
discussion  here  during  the  last  day  and 
a  half  about  the  family-type  farmer  and 
what  this  bill  proposes  to  do  for  him — 
perhaps  I  should  say  to  do  to  him.  I 
have  read  this  bill,  H.R.  11222,  several 
times.  I  have  studied  it  in  and  out  of 
committee  and  I  fail  to  find  the  family- 
type  farmer  even  mentioned.  What  has 
happened  to  him?  We,  in  Ohio,  repre¬ 
sent  family-type  farmers.  I  have  con¬ 
sistently  upheld  the  rights  of  these  small 
family-type  farmers  in  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  in  this  House.  Now 
I  find  the  majority  does  not  even  refer 
to  him  in  this  piece  of  legislation.  I  am 
for  maintaining  the  family-type  farmer 
in  American  agriculture.  This  bill  will 
demolish  him. 

I  agree  completely  with  our  honorable 
chairman  in  this,  that  this  does  give  the 


family-type  farmer  a  floor.  It  would 
knock  him  to  the  floor  for  the  10  count 
if  it  is  passed.  And  I  might  predict  that 
it  will  not  pass  in  its  present  form  as  I 
know  the  Members  of  this  House  will  not 
approve  this  type  legislation. 

Let  me  say,  when  we  are  talking  about 
a  planned  economy,  that  Mr.  Freeman 
and  Mr.  Cochrane  have  come  up  with 
another  novel  idea.  They  call  it  a  fran¬ 
chise  for  farmers.  I  have  here  in  my 
hand  a  release  out  of  the  Daily  Sentinel 
Tribune  of  my  hometown  of  Bowling 
Green  of  Wednesday,  June  6,  1962,  which 
I  shall  insert  in  the  Record.  The  head¬ 
line  says:  “Freeman  Says  Farmer  May 
Get  Franchise  To  Operate  in  the  Future.” 
Freeman  Says  Farmers  May  Need  Franchise 
To  Operate  in  Future 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L.  Free¬ 
man,  briefing  farm  magazine  editors  on  the 
administration’s  farm  plans  recently,  indi¬ 
cated  that  under  the  proposed  program  of 
mandatory  controls  and  production  quotas, 
farmers  would  need  a  “franchise”  to  farm. 

One  of  the  editors,  Wayne  E.  Swegle,  man¬ 
aging  editor  of  Successful  Farming  magazine, 
reports  on  the  results  of  the  briefing  session 
in  the  June  issue  of  Successful  Farming. 

Secretary  Freeman  first  emphasized  that 
“we’ve  got  to  face  certain  facts,"  among 
them  a  $9  billion  inventory  of  commodities 
that  “costs  us  $1  billion  a  year  to  handle.” 

Further,  he  said,  “I  don’t  think  that  the 
taxpayers  are  going  to  let  us  go  on  with 
support  prices  at  anything  approximating  a 
reasonable  level  and  keep  on  piling  up  food 
and  fiber  that  at  this  time  we  can’t  use 
effectively.” 

“I  don’t  think  there’s  any  alternative  ex¬ 
cept  that  between  price  supports  and  supply 
management,”  Mr.  Freeman  said,  “or  no  price 
supports  and  unlimited  production.” 

Among  the  controversial  controls  on 
farmers  proposed  under  the  administration’s 
approach  to  supply  management  is  the  dairy 
“quota”  proposal.  With  the  quotas  fixed, 
no  new  producer  could  enter  the  market  un¬ 
less  he  got  a  quota  from  someone  else. 

“We  would  seek  to  avoid  the  concentra¬ 
tion  of  [quotas]  in  a  few  hands,”  Mr.  Free¬ 
man  said. 

In  spite  of  the  resulting  higher  capitaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  land  involved  and  unchanged  net 
income  to  the  farmer,  Mr.  Freeman  said  he 
saw  no  alternative  policy. 

The  secretary’s  economic  adviser,  Willard 
Cochrane,  told  the  farm  editors  that  the 
program  would  “get  returns  up  initially,  and 
then  future  producers  would  be  buying  as¬ 
sets  in  which  they  can  produce  and  sell  in  a 
stable  market.” 

Mr.  Cochrane  likened  the  situation  to  the 
franchise  of  an  automobile  dealership  in  a' 
small  town.  “The  value  of  that  franchise 
gets  capitalized  into  the  business,”  he  said. 
“The  next  man  who  buys  the  business  has 
to  pay  for  the  profitability  of  the  past.  And, 
hence,  the  windfall  of  higher  prices  gets 
capitalized  into  farming,  and  in  a  [car 
dealership].” 

“There  will  be  a  great  deal  of  certainty 
introduced  in  agriculture  that’s  not  there 
now,”  Mr.  Cochrane  said. 

Secretary  Freeman  then  was  asked  if  he 
was,  “in  essence,  giving  a  franchise  to  the 
farmer  to  operate?” 

“In  a  sense,  I  suppose  that’s  true,”  he 
said. 

This  shows  how  far  they  have  gone 
down  the  road  toward  complete  regi¬ 
mentation  of  agriculture.  Let  me  say 
that  I  am  not  going  to  vote  for  any  bill 
which  provides  a  franchise  for  the  Am¬ 
erican  farmer  to  operate  his  own  farm, 
a  farm  that  his  own  sweat  and  blood 
has  earned  for  him.  I  am  against  that 
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type  legislation.  I  do  not  think  we  as 
Members  of  Congress  should  see  it  pass. 

All  that  this  bill  provides  from  cover 
to  cover  is  control — control — control,  for 

the  American  farmer;  and  power _ 

power— power,  for  the  bureaucrats  in 
Washington.  No  one  can  deny  that. 

Let  us  look  at  the  matter  of  price  sup¬ 
ports.  In  this  bill  we  do  not  even  say 
what  the  price  supports  shall  be.  We  say 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  far  as 
wheat  is  concerned,  has  the  discretion, 
has  the  power,  to  set  that  price  support 
between  75  and  90  percent  of  parity.  As 
far  as  feed  grains  are  concerned,  we  say 
he  has  the  power,  the  discretion,  to  set 
it  between  65  and  90  percent  of  parity. 

This  afternoon  and  probably  during 
the  next  day  of  debate  on  this  bill 
we  will  have  Benson’s  ghost  dragged 
through  this  chamber  a  good  many 
times,  but  I  say  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  Ezra  Taft  Benson  never  asked 
for  that  kind  of  power. 

Let  me  discuss  another  part  of  this  bill 
while  we  are  talking  about  Benson.  He 
always  proposed  to  give  the  American 
farmer  some  sort  of  choice.  In  this  bill 
Mr.  Freeman  and  his  friends  down  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  ask  to  take 
away  all  price  supports  for  agriculture  if 
the  farmers  do  not  vote  for  his  program. 
Ezra  Taft  Benson  never  proposed  to  take 
all  price  supports  away  from  the  farmer. 

Let  me  say  now,  as  I  take  up  certain 
sections  of  this  bill,  that  I  cannot  help 
but  recall  the  last  presidential  campaign 
and  the  promises  that  were  made  to  ag¬ 
riculture.  During  this  campaign  we 
fieard  a  lot  about  parity  of  income  for 
the  American  farmer.  Can  anyone  on 
the  majority  side  truthfully  look  the 
American  farmer  in  the  eye  and  say  this 
bill  will  give  him  parity  of  income? 
Where  is  this  100  percent  of  parity  we 
used  to  hear  so  much  talk  about?  The 
proponents  are  not  asking  for  100  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  in  this  bill.  As  I  pointed 
out,  they  are  asking  75  to  90  percent  for 
wheat  and  65  to  90  percent  of  parity  for 
feed  grains.  These  are  facts  you  cannot 
dispute. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  the 
elections  provided  for  in  this  bill.  Let  us 
just  turn  over  to  the  farmer  the  right  to 
decide  for  himself  what  kind  of  program 
he  wants,”  so  the  proponents  say.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  farmers  voting,  and  I  em¬ 
phasize  the  word  “voting,”  shall  make 
that  decision. 

Let  us  examine  that  two-thirds  just 
a  little  bit.  Who  is  going  to  be  voting? 
I  say  this  proposed  election  is  a  sham; 
it  is  deception.  Let  us  look  at  those 
doing  the  voting  in  this  bill.  Seventy- 
three  percent  of  the  total  of  1,825,222 
farmers  producing  wheat  in  1960  had 
less  than  15  acres.  Under  this  bill,  if 
they  take  advantage  of  the  small-farm 
exemption  provided  for  them,  they  shall 
be  ruled  ineligible  to  vote.  Now,  who  are 
we  talking  about?  Two-thirds  of  what? 
Two-thirds  of  what  is  left,  approximate¬ 
ly  28  percent  of  the  wheat  producers. 

In  Ohio,  of  our  154,000  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers,  how  many  actually  voted  in  the 
last  referendum?  Approximately  3,000. 
Is  that  the  type  election  we  are  talking 
about?  Yes;  that  is  the  type  election 
we  are  talking  about.  I  am  opposed  to 
such  elections. 


10376 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  June  20 


Let  us  turn  to  feed  grains  for  a  mo¬ 
ment;  1,183,310  of  the  2,239,850— more 
than  half,  if  you  please — of  these  feed- 
grain  producers  have  less  than  25  acres. 
If  they  took  advantage  of  the  exemption 
provided  for  them  in  this  bill,  they  would 
be  ineligible  to  vote. 

Now  let  us  turn  to  this  deficit-area 
gimmick  that  is  in  the  bill.  We  heard 
yesterday  from  the  ranking  Republican 
Member,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven],  that  some  37  States  could  be 
ruled  to  be  deficit  areas  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  plainly  outlined  on  page  40  of 
the  bill.  Those  37  States  would  not  have 
a  vote  in  feed-grain  referendums.  Let 
me  read  this  language  to  you.  It  ap¬ 
pears  on  lines  16,  17,  and  18. 

It  reads  as  follows: 

The  producers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  on  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  such  crop. 

So  we  automatically  take  37  States  out 
of  this  so-called  referendum  to  start 
with.  Yes,  and  they  have  another  club 
constantly  hanging  over  the  heads  of 
the  fanners  if  they  do  not  vote  right 
either  in  the  wheat  or  the  feed  grain 
referendums.  Mr.  Freeman  would  be 
eligible  to  dump  10  million  tons  of  feed 
grains  on  the  market  in  any  one  year 
and  200  million  bushels  of  wheat  on  the 
market  in  any  one  year  to  keep  the  prices 
down.  Mr.  Freeman  calls  this  protec¬ 
tion.  We  know  what  Mr.  Freeman  did 
to  the  corn  prices  with  less  dumping 
protection  for  the  corn  farmers  last 
year  than  he  is  requesting  in  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  would  have  liked  to 
have  had  more  time  but,  apparently,  we 
do  not  have  it.  But  the  small  farmer  in 
this  bill  certainly  gets  it  on  the  chin. 
Talking  about  voting,  he  must  sign  in 
writing  before  he  is  eligible  to  vote,  even 
if  he  elects  not  to  take  advantage  of  this 
small  farm  deception  that  is  outlined  in 
the  bill.  The  large  producer  need  not 
do  that.  So  the  proponents  of  this  bill 
want  to  shut  him  out  when  he  comes  in 
on  election  day.  They  will  say,  “Oh, 
no,  Mr.  Farmer,  you  did  not  sign  in  writ¬ 
ing  beforehand  so  you  cannot  vote.” 
That  is  more  small  farmer  deception. 
Incidentally,  when  we  talk  about  15  acres 
in  exemption  for  these  wheat  producers 
that  is  deception  on  its  face  because  you 
cannot  possibly  have  a  15 -acre  exemp¬ 
tion.  It  is  mathematically  impossible  as 
last  year  the  majority  cut  the  15-acre 
exemption  down  to  13.5.  I  mean,  you 
take  the  average  of  the  last  5  years  and 
you  cannot  possibly  get  15  acres. 

It  is  also  unfair  to  these  small  wheat 
producers  in  that  it  does  not  give  any 
consideration  to  those  farmers  who  have 
been  rotating  their  crops  during  the  last 
5  years  and  for  this  reason,  perhaps  did 
not  sow  wheat  in  every  one  of  these 
years.  The  result  is,  their  average  is  less 
and  their  exemption  is  less.  This  should 
not  be. 

One  of  the  most  inhuman  provisions  in 
this  bill  is  that  it  discriminates  pricewise 
between  the  large  and  the  small,  family- 
type  fanners  producing  wheat.  The 
small  wheat  producers  electing  to  take 


advantage  of  the  so-called  small  farm 
exemptions  given  them  in  the  bill  will  be 
denied  certificates  worth  60  cents  per 
bushel.  This  means  that  they  will  get 
approximately  $1.40  per  bushel  for  their 
wheat  while  the  one  bending  to  Mi-.  Free¬ 
man’s  wishes  will  get  $2  per  bushel  as  he 
will  be  given  the  60  cents  certificates. 
This  is  unfair,  Mr.  Chairman.  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  un-American  as  we 
are  not  supposed  to  discriminate  in  any 
field  in  America. 

I  hope  the  Members  will  use  their  good 
judgment  and  defeat  this  bill.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  can  then  return 
to  its  committeeroom  and  draft  a  bill 
which  can  be  supported. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  ASHBROOK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  total  opposition  to  this  proposal 
which,  in  my  opinion,  has  properly  been 
labeled  as  a  “monstrosity”  and  “one  of 
the  worst  pieces  of  legislation  to  ever 
originate  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.”  If  there  is  anything  of  which  I 
am  sure,  it  is  that  the  great  majority  of 
farmers  in  the  17th  Ohio  Congressional 
District  are  very  concerned  about  this 
bill  and  opposed  to  its  enactment. 

This  administration  is  committed  to 
the  principle  of  increased  centralization 
of  power  here  in  Washington  and  foster¬ 
ing  the  “dependency”  theory.  By  it, 
everyone  looks  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  their  answer  to  their  problems 
whether  simple  or  complex.  We  see  it  in 
other  areas  but  in  none  so  pronounced  as 
in  the  field  of  agriculture.  The  truth  of 
the  matter,  I  am  certain,  is  that  the  great 
majority  of  farmers  are  looking  not  to 
Government  for  the  answer  but,  quite  the 
opposite,  rather  are  hopeful  that  the 
Government  will  not  compound  their 
problems  and,  indeed,  not  be  the  major 
cause  of  their  grief. 

To  the  credit  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  to  the  majority  party 
I  must  state  that  the  bill  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  today  is  not  nearly  as  extreme 
as  the  one  proposed  last  year  by  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Freeman.  Yet,  it  is 
far  too  radical  to  be  seriously  considered 
as  any  meaningful  compromise. 

H.R.  11222  is  not  merely  one  more  agri¬ 
cultural  proposal  which  will  effect  some 
minor  changes.  It  is  a  completely  new — 
and  unfortunate — concept  which,  if  en¬ 
acted,  would  regiment  and  control  the 
production  and  distribution  of  food  in 
America.  It  is  punitive.  I  agree  whole¬ 
heartedly  with  Farm  Bureau  President 
Charles  Shuman  who  stated  in  a  recent 
letter : 

The  entire  bill  would  be  a  giant  step  to¬ 
ward  strict  supply-management  for  all  of 
agriculture.  It  means  inefficient  production 
and  higher  consumer  prices;  politically  de¬ 
termined  and  regulated  farm  prices;  more 
Federal  bureaucracy;  high  costs  to  taxpayers. 
Finally,  it  means  moving  one  of  this  coun¬ 
try’s  basic  industries — agriculture — in  a 
downhill  direction. 

I  agree  that  it  would  do  all  of  this  and 
a  lot  more.  This  morning  I  received  a 
telegram  from  Cliff  Baker,  legislative 


agent  of  the  Ohio  State  Grange,  in  which 
he  stated: 

Ohio  Grangers  object  strenuously  to  man¬ 
datory  features  in  H.R.  11222  [the  admin¬ 
istration  farm  bill]  especially  feed  grains 
and  dairy  control  sections.  We  respectfully 
urge  you  to  oppose  this  bill  in  its  present 
form. 

These  two  responsible  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  are  against  this  bill.  Who  is  for 
it?  Certainly  not  the  consumer  and  the 
taxpayer.  Those  favoring  this  ap¬ 
proach  tend  to  be  found  in  two  groups — 
bureaucrats  who  will  get  the  life-or- 
death  power  over  the  farmer  and  those 
who  are  already  committed  to  socializ¬ 
ing  our  country  and  destroying  anything 
approaching  a  free  market.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  has  never  come  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  looking  for  a  handout.  The  pres¬ 
ent  farm  mess  is  not  of  his  doing  but 
rather  the  result  of  Government  inter¬ 
ference  in  the  affairs  of  the  agricultural 
community.  The  sooner  we  move  away 
from  a  system  of  rigging  markets,  con¬ 
trols,  allotments,  and  punitive  action,  the 
better  off  the  farmer  and  the  whole  coun¬ 
try  will  be. 

The  feed  grain  section  of  the  bill  is 
probably  the  worst  as  it  is  especially 
vindictive  against  the  midwestern 
farmer.  Farmers  in  Ohio  will  find  it 
difficult  to  understand  why  the  Freeman 
forces  would  seriously  propose  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  would  punish  them  for  raising 
feed  grain  crops  on  their  own  farm  to 
be  fed  to  their  own  livestock  and  never 
go  on  the  market.  Marketing  quotas 
have  not  yet  been  applied  to  any  feed 
grain. 

Feed  grains  are  basically  different  from 
cotton,  tobacco,  and  other  commodities 
which  must  go  to  market  to  be  processed. 
Feed  grains  can  remain  and  be  used  on 
the  farm  where  they  are  produced.  Leg¬ 
islation  authorizing  marketing  quotas  for 
corn  was  on  the  books  from  1938  to  1954 
but  never  put  into  effect.  The  reason 
was  the  simple  one  that  farmers  did  not 
want  this  type  of  control.  In  1956,  61.2 
percent  of  the  corn  producers  voting  in 
a  referendum  cast  their  ballot  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  contemplated  a  gradual  re¬ 
duction  in  price  support  levels.  In  1958, 
71.2  percent  voted  for  a  proposal  to  re¬ 
duce  price  supports  and  eliminate  acre¬ 
age  allotments. 

Everything  points  to  the  fact  that 
farmers  do  not  want  these  controls. 
This  is  probably  why  the  administration 
puts  a  blackjack  at  their  heads  and 
threatens  them  with  dire  consequences. 
Under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  11222,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be  given 
the  power  to  deny  producers  any  type  of 
price  support  and  dump  up  to  10  million 
tons  of  feed  grains  on  the  domestic  mar¬ 
ket  if  producers  vote  against  quotas. 
This  is  a  take-it-or-leave-it  approach 
which  gives  the  farmer  no  meaningful 
choice. 

The  bill  is  full  of  gimmicks.  In  title 
I,  the  “pitch  and  putt  golf  course”  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  the  Government  would  be 
enabled  to  compete  with  nonsubsidized 
recreational  enterprises  through  a  so- 
called  land  use  promotion.  In  title  n, 
the  original  concept  of  Public  Law  480 
would  be  changed  into  a  worldwide  wel¬ 
fare  program. 
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I  am  in  accord  with  my  colleagues  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  who  have  given 
strong  arguments  against  this  bill. 
These  arguments  are  not  based  on  par¬ 
tisan  bickering  but  rather  on  the  funda¬ 
mental  principle  of  preserving  the  free¬ 
dom  of  those  who  are  tilling  the  soil. 
The  farmer  deserves  something  better 
than  a  system  of  payments,  permits,  and 
peasantry — about  all  that  he  would  get 
from  H.R.  11222. 

As  our  policy  committee  so  aptly  put  it, 
the  basic  objection  to  H.R.  11222  lies  in 
its  high  costs — not  only  the  increased 
costs  to  consumers  in  the  form  of  higher 
food  prices  brought  about  by  bread  taxes, 
Federal  control  of  marketing  and  promo¬ 
tion  of  an  inefficient  agriculture — not 
only  the  increased  tax  revenues  which 
will  be  needed  to  finance  broad  new  ven¬ 
tures  into  public  recreation  and  land 
use  as  well  as  in  reestablishing  the  same 
artificial  price-fixing  schemes  which 
have  been  proven  costly  failures  in  past — 
but  the  real  cost  of  H.R.  11222  lies  in  the 
slaughter  of  the  freedom,  opportunity 
and  initiative  of  the  American  farmer. 
The  basic  objection  to  this  bill  is  simply 
to  the  exercise  of  compulsion  and  control 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  destroy 
the  rights  of  farmers  to  use  and  enjoy 
their  farms  under  a  free  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  which  has  made  America  the  best 
fed,  best  clothed  nation  in  the  history  of 
mankind. 

Here  are  some  of  our  major  objections 
to  each  of  the  five  titles  of  H.R.  11222: 

TITLE  It  LAND  USE 

First.  An  expensive  and  unlimited 
Government-sponsored  recreation  activ¬ 
ity  could  well  injure  the  privately  owned  j 
and  operated  recreation  industry. 

Second.  The  civil  rights  of  American; 
citizens  using  recreational  facilitie: 
could  be  impaired  by  allowing  Federal 
funds  to  be  expended  for  racially  seg¬ 
regated  facilities. 

Third.  Nongovernmental  bodies  could 
share  in  the  Federal  recreation  bounty. 

TITLE  II :  AMENDMENTS  TO  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

First.  The  commitment  to  a  world¬ 
wide  school  lunch  program  further 
changes  the  basic  character  of  Public 
Law  480  from  surplus  disposal  to  world 
welfare. 

TITLE  in:  MARKETING  ORDERS 

First.  Potato  farmers  were  never  given 
an  opportunity  to  present  their  views  on 
the  provision  excluding  potatoes  for  de¬ 
hydrating  from  the  coverage  of  market¬ 
ing  orders. 

TITLE  IV :  FEED  GRAINS.  WHEAT,  DAIRY 
SUBTITLE  A!  FEED  GRAINS 

First.  This  bill  would  reimpose  un¬ 
workable  acreage  allotments  and  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  on  com,  oats,  rye,  barley, 
and  grain  sorghum.  These  feed  grain 
controls  would  be  ineffective  since  80  to 
85  percent  of  feed  grains  are  fed  to  ani¬ 
mals  on  the  farm.  Harsh  civil  penalties 
would  result  from  violations  of  feed 
grain  quotas  even  though  a  farmer  fed 
his  own  grain  to  his  own  animals  on  his 
own  farm. 

Second.  Income  of  feed  grain  farmers 
would  drop,  since  diversion  payments 
would  be  reduced  to  zero  by  1966  with  an 
increase  in  price  support. 


Third.  Feed-grain  farmers  would  be 
faced  with  an  impossible  referendum 
choice  between  the  restrictive  adminis¬ 
tration  program  and  Government  dump¬ 
ing  of  some  one-third  billion  bushels  of 
feed  grains  on  the  market.  This  “black¬ 
jack”  provision  makes  a  complete  mock¬ 
ery  of  the  referendum  process.  If  farm¬ 
ers  failed  to  “vote  right,”  farm  income 
would  be  devastated. 

Fourth.  Many  thousands  of  feed-grain 
farmers — most  of  them  smaller  growers 
or  farmers  in  deficit  areas — would  not 
be  able  to  even  vote  in  the  referendum. 
This  discrimination  against  small  grow¬ 
ers  is  another  intolerable  gimmick  in  an 
effort  to  “rig”  the  outcome  of  the  refer¬ 
endum,  and  is  not  comparable  to  a 
referendum  under  any  other  commodity 
program. 

Fifth.  A  politically  motivated  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  would  excuse  feed- 
grain  farmers  in  so-called  deficit  areas 
from  cutting  their  production.  This 
attempt  at  regional  favortism  and  politi¬ 
cal  maneuvering  represents  pure  parti¬ 
san  opportunism  for  the  Southern  pork 
barrel  experts. 

Sixth.  However,  the  feed-deficit-area 
growers  would  not  be  exempt  from  the 
program  and  would  be  subject  to  mar¬ 
keting  quota  penalties  without  being 
eligible  to  vote  or  being  eligible  for  price 
support  or  diversion  of  payments.  They 
would  be  at  the  whim  of  arbitrary  rulings 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  to 
what  constitutes  hardship,  unduly  in¬ 
crease  prices,  feed-deficit  areas.  These 
terms  are  nebulous  and  are  subject  to 
whatever  interpretation  the  Secretary 
chooses  to  make. 

SUBTITLE  B:  WHEAT 

First.  The  wheat  farmer  will  receive  a 
‘reduction  of  income  under  H.R.  11222. 
His  diversion  payment  will  slide  down 
from  50  percent  in  1963  to  zero  by  1966. 
The  producers  on  about  10,000  farms  in 
the  West  where  weather  presents  a  huge 
risk  are  currently  able  to  store  excess 
wheat  from  a  previous  year  to  be  applied 
to  a  future  year’s  crop.  They  will  no 
longer  be  able  to  have  this  measure  of 
protection  against  the  elements. 

Second.  Each  step  of  wheat  produc¬ 
tion,  processing,  and  export  would  be 
tightly  policed.  Farmers,  processors, 
taxpayers,  and  consumers  would  all  be 
required  to  bear  the  burden  of  this  bread 
tax  program. 

Third.  This  bill  is  the  most  harsh  and 
vindictive  measure  ever  aimed  at  the 
small  wheat  farmer,  who  is  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  in  voting  and  in  market¬ 
ing.  The  so-called  small  farm  exemp¬ 
tion  is  really  a  small  farm  deception. 

Fourth.  Marketing  certificates  are  de¬ 
nied  to  those  small  farmers  electing  to 
use  the  so-called  small  farm  exemption 
provided  for  under  the  bill,  meaning  that 
small  growers  could  not  even  plant  up 
to  the  farm  wheat  base  without  losing 
the  right  to  receive  certificates  and  the 
right  to  sell  wheat  for  food  and  for  ex¬ 
port. 

SUBTITLE  C :  DAIRY 

First.  While  this  legislation  earmarks 
wheat  and  feed  grain  farmers  for  new 
and  stringent  controls,  livestock  pro¬ 
ducers  and  other  farmers  now  free  of 
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controls  should  recognize  that  they  are 
next  in  line.  For  example,  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  are  offered  a  lucrative  payment  plan 
while  the  administrative  machinery  is 
being  established  for  next  year’s  immi¬ 
nent  dairy  control  plan. 

TITLE  V :  MISCELLANEOUS 

First.  The  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  which  already  has  a  much  greater 
demand  for  farm  loans  than  it  can  han¬ 
dle  would  now  go  into  the  recreation 
loan  business — with  pitch  and  putt 
courses  according  to  Secretary  Freeman. 

Second.  The  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  would  also  go  into  the  municipal 
sewer  business  by  duplicating  the  loan 
activity  of  other  Government  agencies. 

It  is  obviously  impossible  to  make  a 
good  and  workable  piece  of  legislation 
out  of  H.R.  11222.  A  totally  new  concept 
is  needed — a  proposal  which  will  move  in 
the  direction  of  more  freedom  rather 
than  more  control.  As  a  start,  we  need 
to  continue  the  conservation  reserve 
program  which  will  expire.  Contracts 
should  be  extended  beyond  their  termi¬ 
nation  dates  for  3  to  10  years,  thus  pre¬ 
venting  28.5  million  acres  which  are  now 
retired  from  coming  back  into  crop  pro¬ 
duction.  The  Government  has  built  up 
huge  surpluses  through  unworkable  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  past  and  it  cannot  be  now 
contended  that  we  drop  everything  and 
let  the  farmer  find  his  own  way.  Rather, 
it  is  important  that  we  phase  out  the 
restrictive  provisions  of  the  current  law 
through  a  cropland  adjustment  program. 
The  conservation  reserve  will  help  do 
this,  coupled  with  a  voluntary  program 
of  limited,  short-duration  nature. 

In  stressing  my  opposition  to  this  bill, 
I  want  to  make  one  point  clear.  I  do 
not  do  this  from  a  provincial  or  narrow 
point  of  view  based  merely  on  the  likes 
and  dislikes  of  my  district’s  farmers. 
The  reasons  go  much  deeper.  It  would 
be  bad  for  the  country  if  this  legislative 
monstrosity  passes.  As  one  of  my  col- 
. leagues  of  the  opposite  party,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty], 
stated  yesterday,  this  would  be  bad  for 
urban  areas  since  the  wheat  proposals 
would  constitute  a  virtual  “bread  tax” 
to  be  paid  by  consumers.  Based  on  the 
Ohio  point  of  view,  it  is  well  to  add  that 
the  basic  inconsistency  is  well  demon¬ 
strated,  however,  by  looking  at  the  past 
programs  from  our  own  interest.  Our 
Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  has  never  been  in 
surplus  and  yet  it  is  treated  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  variety  which  is  in  great 
surplus.  This  is  unfair  to  the  farmers 
and  to  the  consumers. 

We  are  at  the  crossroads.  Pass  this 
bill  and  we  will,  in  my  judgment,  steer 
a  course  toward  not  only  a  regimented, 
socialized  agriculture  but  that  type  of 
economy.  Defeat  this  bill  and  we  may 
yet  be  able  to  tip  the  scales  toward  free¬ 
dom. 

(Mr.  PIRNIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PIRNIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
oppose  H.R.  11222. 

The  enactment  of  this  bill  is  assuredly 
not  in  the  best  interests  of  farmers,  con¬ 
sumers  or  taxpayers. 
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Essentially,  this  legislation  would  ex¬ 
tend  to  feed  grains  and  wheat  a  more 
rigid  version  of  the  existing  costly  and 
cumbersome  controls  that  have  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  present  farm  problem. 
It  is  based  upon  the  discredited  philoso¬ 
phy  that  further  regimentation  from 
Washington  will  result  in  a  solution. 
History  proves  otherwise.  Only  last 
session,  the  administration  told  us  that 
their  emergency  feed  grain  bill  was 
needed  to  save  the  taxpayers  $500  mil¬ 
lion.  However,  after  a  year’s  operation 
that  legislation  has  actually  added  over 
$1  billion  to  the  cost  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

It  is  more  apparent  than  ever  before 
that  we  need  a  new  direction  in  agri¬ 
culture,  which  H.R.  11222  fails  to  pro¬ 
vide.  Overlooked  is  the  alternative  of 
increased  land  retirement  coupled  with 
more  flexible  price  supports  which  would 
allow  greater  freedom  for  market  forces 
to  bring  supply  in  line  with  demand. 

Of  special  concern  to  me  are  the  dairy 
provisions  of  the  bill  which  constitute 
another  variation  on  the  oft  repeated 
theme  that  Government  should  pay  a 
man  for  not  producing  a  useful  product. 
Furthermore,  proponents  of  such  incen¬ 
tive  payments  for  milk  have  admitted 
that  this  plan  is  but  a  prelude  to  a  sub¬ 
sequent  compulsory  program  of  produc¬ 
tion  controls  for  the  entire  dairy  indus¬ 
try.  Thus,  another  important  segment 
of  agriculture  would  be  brought  behind 
the  “iron  curtain”  of  control  from 
Washington. 

The  recent  revelations  of  sordid 
scandals  involving  manipulation  of  cot¬ 
ton  allotments  and  grain  storage  pay¬ 
ment  should  be  clear  enough  warning  of 
the  dangers  of  granting  a  few  Federal 
bureaucrats  the  power  to  control  the 
right  to  make  money.  In  essence,  this 
power  constitutes  a  fundamental  pre¬ 
cept  of  socialism;  in  fact  it  is  economic 
dictatorship.  The  legislation  before  us 
represents  but  another  step  down  the 
road  toward  a  police  state.  I  urge  its 
decisive  rejection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Harding]. 

(Mr.  HARDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  four  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

The  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Hard¬ 
ing]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
problem  that  faces  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  today  is  a  serious  problem 
and  the  vote  we  will  be  called  upon  to 
cast  is  not  an  easy  vote.  When  I  first 
came  to  the  Congress,  coming  from  a 
district  that  is  largely  dependent  upon 
agriculture,  I  labored  diligently  for  an 
assignment  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  Now  when  I  look  at  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  farm  problem,  sometimes  I 
think  I  was  stricken  with  a  case  of  tem¬ 
porary  insanity  to  want  to  ask  for  as¬ 
signment  to  this  committee.  This  hard¬ 
working  committee  is  faced  with  a  most 


difficult  problem.  It  is  this  problem  that 
we  are  attempting  to  solve  here  today. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  your  commit¬ 
tee  started  out  this  year  by  hearing  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  testify  on  the 
farm  bill.  He  was  followed  by  the  leaders 
of  all  of  the  major  farm  organizations  in 
America — the  Farm  Bureau,  the  Farmers 
Union,  the  National  Grange  and  other 
farm  organizations.  We  later  allowed 
individual  farmers  to  come  in  from  all 
over  America  to  testify  as  to  how  they 
thought  we  could  best  solve  the  farm 
problem.  The  committee  then  began 
to  write  up  the  bill  and  to  meet  in  execu¬ 
tive  session.  We  considered  the  contri¬ 
butions  and  suggestions  of  all  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  The  bill  we  have 
before  the  House  of  Representatives  to¬ 
day  is  the  final  product  of  all  the  hear¬ 
ings  and  debate  that  was  considered  by 
your  committee. 

I  think  the  magnitude  of  the  problem 
we  face  is  best  illustrated  by  the  fact 
that  in  1952  we  had  250  million  bushels 
of  wheat  in  surplus  at  an  estimated  value 
of  some  $450  million.  Today  we  have 
1,380  million  bushels  of  wheat  in  surplus 
at  an  estimated  value  of  $2,500  million. 
And  this  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
we  have  given  away  to  foreign  countries 
under  the  food-for-peace  program  ap¬ 
proximately  $2  billion  worth  of  wheat. 
Unless  we  take  action  this  surplus  is  go¬ 
ing  to  continue  to  mount. 

Last  year  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
the  beloved  minority  leader  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  [Mr.  Hoeven], 
invited  a  group  of  us  to  attend  a  Sioux 
City  steak  dinner.  And  I  want  to  say 
that  this  annual  dinner  is  one  of  the 
pleasant  experiences  that  we  enjoy  as 
members  of  this  committee.  I  will  never 
forget  what  the  president  of  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  of  Sioux  City  said.  He 
said: 

We  want  you  to  know  that  we  do  not  ex¬ 
pect  a  Santa  Claus  in  Washington.  We  do 
not  want  our  Uncle  Sam  to  be  a  sugar  daddy. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  if  we  do  not 
adopt  legislation  of  this  kind  we  are  ex¬ 
pecting  Uncle  Sam  to  be  a  sugar  daddy. 
We  cannot  continue  to  allow  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America  to  have  the  right  of  un¬ 
limited  production  and  at  the  same  time 
have  the  taxpayers  of  America  fork  up 
and  pay  them  for  this  unlimited  produc¬ 
tion  at  the  same  we  are  paying  over  $1 
billion  annually  to  maintain  surpluses 
valued  at  over  $9  billion.  It  is  not  fair 
to  the  taxpayers,  it  is  not  fair  to  the  con¬ 
sumers,  and  it  is  not  even  fair  to  the 
farmers  themselves. 

I  feel  that  the  bill  we  have  before  us 
today  is  a  necessary  step  toward  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  this  problem.  As  I  said  at  the 
commencement  of  my  remarks,  this  is 
not  an  easy  decision  to  make,  it  is  a  tough 
vote  to  cast.  I  feel  it  is  only  fair  to  state 
that  there  has  been  every  bit  as  much 
lobbying  against  this  bill  as  there  has 
been  for  it.  Farm  legislation  seems  to 
provoke  a  great  deal  of  controversy.  Un¬ 
questionably  there  has  been  a  good  deal 
of  emotion  in  opposing  the  feed-grain 
section  of  this  jaill.  Bear  in  mind  the 
fact  that  in  the  year  1952  there  were 
27  million  tons  of  feed  grain  in  surplus 
costing  $600  million.  Today  we  have  67 
million  tons  of  feed  grain  in  surplus  cost¬ 


ing  about  $3  billion.  Something  has  got 
to  be  done,  and  I  sincerely  believe  that 
Orville  Freeman  is  attempting  to  do  the 
right  thing.  He  has  suggested  to  the 
Congress  a  solution  that  he  thinks  is 
workable,  and  that  a  majority  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  think  is 
workable.  When  we  consider  the  $9 
billion  of  agricultural  surpluses  that  we 
are  currently  paying  over  $1  billion  an¬ 
nually  to  store  and  maintain,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  we  must  act. 

The  bill  before  us  is  the  most  reason¬ 
able  plan  of  action  on  which  your  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  could  agree.  I 
urge  those  Members  who  want  to  solve 
this  problem  to  join  us  in  passing  this 
bill. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  HAGEN  of  California  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Price).  The 
Chair  will  count.  [After  counting.] 
Seventy-seven  Members  are  present,  not 
a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


[Roll  No.  121] 

Addonizio 

Fogarty 

Merrow 

Alford 

Frelinghuysen 

Moulder 

Anderson,  HI. 

Garland 

Powell 

Anfuso 

Glenn 

Riley 

Auchlncloss 

Granakan 

Saund 

Bailey 

Gray 

Scranton 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Halpern 

Shelley 

Boykin 

Harrison,  Va. 

Smith,  Va. 

Brademas 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Spence 

Celler 

Horan 

Stubblefield 

Chiperfield 

Jarman 

Tupper 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Kearns 

Van  Zandt 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kilburn 

Whitten 

Diggs 

Loser 

Yates 

Flood 

Martin,  Mass. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.R.  11222,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  390  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Harvey]. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
the  exception  of  some  officials  in  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
others  who  have  an  interest  in  grain 
storage  facilities,  this  bill  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  today  is  not  really  wanted  by 
anyone. 

The  potential  consequences  are  of  such 
a  serious  nature  that  on  June  6  many 
members  of  the  Pennsylvania  Farmer’s 
Association — of  which  I  am  a  member — 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


sacrificed  a  workday  on  the  farm  to  alert 
friends  and  neighbors  to  the  inherent 
dangers,  should  this  bill  become  law.  Of 
300  nonmembers  contacted,  260  paid  $15 
dues  each  to  help  fight  this  farm  control 
legislation.  Of  the  1,600  members  con¬ 
tacted,  practically  all  said  they  would 
contact  their  Congressman  explaining 
how  this  proposal  would  affect  their  own 
operation.  The  letters  I  have  received 
indicate  a  large  percentage  in  my  con¬ 
gressional  district  kept  their  promise. 

The  following  is  one  typical  comment: 

I  raised  an  average  of  30  acres  of  feed 
grains  in  1959-60;  X  have  50  acres  planted 
this  year;  I  feed  all  of  my  grain  to  my  own 
livestock;  this  bill  would  reduce  my  feed 
grain  acreage  by  about  20  acres;  I  would 
be  prohibited  from  raising  enough  grain  on 
my  own  farm  to  feed  my  own  livestock;  X 
could  buy  the  needed  grain  but  the  high 
price  suports  would  make  my  grain  costs 
higher;  price  supports  are  of  no  value  to 
me  because  I  feed  all  my  grain;  I  just  can’t 
believe  that  this  is  America;  high  price  sup¬ 
ports  naturally  encourage  production — they 
will  never  decrease  production. 

Another  comment — 

I  raised  12  acres  of  feed  grain  in  1959- 
60 — I  could  not  raise  any  more  because 
my  base  is  12  arcres  under  this  legislation; 
the  25-acre  exemption  does  not  apply  to 
me  or  to  my  neighbors  because  our  base 
acreage  is  15  acres — not  25  acres;  all  I  ask  is 
that  I,  as  an  American,  be  permitted  the 
American  privilege  of  producing  enough  feed 
for  my  own  animals. 

H.R.  11222  is  not  just  another  farm 
bill.  It  is  not  temporary  legislation  but 
a  punitive  measure  designed  to  regiment 
and  control  the  production  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  a  great  deal  of  our  food. 

Under  it  permits  to  grow  farm  products 
would  be  approximately  doubled.  Quota 
program  acreage  would  be  tripled. 
Claims  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding, 
farm  program  costs  would  remain  ex¬ 
cessively  high.  No  farmer,  regardless  of 
size,  would  be  permitted  to  exceed  his 
feed  grain  acreage  above  his  1959-60 
average. 

Unfortunately,  the  entire  truth  is  not 
being  told  in  connection  with  this  bill. 
Proponents  say  one  is  exempt  if  he  grows 
25  acres  or  less  of  corn.  This  is  not 
correct.  The  bill  states : 

No  marketing  quota  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  with  a  base  acreage  of  25  acres  or 
less  if  the  acreage  does  not  exceed  the  farm 
base  acreage.  (P.  25.) 

It  states  further: 

Principle  grains  used  for  livestock  feed  are 
corn,  barley,  grain  sorghums  and  oats. 

The  marketing  program  provides  for 
a  single  quota  applicable  to  all  feed 
grains.  It  also  says: 

Acreage  of  wheat  for  farm  use  shall  be 
considered  as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  in 
determining  average  acreage  of  feed  grains. 
(P.  24.)  [The]  farm  base  shall  be  average  of 
feed  grain  acreage  for  the  years  1959-60. 
(P.  23.) 

Here  is  a  typical  example : 

(a)  In  1959-60  a  farmer  grew  an  average 
of — 

Acres 


Oats  for  feed _  5 

Barley  for  feed _  5 

Grain  corn  for  feed _  5 

Corn  for  silage  (not  exempt  in  bill) _  5 

Total  feed  grain  acres _  20 


This  farmer’s  base  is  20  acres;  not  25 
acres.  The  25-acre  small  farm  exemp¬ 
tion  does  not  apply  because  his  base  is 
less  than  25  acres.  He  would,  thus,  have 
one  of  two  choices: 

First.  Because  his  base  is  less  than  25 
acres,  he  may  stay  out  of  the  program, 
but  he  cannot  grow  more  than  20  acres. 

Second.  He  may  choose  to  enter  the 
program  and  accept  a  20-percent  acreage 
cut  in  return  for  price  supports.  Of 
course,  this  farmer  feeds  this  grain  and 
therefore  he  would  not  have  enough 
production  from  16  acres — 20  percent 
cut — to  feed  his  present  livestock. 

If  farmer  desires  to  increase  his  feed 
grain  acreage  above  his  base,  he  would 
be  prohibited.  For  example,  if  the  above 
farmer  put  on  10  more  cows  he  would 
not  be  able  to  increase  his  base  acreage 
to  feed  his  cows.  The  only  way  this 
farmer  could  obtain  grain  to  feed  his 
cows  would  be  to  buy  it  and  most  likely 
at  prices  higher  than  he  could  raise  the 
grain. 

This  bill,  with  all  of  the  proponent’s 
sugar  coating  removed,  denies  farmers 
who  produce  less  than  25  acres  of  feed 
grains,  for  their  own  use,  the  right  to 
vote  unless  they  are  in  the  program,  and 
places  stiff  penalties  on  them  if  they  try 
to  raise  enough  feed  for  their  own  live¬ 
stock. 

An  example: 

Average  acres  farmer  grew  in  1959-60  1 


Corn  for  feed -  20 

Wheat  for  feed - - -  5 

Oats  for  feed _ —  12 

Barley  for  feed -  5 

Rye  for  feed _  1 

Corn  for  silage -  15 


Total  feed  grain -  58 


1  Figures  from  200  Pennsylvania  farms. 

Farmer’s  base  is  58  acres. 

Farmer’s  choice:  Because  his  base  is 
greater  than  25  acres  he  has  no  choice. 
He  would  have  to  be  in  the  program  and 
would  come  under  marketing  quotas 
with  a  cut  in  acreage. 

This  farmer,  as  do  most  Pennsylvania 
farmers,  uses  most  of  his  home -produced 
grain  to  feed  to  his  own  animals.  This 
farmer,  because  of  quotas,  would  be 
forced  to  reduce  his  feed  grain  produc¬ 
tion,  and  in  turn,  the  size  of  his  farm 
operation.  This  leads  to  farm  inefficien¬ 
cies  and  to  higher  food  prices. 

The  wheat  .section  would  establish  a 
complicated,  multiple-price  system  which 
would  prove  to  be  an  administrative 
monstrosity.  This  program  would  cost 
the  Government  more  than  $1  billion  per 
year  on  wheat  exports  alone.  It  would 
also  raise  food  costs  to  the  bread-con¬ 
suming  public. 

The  dairy  section  would  be  a  first-class 
boondoggle.  From  the  farmers’  point  of 
view,  however,  the  worst  feature  of  this 
section  is  that  it  would  constitute  an 
opening  wedge  for  a  compulsory  supply- 
management  program  on  milk. 

The  entire  bill  would  be  a  giant  step 
toward  strict  supply-management  for 
all  of  agriculture.  It  means  inefficient 
production  and  higher  consumer  prices; 
politically  determined  and  regulated 
farm  prices;  more  Federal  bureaucracy; 
high  costs  to  taxpayers.  Finally,  it 
means  moving  one  of  this  country's  basic 
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industries — agriculture  in  a  downhill 
direction. 

Pennsylvania  farmers  have  never 
favored  price  supports  on  feed  grains. 
Our  grain  is  pretty  largely  fed  to  our  own 
animals.  As  a  grain  buying  rather  than 
selling  State,  we  do  not  want  to  pay 
higher  prices  which  price  supports  could 
inevitably  bring. 

I  represent  both  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers.  As  a  farmer  with  40  years’  ex¬ 
perience,  I  am  unalterably  opposed  to 
more  Government  in  farming.  Since 
its  inception,  the  farm  program  has  been 
a  colossal  “flop.”  This  proposal  will 
magnify  the  “flop”  and  place  farmers  in 
a  tighter  straitjacket.  Knowing  the 
independence  of  fanners  as  I  do,  they 
want  nothing  as  much  as  to  be  let  alone. 
I  have  sufficient  confidence  in  them  to 
think  they  can  operate  their  own  busi¬ 
ness  far  better  than  a  swivel  chair  oper¬ 
ator  in  Washington. 

As  a  consumer  I  object  because  this 
bill  will  automatically  raise  the  price  of 
foods.  Under  H.R.  11222,  wheat  support 
price  could  be  raised  from  the  present 
$2  per  bushel  to  $2.20  or  higher.  That 
can  mean  but  one  thing — higher  bread 
prices.  Corn  could  be  raised  from  $1.20 
to  $1.44  per  bushel.  This  in  turn  would 
raise  the  price  of  Pennsylvania  Dutch 
“Johnny  Cakes.”  Oat  and  barley  sup¬ 
port  prices  could  also  be  raised.  It  is 
academic  to  say  feed  grains  are  the 
limiting  factor  in  producing  beef,  pork, 
lamb,  and  poultry.  Pass  this  bill  and  you 
automatically  raise  the  price  of  meat 
and  eggs  because  of  increased  grain 
prices. 

During  debate  on  the  feed-grain  bill 
of  1960  we  were  told  in  no  uncertain 
terms  how  it  would  reduce  surpluses  and 
reduce  them  it  did,  but  at  what  cost? 
Three  dollars  per  bushel  is  a  conserva¬ 
tive  estimate. 

Since  the  beginning  of  time  farmers 
have  been  independent  thinkers.  The 
great  majority  of  farmers  I  represent 
want  nothing  as  much  as  independence. 
In  1858  Stephen  A.  Douglas  said: 

Leave  the  people  free  to  do  as  they  please. 

In  1787  Alexander  Hamilton  said: 

The  States  can  never  lose  their  powers 
until  the  whole  people  of  the  United  States 
are  robbed  of  their  liberties. 

This  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  will  defi¬ 
nitely  and  unalterably  rob  one  very  large 
and  important  segment  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  of  its  liberties  which  will  not  be 
regained  in  our  time. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  legislation  as  it 
has  been  presented  to  us  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks.  I  am  opposed  to  these  co¬ 
ercive  and  restrictive  measures  because 
they  are  certainly  not  in  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  our  people;  they  will  hurt,  rather 
than  help,  our  farmers;  they  will  re¬ 
strict  and  reduce  freedom,  rather  than 
strengthen  and  support  it.  In  short, 
these  proposals  are  completely  opposite 
to  the  traditional  American  concepts  of 
individual  liberty  and  enterprise.  May 
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I  add,  that  no  party  leadership  has 
twisted  my  arm  or  pressured  me  into 
opposing  this  bill. 

This  legislation  would  make  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  an  absolute  czar 
over  the  large  part  of  American  farm¬ 
ing.  It  would  set  us  on  a  course  of 
farming  by  Government  license  in  this 
country.  Every  farmer  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  obtain  a  franchise  to  run  his 
own  farm.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  be  empowered  to  order 
reductions  in  the  amount  of  land  that 
each  farmer  could  plant  in  wheat,  corn, 
oats,  and  other  grains;  it  would  be  em¬ 
powered  to  do  away  with  any  exceptions 
which  permit  farmers  to  grow  strictly 
for  their  own  use,  and  it  would  be  able 
to  bar  others  from  raising  these  crops 
in  the  future.  Government  allotments 
to  grow  grain  in  the  future  would  have 
to  be  received  or  purchased  with  the 
land. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  if  farm¬ 
ers  refused  to  approve  the  terms  of  the 
referendum  offered,  the  administration 
would  hold  the  authority  to  sell  the  sur¬ 
plus  stocks  on  the  open  market  anyway, 
and  thereby  depress  the  prices  that 
farmers  could  expect  to  realize  from 
their  crops.  In  other  words,  the  choice 
offered  would  be  to  accept  Government 
production  controls,  or  to  have  income 
severely  slashed  by  falling  prices.  This 
set  of  choices — if  that  is  the  right 
word — has  prompted  farm  spokesmen  to 
declare  that  any  such  referendum  would 
be  as  meaningless  as  a  Russian  election. 

The  original  administration  proposals 
for  dairy  farming  were  just  as  severe,  in¬ 
cluding  prison  sentences  for  failure  to 
keep  proper  books  and  records.  These 
proposals  have  been  watered  down  by 
the  committee,  but,  nevertheless,  the 
framework  for  a  control  system  is  still 
there.  Now,  the  bill  provides  only  that 
the  Federal  Government  pay  dairy 
fanners  to  reduce  their  production  of 
dairy  products  in  addition  to  continuing 
price  supports  for  the  amounts  that  are 
produced.  But,  there  would  be  nothing 
to  prevent  the  farmer  who  agrees  to  re¬ 
duce  production  from  selling  his  cows  to 
another  farmer  who  wishes  to  expand. 
The  result  would  be  Federal  payments  to 
some  farmers  for  reducing  production 
and  increased  support  payments  to  those 
who  increased  their  output.  Even  the 
casual  observer  will  recognize  the  cyni¬ 
cism  of  this  program;  for  its  result 
would  be  higher  government  costs  and 
greater  production.  The  next  step  would 
surely  be  a  clamoring  from  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  farm  experts  for  mandatory 
production  controls  to  deal  with  prob¬ 
lems  created  by  their  own  program. 
This  very  clearly  is  their  real  objective, 
which  would  only  be  postponed  by  the 
present  legislation. 

It  is  interesting  to  take  note  that  both 
this  country  and  the  Soviet  Union  have 
farm  problems  today,  but  the  important 
thing  is  that  the  problems  are  exactly 
the  opposite.  Our  chief  problems  stem 
from  production  of  more  agricultural 
products  than  we  can  use;  yet  these 
problems  are  minor  compared  to  the 
Communists’  troubles  resulting  from 
their  inability  to  produce  enough  to  feed 
their  people.  Under  the  Communists, 
there  is  complete  planning,  supervision 


and  control  of  agriculture  by  the  gov¬ 
ernment.  By  comparison,  our  farms  are 
operated  with  great  individual  freedom. 
But,  what  are  we  having  proposed  to  us 
today  by  the  administration?  We  are 
being  urged  to  approve  greater  govern¬ 
ment  controls  over  agriculture  in  our 
country  and  reduce  the  freedom  of 
American  fanners.  It  certainly  seems 
to  me  to  be  the  wrong  way  to  move 
ahead. 

I  have  received  a  great  outpouring  of 
expression  from  the  people  of  my  area 
in  western  New  York  concerning  this 
legislation,  and  all  these  people,  are 
farmers  overwhelmingly  opposed  to  this 
kind  of  solution  for  our  farm  problems. 
Their  letters  reflect  a  clear  and  realistic 
understanding  of  the  difficult  problems 
and  alternatives.  One  wrote: 

The  threat  of  Government  control  in 
farming  scares  ns  to  the  marrow.  If  it 
comes  to  pass,  it  will  destroy  initiative  and 
pride  in  our  economy. 

Another  said: 

We  need  to  go  forward  as  J.F.K.  says, 
but  with  some  consideration  for  individual 
rights  instead  of  complete  control  by  the 
Government. 

A  third  farmer  wrote  me: 

Most  farmers  farm  because  they  like  it. 
They  want  to  make  their  own  decisions  as 
to  how  many  acres  of  grain  to  grow  or  how 
many  cows  they  should  milk  to  support 
their  family.  They  would  rather  be  able 
to  feed  and  clothe  their  family  on  their 
income,  than  from  the  lower  income  plus  a 
Government  subsidy.  If  the  Government 
program  is  put  into  effect,  we  can  expect 
even  more  Billie  Sol  Estes  cases. 

And  a  fourth  couple  said: 

We  feel  so  strongly  that  the  farmers  can 
do  a  good  job  if  the  Government  will  not 
try  and  control  everything  the  farmers  are 
trying  to  do. 

Through  all  these  letters  runs  an  over¬ 
whelming  agreement  on  one  central 
point — our  farm  people  want  the  choices 
and  decisions  for  their  own  enterprises 
to  remain  in  their  own  hands,  not  in  a 
centralized  all-powerful  Government 
authority. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  our  largest  agricultural  organiza¬ 
tion,  strongly  condemns  this  measure. 
A  poll  conducted  by  the  Farm  Journal 
revealed  only  4  percent  of  farmers  in 
favor  of  the  compulsory  quota  system 
put  forth  in  this  legislation.  Ten  times 
that  many  favored  voluntary  programs, 
and  more  than  half  of  the  thousands 
who  responded  to  this  poll  wanted  the 
Government  to  withdraw  completely 
from  these  farm  crop  subsidy  programs. 
Let  me  say  that  a  similar  poll  which  I 
conducted  in  the  39th  Congressional 
District  of  New  York  revealed  82.8  per¬ 
cent  of  our  citizens  opposed  to  the  com¬ 
pulsory  marketing  quotas  on  dairy 
farms. 

We  have  all  been  disturbed  by  the  rev¬ 
elations  of  recent  weeks  concerning  the 
manner  in  which  Billie  Sol  Estes  has 
been  able  to  manipulate  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  farm  control  programs.  This 
legislation  would  expand  tremendously 
the  temptations  and  opportunities  for 
more  schemes  of  this  type  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  all  the  American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  many 
times  this  year  that  this  legislation  is 


a  turning  point  for  American  agricul¬ 
ture.  It  certainly  is  that,  because  the 
freedom  of  this  large  segment  of  the 
American  economy  is  at  stake  in  this 
legislation.  I  call  upon  my  colleagues 
to  reject  the  unsound  and  unwise  solu¬ 
tions  included  in  this  legislation.  Let 
us  instead  turn  to  a  sensible  program 
which  will  return  the  control  of  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture  to  the  farms  and  mar¬ 
ketplaces  where  it  belongs.  I  intend  to 
vote  against  this  proposal  and  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  it  will  not  prevail. 
This,  I  believe,  would  be  for  the  best 
interests  of  our  American  economy,  prin¬ 
ciples,  and  objectives. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  doubt 
if  there  is  any  American  schoolchild 
who  at  one  time  or  another  was  not  given 
as  a  subject  for  student  debate  or  for  a 
classroom  essay  “Does  the  End  Justify 
the  Means?” 

Here  in  Congress  that  same  issue  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  debate  on  provisions  of  the 
Kennedy-Freeman  farm  bill.  Does  the 
objective  of  reducing  production  of  sur¬ 
plus  crops  justify  giving  power  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  compel 
participation  by  farmers  in  Government- 
managed  control  programs?  Does  this 
end  justify  forcing  farmers  to  decide  by 
referendum  between  two  choices;  be¬ 
tween  compulsory  Government  controls 
or,  as  an  alternative,  be  confronted  with 
possibly  ruinous  prices,  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  not  the  free  market, 
would  be  empowered  to  set  as  a  punitive 
blackjack?  Does  this  end  justify  giving 
authority  to  a  Government  bureaucrat 
so  that  if  farmers  voted  down  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  program,  the  Government 
could  deny  supports  to  those  who  do  not 
wish  to  accept  restrictions  and  proffer 
supports  to  those  who  accede?  Such 
power  which  would  be  given  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  something  that  one 
might  expect  in  the  U.S.S.R.  but  not  in 
the  United  States  of  America. 

Does  the  objective  of  reducing  surplus 
crops  justify  giving  a  Secretary — Demo¬ 
crat  or  Republican — so  much  power,  in¬ 
cluding  the  authority  to  punish  or  dis¬ 
pense  favors,  power  to  decide  who  profits 
and  who  does  not,  and  how  much? 

As  the  Farm  Journal  remarked  edi¬ 
torially  about  this  legislation,  when  peo¬ 
ple  have  to  seek  favors  in  order  to  pros¬ 
per  or  even  survive,  all  manner  of  skull¬ 
duggery  is  absolutely  inevitable.  Then 
it  asked  the  question  as  to  whether  we 
want  to  go  further  down  that  road.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  do  not. 

As  it  is  we  have  had  a  Secretary  put¬ 
ting  Billie  Sol  Estes  on  the  Cotton  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  after  his  Department 
had  fined  Estes  for  illegal  acts. 

As  it  is  we  have  had  a  Department  of 
the  Government  leaving  the  Estes  ware¬ 
house  bond  at  a  mere  fraction  of  his 
storage  responsibility. 

As  it  is  we  have  had  a  Department  of 
the  Government  failing  to  act  on  its 
own  investigation  until  the  scandal  re¬ 
ceived  publicity. 

The  Congress  should  establish  a  sys¬ 
tem  to  remove  favoritism — not  to  open 
the  door  wider  for  it. 
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Here  we  have  100,000  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  mostly  engaged  in  handing  out 
$7  billion  of  tax  money  and  most  of  which 
is  for  not  growing  farm  commodities. 
The  farmers  are  told  what  they  must 
or  must  not  grow.  Here  we  have  a 
situation  where  only  20  percent  of  the 
farmers  grow  80  percent  of  the  crops, 
and  yet  the  80  percent  that  grow  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  crops  are  penalized  so  that 
the  20  percent  who  grow  80  percent  of 
the  crops  can  be  guaranteed  a  profit. 
If  there  is  a  profit  they  get  it  and  if 
there  is  a  loss  the  taxpayers  pay  it. 

This  Kennedy-Freeman  bill  would  set 
up  strict  and  compulsory  limitations  on 
feed  grain  acreage  and  marketing  for 
the  first  time.  Every  grower  would  be 
controlled  by  the  Government. 

As  for  wheat  regulation,  this  bill  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  would  be  an  administrative 
monstrosity.  It  would  establish  a  com¬ 
plicated  multiple-price  system  costing 
more  than  $1  billion  per  year  on  exports 
alone.  Also  food  costs  to  the  bread¬ 
consuming  public  would  be  increased. 

The  dairy ,  program  in  this  bill,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Farm  Bureau,  would  be 
a  boondoggle  and  opening  wedge  for  a 
compulsory  milk  program.  The  Bureau 
describes  the  entire  bill  as  a  giant  step 
toward  strict  Government  controls  for 
all  of  agriculture. 

I  ask  again,  Does  the  end  justify  the 
means? 

The  Farm  Bureau  says  this  bill  means 
inefficient  production  and  higher  con¬ 
sumer  prices.  How  will  the  American 
housewife  like  that? 

This  organization  representing  1,600,- 
000  farm  families  opposes  the  bill  and 
says  it  will  result  in  politically  de¬ 
termined  and  regulated  farm  prices, 
more  Federal  bureaucracy  and  higher 
cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  bill  calls  for  supply-management 
with  a  system  of  committees  of  farmers, 
under  control  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  compulsory  features  of  the 
bill  have  been  described  in  an  editorial 
of  the  Washington  Post  as  lending  farm¬ 
ers  the  power  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  order  to  control  production.  Those 
are  innocent-sounding  words  but  I 
wonder  if  Government  can  lend  its  power 
over  production  and  prices  in  this  one 
field  why  cannot  Government  power  be 
loaned  in  others?  Can  Government  lend 
such  power  to  the  automobile  or  steel  in¬ 
industries?  In  a  depression  when  farm 
machinery  is  in  surplus,  will  Govern¬ 
ment  offer  supply-management  to  this 
business — under  a  yes  or  no  referen¬ 
dum — for  a  planned  economy?  How 
about  coal  and  oil?  How  about  metal 
mining?  How  about  zinc  and  lead? 

I  ask,  Does  the  end  justify  the  means? 
Where  is  this  legislation  leading  us? 

If  I  may  answer  myself,  I  would  assert 
the  supply-management  principle  would 
lead  America  away  from  free  enterprise, 
away  from  competitive  enterprise,  away 
from  freedom  itself. 

Does  the  short  term  end  justify  such 
long  time  means  and  eventual  loss  of  in¬ 
dividualism?  This  is  welfare  statism. 
It  is  Government  paternalism.  It  is 
wrong. 


The  Washington  State  Farm  Bureau 
held  meetings  in  all  agricultural  areas  of 
my  State  and  found  our  fanners  almost 
unanimous  in  their  opposition  to  the  de¬ 
gree  of  control  proposed  in  the  Kennedy- 
Freeman  bill. 

Washington  State  farmers  want  to 
move  in  the  direction  of  less  Govern¬ 
ment  intervention  and  toward  an  uncon¬ 
trolled  market  price  system.  They  op¬ 
pose  being  offered  two  impossible  choices 
including  the  threat  of  surplus  dumping 
on  the  market  and  other  coercive  de¬ 
vices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  at  the  trend  away  from  repre¬ 
sentative  government  and  toward  undue 
power  in  the  executive  branch.  The  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  administration  on  this  bill 
I  sympathize  with,  but  the  end  does  not 
justify  the  means. 

In  the  language  and  provisions  of  this 
bill  lie  the  greatest  danger  to  our  form 
of  government. 

I  hope  the  Members  of  the  House  will 
stand  firm  and  reject  this  facist  type  of 
proposal  that  will  solve  nothing  but  in¬ 
stead  would  violate  basic  and  inherent 
rights  of  citizens  against  compulsion  and 
Government  intervention. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  no  end 
justifies  the  means  proposed  in  H.R. 
11222.  I  urge  its  decisive  defeat. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  support  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  only  because  the  failure  of 
Congress  to  enact  it  would  result  in  the 
automatic  return  to  much  of  the  subsidy 
program  of  former  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Ezra  Taft  Benson  which  has  proved 
to  be  a  costly  failure. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  day  when  the 
entire  farm  subsidy  price  support  and 
acreage  control  program  will  be  discon¬ 
tinued.  I  regret  that  this  is  unlikely, 
however,  because  both  political  parties 
have  such  programs  in  their  platforms. 

I  consider  the  bill  under  consideration 
to  represent  an  improvement  in  a  bad 
situation  since  it  is  designed  to  reduce 
staggering  surpluses  and  save  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
in  storage  costs. 

We  have  heard  in  this  debate  outraged 
cries  against  Government  controls  raised 
in  behalf  of  the  farmers.  However,  since 
our  farmers  have  been  the  beneficiaries 
of  Government  subsidies  for  years,  what 
right  do  they  have  to  resist  attempts  by 
the  Government  to  require  their  cooper¬ 
ation  in  reducing  costly  surpluses?  They 
should  no  longer  be  allowed  to  accept 
rights  without  assuming  corresponding 
obligations. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  bill 
will  not  come  into  operation  for  wheat 
farmers  unless  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
affected  vote  to  approve  it.  The  choice 
in  the  referendum  would  be  between  a 
crop  management  program  with  price 
supports  or  no  production  management 
program  and  no  price  support.  The  time 
has  come  for  our  farmers  to  realize  that 
they  cannot  have  Government  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  subsidies  without  Government 
controls.  The  decision  is  now  theirs. 


Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  there  has  been  so  much  emotional 
as  well  as  statistical  evidence  presented 
to  this  committee  concerning  this  bill  on 
a  question  which  has  been  so  frequently 
before  us,  that  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  most  of  the  Members  who  are  not 
directly  interested  in  the  problems  of 
agriculture  become  a  bit  unhappy  and 
possibly  even  a  few  may  become  a  little 
confused  by  the  claims  and  the  counter 
claims  and  the  charges  and  the  counter 
charges  that  you  hear  from  the  well  of 
this  House. 

Most  of  you  folks  know  I  am  a  farmer 
from  the  Midwest,  a  grain  and  livestock 
farmer,  a  man  who  lives  on  a  family 
farm,  and  who  has  given  most  of  his  life 
to  agriculture  and  the  problems  thereof. 
I  would  like  to  think  as  I  talk  to  you 
for  a  little  while  here  this  afternoon 
that  I  am  talking  to  you  rather  as  a 
farmer  than  as  a  Member  of  the  Con¬ 
gress — as  a  farmer  from  my  district 
would  talk  to  you  if  he  had  this  very 
great  privilege  and  opportunity  that  I 
have  of  addressing  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  first  of 
all,  I  am  in  no  fashion  casting  any  dis¬ 
paraging  remarks  on  those  who  may  dis¬ 
agree  with  me:  The  fundamental  ques¬ 
tion  that  is  at  stake  here  today  is 
whether  compulsion  is  going  to  be  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  grain  and  livestock  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  agricultural  economy  or  not. 
That  is  the  question — and  all  the  rest  of 
these  things  are  more  or  less  adjunct 
to  that.  I  hope  certainly  with  all  my 
heart  that  compulsion  will  not  be  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  feed  grain  and  livestock 
segment  of  our  economy. 

You  have  listened,  I  am  sure,  intently 
to  a  great  many  interesting  reasons  why 
we  should  or  we  should  not  be  in  favor 
of  this.  But  I  am  going  to  touch  upon 
this  question  in  a  way  that  I  believe  it 
has  not  been  touched  upon  during  the 
course  of  this  debate.  I  listened  with 
interest  as  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  ex¬ 
plained  his  vote,  as  he  did  in  great  detail 
and  in  good  conscience.  He  said: 

This  will  not  be  good  for  my  district  and 
therefore  X  cannot  support. 

Well,  I  want  to  say  to  those  of  you 
who  are  from  districts  similar  to  Mr. 
Abernethy’s  where  you  have  small  farms 
and  where  the  farmers  are  dependent 
upon  the  grain  they  raise  for  their  live¬ 
stock  as  their  chief  source  of  living  that 
you  ought  to  be  opposed  to  this  manda¬ 
tory  provision  also.  One  of  the  members 
of  our  committee  said  to  a  wavering 
Member  the  other  day,  and  I  heard  him 
say  so  .“This  has  not  been  too  good,  but 
we  have  some  amendments  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  offer  that  will  take  part  of  the 
sting  out  of  it.”  But  I  say  to  you,  this 
is  a  principle  that  is  deeply  involved. 

Whatever  form  it  may  take  at  this 
stage  in  our  plans,  if  you  once  embark 
upon  a  compulsory  program,  the  burden 
eventually  will  fall  the  heaviest  upon 
your  small  grain  and  livestock  farmers. 
They  are  the  ones  who  are  going  to  be 
hurt  eventually. 

As  one  who  has  spent  his  entire  life¬ 
time  in  a  rural  community  I  say  to  you 
that  the  great  stabilizing  influence  in 
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this  country  of  ours  has  been  the  small 
family-sized  farm.  In  any  program  as 
far  reaching  as  this  the  big  farmers  can 
adjust  and  they  will  take  care  of  them¬ 
selves  all  right,  however  we  may  operate 
hex-e  in  the  Congress. 

It  was  my  privilege  just  a  week  ago  now 
to  sit  in  on  a  symposium  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Nebraska  as  a  Representative  of 
the  House.  At  this  symposium,  we  lis¬ 
tened  to  two  professoi’s,  one  fi'om  Ober- 
lin  College  and  one  from  Cornell  Uni- 
vei’sity  who  gave  us  a  history  of  the  land 
policy  of  this  country  since  its  begin¬ 
ning.  The  chief  criticism  I  heard 
throughout  their 'discussion — and  it  was 
not  a  particularly  impassioned  discus¬ 
sion,  it  was  more  or  less  a  matter-of- 
fact  relation  of  what  had  happened — 
the  theme  that  I  detected  throughout 
this  whole  thing  was  that  the  congres¬ 
sional  policies  throughout  the  years  with 
regard  to  land  use  had  been:  “While  this 
may  not  be  the  best  way  to  do  it,  it  is 
the  easy  way,  it  is  expedient.” 

Throughout  the  yeai-s  we  have  hobbled 
along  with  this  philosophy  not  of  pro¬ 
viding  basic  solutions  but  because  it  is 
the  easy  way  to  do  it. 

To  be  sure,  the  solution  that  is  offered 
in  this  bill  came  as  a  result  of  frustra¬ 
tion.  I  am  sui-e  you  detected  that  in 
the  debate  here  today.  The  proponents 
are  frustrated  with  the  complexities  of 
the  problems,  and  they  want  the  easy 
answer. 

Let  me  say  to  those  of  you  who  live  in 
consumer  districts  that  the  standard  of 
living  in  this  country  rests  upon  and  is 
based  upon  the  amount  of  meat  that 
the  people  can  afford  to  have  in  their 
daily  diet.  In  that  l'espect  this  country 
of  ours  has  exceeded  all  other  countries 
in  the  woi'ld  in  ability  to  provide  not 
only  good  food  but  a  high  standard  of 
living.  This  is  indicated  by  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  meat,  not  one  type  of  meat 
alone  but  various  types  of  meat.  All  of 
these  meat  products,  of  course,  are  the 
net  result  of  the  food  produced  in  this 
country.  You  could  not  have  meat  in 
the  diet  of  your  people  if  you  did  not 
have  feed  grains. 

In  an  effort  to  do  away  with  the  feed 
grain  surplus  they  are  imposing  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  I  think,  in  my  humble  judg¬ 
ment  will  ultimately  make  for  higher 
priced  meats.  It  is  not  something  that 
is  going  to  happen  today  or  tomorrow, 
but  eventually  it  will  happen.  Livestock 
growing  that  stretches  from  one  coast 
to  the  other  provides  two-thirds  of  the 
total  agricultural  income  of  this  country 
of  ours  and  has  thi-ough  the  years  pro¬ 
vided  us  an  efficient  and  very  well  or¬ 
ganized  productive  effort.  It  has  made 
available  for  the  people  of  this  country 
meat  in  great  quantities,  selective  meat 
of  the  finest  quality  to  be  found  any¬ 
where  in  the  world.  This  is  the  type  of 
standard  of  living  that  we  like  to  talk 
about  to  our  consumers. 

But  I  say  to  you  in  this  instance  you 
are  tampering  with  a  very  fine  efficient 
system,  and  I  believe  with  all  the  sin¬ 
cerity  I  possess  that  if  we  were  to  em¬ 
bark  upon  a  compulsory  program  of  the 
type  iixdicated  and  recommended  here 
we  are  eventually  going  to  destroy  the 
great  livestock  industry  of  this  country. 


These  to  me  are  vei’y  substantial  rea¬ 
sons.  I  have  tried  to  be  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  in  the  matter.  I  hope  the  Congress 
in  its  wisdom  will  not  impose  a  compul¬ 
sory  program  upon  the  grain  and  live¬ 
stock  farmers  of  this  country. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire 
to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Indiana  [Mr. 
Roush]. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chaixman,  the  farm 
bill  which  is  now  before  us  contains  fea¬ 
tures  which  are,  on  the  whole,  not  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  Indiana  farm¬ 
ers  that  I  represent,  and  which  are  un¬ 
acceptable  to  the  faimers  of  my  dis¬ 
trict. 

Provisions  of  the  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  proposed  in  the  bill  could,  and 
in  my  judgment  will,  have  a  haimful 
affect  on  the  farm  community  and  on 
the  long-range  farm  income  of  my  con¬ 
stituents.  What  are  the  provisions  which 
bother  me?  First,  the  provisions  pertain¬ 
ing  to  wheat.  My  faimers  are  primarily 
small  acreage  wheatgi-owers.  These 
farmers  of  my  disti’ict  grow  Soft  Winter 
wheat,  a  commodity  not  in  surplus;  yet 
this  bill  would  impose  upon  them  the 
same  controls,  the  same  programs  as 
are  imposed  on  those  responsible  for  the 
farm  problem.  They  should  not  be  pen¬ 
alized  to  account  for  the  excessive  crops 
of  western  growers  of  other  types  of 
wheat. 

And  then  the  provisions  pertaining  to 
feed  grain  bother  me.  If  the  bill  passes 
in  its  present  form,  the  cattle  feeders 
and  poulti’y  farmers  who  grow  the  grain 
they  feed  would  be  seriously  affected. 
Try  to  tell  this  farmer  that  he  has  to 
cut  his  acreage  and  you  have  a  very 
hostile  and  belligerent  man  to  contend 
with.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
he  is  right.  He  should  be  allowed  to 
grow  whatever  quantities  of  grain  that 
he  can  normally  use  in  his  own  farm 
operation.  I  strongly  object  to  any  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  prevent  him  from 
doing  this. 

I  am  confident  that,  if  the  bill  passes 
in  its  present  form,  tlie  fanners  of  my 
district  would  reject  the  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  by  a  large  vote,  but  the  refer - 
endums  would  probably  be  passed  by 
the  national  vote.  If  the  farmers  of  the 
country  should  pass  on  only  one  of  the 
two  commodity  l'eferendums,  the  effect 
on  the  small  acreage  farmers  of  my  dis¬ 
tinct  would  be  serious.  The  supply  of  the 
unregulated  commodity  would  compete 
destructively  with  the  regulated  com¬ 
modity  and  the  farmers  of  my  district 
would  be  among  the  losers. 

I  support  the  goal  of  the  proposals  to 
cut  the  costs  of  the  farm  program.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  voluntai’y  emergency  commod¬ 
ity  programs  developed  last  year  by  the 
Kennedy  administration  and  Secretary 
Freeman  have  been  extremely  effective 
in  this  regard.  I  feel  that  these  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  extended  for  another 
year  and  that  a  long-range  program  to 
provide  eventual  withdrawal  from  the 
support  programs  should  be  prepared 
and  presented  to  the  next  Congress.  My 
survey  of  farm  opinion  in  the  district 
confirms  my  thinking  on  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  the 


interests  of  my  farm  constituents  must 
be  protected. 

Replies  from  a  farm  questionnaire 
mailed  to  nearly  14,000  Fifth  District 
farmers  indicate  that,  if  faced  with  the 
referendum  choices  offered  by  the  pro¬ 
posal  on  wheat  and  feed  grains  programs, 
farmers  in  the  district  would  vote  “no” 
by  a  margin  of  neax-ly  8  to  1.  The  poll 
also  indicated  that  only  a  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  dairy  fanners  would  like 
to  participate  in  a  voluntary  dairy  con¬ 
trol  program.  This  opposition  comes  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  a  majority  of  the 
respondents  believe  the  proposed  pro¬ 
grams  would  offer  them  a  better  or  simi¬ 
lar  personal  farm  income,  at  least  in  the 
first  years  of  the  program’s  operations. 

Most  farmers  would  prefer  a  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  present  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  in  wheat  and  feed  grains  to  the 
new  plan.  Many  voiced  a  preference 
that  the  Government  withdraw  com¬ 
pletely  fi’om  commodity  programs  im¬ 
mediately.  Nearly  all  of  the  respondents 
indicated  that  they  believed  a  planned 
and  gradual  withdrawal  from  the  pro¬ 
grams  over  a  period  of  years  should  be  a 
goal  of  any  agriculture  planning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  as  now  proposed  might  be  amend¬ 
ed.  I  would  support  amendments  which 
would  raise  exempted  acreage  from  25 
to  40  acres.  Another  amendment  which 
I  think  is  a  must,  is  one  which  would 
permit  the  Secretary  to  increase  the 
acreage  allotment  for  any  class  of  wheat 
which  would  be  in  short  supply.  I  am 
also  of  the  opinion  that  the  bill  should 
be  amended  so  as  to  exempt  a  farmer 
from  feed  grain  allotments  who  intends 
to  feed  in  his  own  operation  the  grain 
he  is  growing. 

I  should  advise  the  membership  that 
although  these  amendments  will  impi’ove 
the  bill,  I  cannot  support  the  bill  on  final 
passage  as  long  as  the  presently  pro¬ 
posed  mandatoi'y  controls  are  imposed  on 
Indiana  fax’mers  to  take  care  of  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  is  not  of  their  own  making.  I 
want  a  farm  bill  which  will  solve  the 
fai*m  problem  which  confronts  this  Na¬ 
tion.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  a  bill 
which  will  protect  the  rights  and  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  free  enterprise  system  which 
the  farmers  of  my  district  are  so  very 
much  a  part  of. 

(Mr.  ROUSH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
I  want  to  commend  the  membei-s  of  the 
committee  because  in  the  8  years  I  have 
been  here  I  do  not  know  of  a  time  when 
we  have  spent  more  houi's  of  delibera¬ 
tion  and  discussion  on  a  bill  than  we  have 
on  the  one  that  is  before  us  today.  I 
feel  that  all  Members  here  are  sincere 
in  the  views  that  they  have  taken.  But, 
we  ai’e  now  i-eaching  the  point  of  deci¬ 
sion. 

I  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about 
each  individual  Member’s  position.  I 
have  heard  talk  about  fx-eedom  for  the 
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American  fanner.  I  have  heard  talk 
about  that  fact  that  certain  Members 
are  against  controls. 

We  are  now  about  to  make  a  decision 
and  vote. 

I  have  seen  a  great  deal  of  inconsist¬ 
ency  here.  Just  day  before  yesterday  we 
considered  a  bill  that  was  a  supply-man¬ 
agement  bill  of  the  purest  and  simplest 
type  I  have  ever  seen.  It  gives  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  more  power  of- con¬ 
trol  than  any  we  have  voted  on  in  this 
Congress.  With  the  exception  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 
and  perhaps  one  or  two  more  who  took 
a  consistent  view  in  the  committee,  those 
who  are  opposed  to  this  bill  voted  for  a 
controlled  production,  for  supply-man¬ 
agement  and  to  give  the  Secretary  au¬ 
thority,  which  is  not  contained  in  this 
bill. 

So  here  we  are  at  the  hour  of  deci¬ 
sion. 

Which  way  are  you  going?  There 
are  two  ways  we  can  go  in  an  agricul¬ 
tural  program.  One  is  the  control  and 
support  route,  in  which  case  we  can  con¬ 
trol  production  and  in  return  the  farmer 
can  receive  a  fair  return  on  his  invest¬ 
ment.  The  other  is,  we  can  go  the  free¬ 
dom  route,  in  which  case  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve,  and  I  think  the  majority  of  the 
Members  of  this  House  do  not  agree, 
that  the  farmer  or  anyone  else  who  does 
not  make  a  contribution  to  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  things  which  he  is  supply¬ 
ing  should  have  supports.  That  is  the 
decision  we  are  going  to  make  today. 
That  is  what  this  bill  does. 

You  will  have  to  vote  for  a  farm  bill 
today  or  tomorrow.  If  you  vote,  you  are 
either  going  to  vote  for  the  bill  that  is 
presented  here  by  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  or  you  are  going  to  vote  for  a 
bill  that  is  now  law,  passed  in  1958, 
known  as  the  Benson  bill.  That  bill 
provides  for  unlimited  production,  with 
a  guaranteed  support  price.  That  sup¬ 
port  price  is  so  high  that  it  has  amassed 
gi’eat  surpluses.  It  has  filled  our  bins. 

It  is  costing  about  a  million  dollars  a 
day  to  store  the  surpluses,  and  by  1966 
if  you  vote  against  this  bill  and  we  re¬ 
vert  to  the  1958  law,  you  will  then  be 
paying  for  storage  alone  about  $l1/4 
billion,  more  than  a  million  dollars  a 
day.  That  is  the  choice  you  have. 
Which  one  of  these  programs  are  you 
going  to  vote  for? 

There  are  now  a  lot  of  bleeding  hearts 
for  the  farmer.  We  have  heard  that 
the  emergency  feed  grain  program  is  a 
good  one,  and  that  it  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  act  for  another  2  years. 

What  happened  when  we  had  that  bill 
up  for  consideration  in  1961.  Today’s 
proponents  of  that  program  said  it  was 
no  good,  that  it  was  going  to  regiment 
the  farmers,  and  they  voted  against  it. 
They  voted  no.  They  voted  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill,  and  they  voted  against 
final  passage. 

It  reminds  me  of  the  “Johnnie-come- 
lately”  on  social  security.  All  those 
people  who  voted  against  it  now  say  it  is 
a  great  program,  and  they  try  to  take 
credit  for  it. 

The  distinguished  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  said  he 
asked  the  Secretary,  Will  this  voluntary 


program  work?  It  is  doing  a  good  job. 

He  voted  for  a  motion  to  recommit. 
He  voted  against  the  bill  when  it  was  in 
the  House.  But,  the  present  emergency 
program  is  self-defeating.  As  the  farm¬ 
ers  take  their  production  off  the  market, 
the  price  increases,  and  it  has  a  built-in 
self-defeating  gadget,  and  it  was  never 
intended  except  as  a  temporary  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  course,  I  am  quite 
sure  that  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  no  intention  of  em- 
barassing  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

May  I  point  Out  to  the  gentleman  that 
if  he  had  carefully  read  the  Record,  he 
would  have  found  that  I  did  vote  against 
the  bill  on  account  of  some  of  its  bad 
features,  especially  section  3,  which 
would  have  given  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  complete  control  of  the  feed 
grain  program. 

It  was  proposed  that  he  be  authorized 
to  dump  wheat  on  the  open  market  at  17 
percent  below  price  supports,  and  I  op¬ 
posed  that.  I  voted  for  the  conference 
report  on  the  bill.  I  was  a  member  of 
the  committee  of  conference,  and  I  voted 
for  the  conference  report  because  the 
conferees  completely  eliminated  section 
3,  to  which  I  was  opposed.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  check  the  Record,  he  will 
find  that  I  made  a  10-minute  speech  to 
the  House  urging  them  to  approve  the 
conference  report,  and  I  voted  for  the 
same. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

You  know,  there  are  a  number  of  peo¬ 
ple  here  today  that  would  like  to  get  on 
both  sides  of  this  issue,  but  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  to  vote  for  the  bill  before  you 
which  gives  the  farmers  the  right  to 
select  their  program  through  referen¬ 
dum.  Two-thirds  of  them  have  to  ap¬ 
prove  it.  How  many  of  you  would  be 
here  today  if  a  two-thirds  majority  were 
required?  This  is  what  we  are  telling 
the  farmers:  Two-thirds  of  you  must 
vote  in  favor  of  this  program,  or  it  does 
not  go  into  effect. 

What  is  the  alternative?  We  are  tell¬ 
ing  them,  if  you  vote  for  it,  we  will  put 
this  controlled  management  program 
into  effect  and  give  you  a  reasonable  re¬ 
turn  on  your  investment,  but  you  make 
your  choice.  You  go  the  way  you  want. 
You  either  vote  for  it  and  you  get  sup¬ 
ports,  or  you  vote  against  it  and  the 
Government  gets  out. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
worked  for  weeks  on  this  legislation? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  think  months 
would  be  more  in  order. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  did  anybody  on  that  committee 
offer  an  amendment  to  cany  forward  the 
voluntary  feed  grains  program  which  is 
now  in  operation  and  which  we  now  hear 
so  much  praise  for  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House? 


Mr.  JENNINGS.  To  my  knowledge, 
before  the  full  committee,  no  one  offered 
that  amendment.  I  will  say  in  behalf  of 
the  ranking  minority  member  that  be¬ 
fore  the  Feed  Grains  Subcommittee  he 
asked  the  question,  whether  we  were  go¬ 
ing  to  go  the  control  route  or  whether 
we  were  going  the  voluntary  route.  A 
vote  was  taken,  and  the  majority  of  the 
subcommittee  members  agreed  that  we 
would  give  the  farmer  the  choice  of  go¬ 
ing  the  control  route  or  the  freedom 
route. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What  I  am  talking 
about  is  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  To  my  knowledge,  it 
was  not  introduced.  It  is  just  something 
that  I  heard  of  since  we  started  the  de¬ 
bate. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  ranking 
minority  member  if  he  now  intends  to 
offer  that  type  of  a  substitute  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  It  is  my  intention  to 
propose  a  substitute  to  title  4  of  the  bill 
at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  he  would  respectfully 
give  the  majority  a  copy  of  what  he  in¬ 
tends  to  offer  so  that  we  can  consider  it. 
As  the  chairman  pointed  out,  we  sat  in 
committee  day  after  day,  week  after 
week,  hour  after  hour,  and  it  was  not 
offered.  It  is  true  that  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  offered  a 
substitute  in  his  own  right,  but  that  did 
not  include  this  particular  feature. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  he  offered  that 
only  just  before  the  rollcall. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  was  going  to  add, 
that  was  offered  just  before  the  rollcall. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Did  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  ever  see  a  copy  of  it? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  did  not,  and  to  my 
knowledge  nobody  else  did. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Have  you  seen  a  copy 
of  the  proposed  amendment  now? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  have  not,  and  that 
is  why  I  asked  if  the  amendment  was 
going  to  be  offered  -at  this  late  date. 
Certainly  the  majority  should  have  the 
opportunity  of  seeing  the  type  of  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  going  to  be  proposed. 

Permit  me,  please,  to  proceed,  and  I 
shall  yield  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
statement. 

Would  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  yield  to  me  some 
additional  time?  If  the  gentleman  can¬ 
not,  I  cannot  yield  at  this  time.  Could 

1  have  5  additional  minutes,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man?  I  am  just  getting  started. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  the  gentleman 

2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
great  deal  has  been  said  about  the  family 
farmer,  and  they  say  the  family  farmer 
is  not  taken  care  of  in  this  bill.  You 
know,  one  of  the  reasons  I  think  we  did 
not  mention  the  family  farmer  in  this 
bill  is  because  last  year  a  number  of 
people  on  the  committee  voted  to  strike 
out  the  words  “family  farmer”  in  the 
title  of  the  bill  then  under  consideration. 
Can  anyone  imagine  such  a  thing? 
Then,  those  bleeding  hearts  come  here 
and  start  crying  for  the  family  farmer. 

I  want  to  maintain  the  family  farmer  as 
a  way  of  life,  as  an  institution  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  as  an  institution  of  its  economy. 

I  plan  to  introduce  some  amendments 
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and  I  want  to  tell  you  about  them.  If 
you  need  a  copy  of  them  I  shall  be  glad 
to  submit  a  copy  to  you.  Permit  me  to 
briefly  explain  the  amendments  which 
I  propose  to  offer.  First  is  the  growing 
of  ensilage.  If  he  grew  ensilage  on  his 
farm  in  1959  and  1960,  he  may  now  grow 
it  under  the  bill  without  considering  it  in 
his  feed  base,  the  same  amount  as  he 
grew  earlier. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  about  the  short¬ 
age  of  certain  types  of  wheat.  We  heard 
a  lot  about  it  last  year,  but  it  did  not 
materialize. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  another  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  shall  offer  to  this  effect:  If 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  there 
is  a  shortage  of  any  type  or  variety  of 
wheat,  he  may  increase  allotment  for 
that  type  in  order  to  insure  the  baker, 
candy  manufacturers  and  other  users  of 
an  adequate  supply  of  such  wheat,  and 
thereby  give  to  the  growers  of  that  type 
of  wheat  this  additional  acreage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  have  another 
amendment  which  is  the  40-acre  provi¬ 
sion.  In  other  words,  anyone  who 
raises  up  to  a  40-acre  base  is  given  the 
freedom  of  choice.  He  may  either  go  in¬ 
to  the  program  or  he  may  stay  out.  If 
he  goes  into  the  program  voluntarily  he 
takes  the  cuts  and  he  gets  the  support 
price.  If  he  stays  out  of  the  program, 
he  goes  ahead  and  raises  up  to  his  base 
acres  without  any  penalty  provision. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  propose 
another  family  farm  amendment.  This 
is  the  last  amendment  that  I  intend  to 
offer,  which  I  think  is  a  good  one. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
could  I  have  1  additional  minute  in  or¬ 
der  to  explain  the  grazing  allotment 
amendment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  the  gentleman 
an  additional  minute. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  here 
is  the  grazing  amendment,  which  is  a 
family  farm  amendment.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  have  heard  these  bleeding 
hearts  talk  about  the  fact  that  you  can¬ 
not  feed  grain,  which  you  raise  on  the 
farm,  to  your  livestock.  However, 
through  this  amendment  we  propose  to 
give  the  farmers  more  freedom  of  choice. 
What  are  we  going  to  do?  We  are  going 
to  let  him  decide  in  his  own  right.  The 
payment  provided  for  in  this  bill  is  50 
percent  the  first  year,  then  40  percent, 
and  then  30  percent.  We  are  going  to 
say  that  he  has  the  choice  of  accepting 
this  or  grazing  the  land,  at  his  own  dis¬ 
cretion. 

I  ask  you,  how  much  fairer  could  you 
be  to  the  family  farmer? 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  this 
question: 

We  have  had  a  good  program  for  the 
growers  of  peanuts  and  cotton.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
what  effect  would  the  failure  to  pass 
this  bill  have  on  our  cotton  and  peanut 
production? 


Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  asked  that  ques¬ 
tion.  You  cannot  continue  a  successful 
program  for  peanuts,  cotton,  rice  and 
tobacco,  with  an  agriculture  that  is  di¬ 
vided,  and  with  a  surplus  that  is  mount¬ 
ing  in  feed  grains,  wheat,  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  so  forth.  You  will  bring  the 
house  of  agriculture  down  on  yourself, 
and  its  present  successful  programs  will 
fail  also.  A  house  cannot  continue  di¬ 
vided  against  itself. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
7  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher]. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  again  hearing  the  same  old  record 
without  the  benefit  of  even  a  new  needle. 
It  is  just  like  the  Chinaman  said  about 
the  foghorn.  He  said,  “The  foghorn 
blow  and  blow  and  blow,  but  the  fog 
comes  just  the  same.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  to  that 
same  type  of  speech  on  this  floor  during 
the  12  years  that  I  have  been  here.  I 
heard  the  same  impassioned  plea  2  years 
ago  to  pass  the  present  feed  grain  bill 
that  now  they  want  to  junk.  It  was  a 
brand-new  bill.  What  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  is  that  during  all  of  these  12  years, 
every  year  they  have  come  before  this 
House  with  a  bill  that  would  reduce  the 
surpluses  but  which  would  increase  the 
farmers’  income,  and  would  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  less  money. 

That  would  have  been  a  very  fine  trick 
for  Houdini  to  perform,  if  it  were  pos¬ 
sible.  If  we  are  going  to  spend  not  as 
much  money  to  buy  more  wheat  from  the 
farmer  for  more  money,  who  is  going  to 
pick  up  the  difference?  The  gentlemen 
from  the  city  districts  and  the  consumer 
areas  can  answer  that  one. 

There  seems  to  be  a  lot  of  confusion 
here  as  to  just  what  the  minority  has 
tried  to  do  during  all  these  weeks.  It 
was  said  that  no  substitute  was  offered. 
For  the  minority  side  on  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  to  offer  a  substitute  for  a 
majority  bill  would  be  just  as  ineffective 
as  whistling  the  “Star-Spangled  Banner” 
on  the  courthouse  square  in  Moscow. 
They  have  21  members  and  we  have  14. 
Why  on  earth  are  the  21  members  of  the 
committee  so  concerned  about  getting 
the  support  and  cooperation  of  the  14? 
They  do  not  want  cooperation.  What 
they  want  is  acquiescence  and  some  of 
us  did  not  feel  that  we  could  possibly 
acquiesce,  as  much  as  we  love  the 
majority. 

It  is  just  like  the  old  farmer  who  owned 
51  percent  of  the  stock  in  a  bank.  This 
old  Dutchman  would  have  a  stockholders 
meeting  every  year  and  he  would  let 
everybody  connected  with  the  bank  make 
reports,  make  suggestions  and  make 
speeches.  And  when  they  got  all 
through,  he  would  say,  “Well,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  I  own  51  percent  of  the  stock. 
I  vote  51  percent  of  the  stock  for  Mr. 
Jones  for  president.  And  Mr.  Jones  is 
elected  president.”  And  he  went  all  the 
way  down  through  the  other  offices  in 
exactly  the  same  way,  and  he  said,  “51 
percent  of  the  stock  votes  for  adjourn¬ 
ment.” 

Now  they  have  51  percent  of  the  stock 
and  we  are  like  the  people  who  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  make  all  the  speeches  in  the 


world,  but  in  the  end  they  have  51  per¬ 
cent  of  the  stock. 

They  have  talked  about  the  bleeding 
hearts,  and  so  forth;  my  heart  really  does 
bleed  for  a  man  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
who  represents  a  consumer  area.  He  is 
going  to  get  into  trouble  one  way  or  the 
other.  Either  he  is  going  to  make  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  very  unhappy 
or  he  is  going  to  make  a  great  many 
constituents  back  home  very  unhappy. 

Some  stupid  taxpayer  this  fall  may 
say:  “Why  is  it  that  you  voted  for  all 
those  bills  for  the  past  10  years  that 
created  $9  billion  worth  of  surplus,  and 
that  cost  $1  billion  a  year  to  store?” 
And  I  will  tell  you  what  you  can  say. 
You  can  say: 

“The  gentleman  from  Texas  and  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  and  the 
speaker  who  just  preceded  me  told  me 
that  it  would  save  money  and  that  it  did 
save  money.”  And  the  stupid  guy  is 
liable  to  say:  “Well,  how  many  billion 
dollars  would  we  have  had  to  invest  if 
we  had  not  had  all  those  good  bills?” 

You  people  from  the  consumer  areas, 
I  think,  are  going  to  be  smart  enough  to 
figure  out  how  you  can  pay  a  farmer 
more  money  for  less  wheat  and  do  it 
with  less  expense  to  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
discussion  here  about  former  Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture,  and  about 
blocking  movements,  and  so  forth.  Now, 
I  have  never  been  partisan  on  this  floor. 
I  have  never  opposed  a  bill  just  because 
it  was  presented  by  the  majority.  I  have 
never  supported  a  bill  just  because  it 
was  presented  by  my  own  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  But  the  discussion  this 
morning  was  that  a  former  assistant  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on 
the  Republican  side,  under  Mr.  Benson, 
had  made  some  particular  kind  of  a 
statement.  I  do  not  know  what  his  state¬ 
ment  was  and  I  do  not  know  to  whom  he 
made  it,  but  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
accept  no  more  responsibility  for  what 
the  assistant  to  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  Mr.  Benson  said 
than  I  ask  you  gentlemen  on  this  side  to 
assume  the  responsibility  for  what  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under 
Mr.  Freeman  did  in  a  certain  clothing 
store  in  Dallas,  Tex.  I  think  both  are 
completely  immaterial  as  far  as  this  bill 

is.  concerned. 

This  bill  will  not  save  money  any  more 
than  the  bills  during  the  past  10  years 
saved  money.  The  farmers  do  not  want 

it.  It  was  suggested  a  minute  ago  that 
most  of  us  are  just  bleeding  hearts  for 
the  farmers.  I  say  to  the  gentleman  who 
has  just  preceded  me  that  he  cannot  find 
any  farmers  out  in  my  district  who  will 
think  his  heart  is  bleeding  for  them  if  he 
is  going  to  try  to  use  this  bill  to  hog-tie 
and  hobble  them. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Stratton!. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
pear  this  morning  as  a  representative  of 
one  of  the  great  agricultural  sections  in 
the  Nation,  in  New  York  State.  I  may 
say  with  some  modesty  that  I  have  rep¬ 
resented  this  agricultural  area  so  suc¬ 
cessfully  that  note  was  taken  of  this  fact 
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recently  by  the  Republican  legislature  in 
my  State  in  their  reapportionment  ses¬ 
sion  when  they  decided  to  give  me  six 
more  agricultural  counties  and  take  away 
one  of  my  industrial  counties. 

Actually,  most  of  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  will  have  little  effect  on  the  agri¬ 
cultural  area  of  New  York  State,  but 
there  is  in  this  bill  an  opportunity,  it 
seems  to  me,  for  those  of  us  who  are 
concerned  with  the  dairy  industry  in  New 
York  State  and  with  the  dairy  industry 
in  the  entire  Northeast  to  do  something 
that  will  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  dairy 
farmers  of  our  State  and  our  area  and 
to  correct  the  very  serious  threat  to  their 
income  and  to  their  market  stability  that 
was  created  by  the  recent  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  throwing  out  the  so- 
called  compensatory  payments  provision 
of  milk  marketing  order  No.  2.  This  is 
simply  a  provision  that  those  who  benefit 
from  the  order  shall  assume  their  fair 
share  of  its  responsibilities. 

I  have  an  amendment,  which  I  plan  to 
offer  under  the  5-minute  rule,  to  restore 
the  legislative  authority  for  this  ar¬ 
rangement  which  the  Supreme  Court 
found  to  be  presently  lacking^  Members 
who  are  interested  in  this  amendment 
will  find  it  included  in  H.R.  12138,  with 
a  discussion  appearing  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  on  page  9745  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  of  June  14.  This  bill  would  be  added 
as  an  amendment  to  the  farm  bill  on 
page  88,  line  3,  thus  restoring  an  essen¬ 
tial  provision  of  our  New  York-New 
Jersey  milk  marketing  order  and  other 
milk  marketing  orders  that  must  be  done 
if  our  farmers  are  to  survive. 

So  here  is  an  opportunity  for  those  of 
us  in  New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  the 
entire  Northeast  to  do  something  con¬ 
structive  in  this  farm  bill  to  help  our 
own  dairy  farmers.  We  do  not  need  to 
wait  for  some  committee  to  turn  in  a  re¬ 
port.  We  in  Congress  have  the  responsi¬ 
bility  to  act.  So  let  us  exercise  that  re¬ 
sponsibility,  and  exercise  it  now  when  we 
have  the  opportunity. 

Mention  has  been  made  on  the  floor, 
and  the  previous  speaker  mentioned  it 
again,  of  the  disclosures  in  the  Fountain 
committee  of  a  kind  of  plan  by  our  Re¬ 
publican  friends  to  offer  only  blind  op¬ 
position  to  all  farm  legislation.  I  was  not 
surprised  to  leam  that  one  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  of  the  Republican  Party  who  par¬ 
ticipated  in  this  plan  was  the  present  Re¬ 
publican  candidate  for  Governor  in  my 
State  of  New  York,  one  Nelson  A.  Rocke¬ 
feller.  I  was  not  surprised  he  attended 
this  meeting  because  he  has  done  ab¬ 
solutely  nothing  to  help  the  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  of  New  York  State  except  to  attack 
Mr.  Kennedy  and  to  try  to  take  credit 
for  the  defeat  of  the  National  Milk  Sani¬ 
tation  bill  which  some  of  us  down  here 
actually  succeeded  in  killing  in  commit¬ 
tee  last  year. 

Although  on  the  15th  of  June  I  an¬ 
nounced  I  was  introducing  this  amend¬ 
ment  of  mine  to  help  the  dairy  farmers 
in  New  York,  I  have  heard  nothing  from 
the  Governor  of  New  York  nor  from  the 
State  department  of  agriculture,  which 
should  be  interested  in  the  welfare  of 
our  dairy  farmers.  Here  is  a  golden  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  Governor  of  New  York 


to  show  that  he  really  is  interested  in 
New  York  State  dairy  farmers. 

I  have  today  wired  Governor  Rocke¬ 
feller  and  challenged  him  to  line  up  the 
Republican  Members  of  the  New  York 
congressional  delegation  in  support  of 
the  Stratton  amendment,  and  to  come 
out  before  noon  tomorrow  personally  in 
support  of  my  amendment  to  use  this 
present  farm  bill  as  a  means  of  lending 
support  to  the  dairy  farmers  of  New 
York  State.  I  look  forward  to -his  reply. 
When  I  offer  my  amendment  on  tomor¬ 
row  I  hope  to  be  able  to  tell  you  what 
that  reply  has  been.  I  do  hope  that  Mr. 
Rockefeller  will  go  along  with  us  so  that 
we  can  get  the  full  support  of  the  Re¬ 
publican  Members  for  this  important 
amendment.  In  this  way  the  Republican 
candidate  can  prove  what  he  has  not  yet 
demonstrated,  that  he  is  after  all  willing 
to  help  the  dairy  fanners  of  New  York 
State. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley]  . 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  con¬ 
tinuing  the  rhetorical  questioning  that 
occurred  a  little  earlier  today,  does  any¬ 
one  deny  that  the  land  of  cotton  is  under 
acreage  allotments?  Does  anyone  deny 
that  this  bill  would  establish  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  for  the  Corn  Belt?  Does  any¬ 
one  deny  that  Billie  Sol  Estes  got  in 
trouble  because  he  was  trying  to  buy  up 
the  right  to  grow,  which  is  embodied  in 
acreage  allotments  for  cotton?  Does 
anyone  deny  that  this  bill  would  estab¬ 
lish  in  Illinois  and  elsewhere  in  the  Corn 
Belt  the  same  type  of  bureaucratic  briar 
patch  in  which  Billie  Sol  Estes  operated 
in  the  land  of  cotton? 

A  lot  of  attention  has  been  devoted 
in  this  debate  to  the  cost  of  the  proposed 
programs.  I  was  particularly  impressed 
with  the  statements  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel],  which  show 
clearly  that  the  feed  grains  section 
would  heap  new  burdens  on  taxpayers 
rather  than  less — and  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher],  who  re¬ 
minded  us  that  even  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Freeman,  who  cannot 
be  expected  to  give  an  overly  conserva¬ 
tive  estimate  of  savings,  estimates  that 
the  wheat  section  will  save  a  modest  $29 
million. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  same  Mr. 
Freeman  once  claimed  the  1961  feed 
grains  program  would  save  a  half -bil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year  and  now  says  the  feed 
grains  program  is  too  expensive  to  con¬ 
tinue,  we  would  indeed  be  optimistic  if 
we  concluded  that  the  wheat  section  will 
save  a  single  dime. 

The  dairy  section  will  surely  prove  to 
be  a  boondoggle  of  first  magnitude.  The 
proposal  would  pay  dairy  farmers  for 
cutting  back  in  production,  but  provides 
no  effective  restraint  against  moving  the 
same  cows  across  the  fence,  to  continue 
in  production  just  the  same  for  another 
farmer. 

If  Mr.  Freeman  had  trouble  chasing 
down  elusive  “phantom  acres’’  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  feed  grains  program — 
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and  trouble  he  had  to  the  extent  of  $150 
million — think  of  the  handicap  he  will 
face  in  chasing  phantom  cows. 

The  bill  provides  payments  for  dairy 
farmers  who  reduce  milk  production,  but 
it  fails  to  provide  a  means  of  communi¬ 
cation  with  the  cows  themselves.  Just 
how  the  cows  will  be  taken  out  of  milk 
production,  short  of  the  slaughterhouse, 
is  not  clear.  Will  the  New  Frontier  in¬ 
stall  faucets  on  the  cows?  If  so,  I  pre¬ 
dict  massive  discomfort  in  the  land  of 
lakes. 

Let  us  face  it.  This  bill  confronts  the 
taxpayer  with  a  heavier  load,  not  a 
lighter  load. 

The  cost  angle  is  important  of  course, 
but  it  is  not  the  most  important  aspect 
of  this  legislation. 

It  would  be  tragic  if  we  were  to  be¬ 
come  so  absorbed  in  dollars  and  cents 
and  neglect  the  fundamental  changes 
this  bill  would  cause  in  American  agri¬ 
culture. 

This  bill  is  but  a  skirmish.  It  is  a  skir¬ 
mish  in  a  long-range  assault  on  the  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  marketplace  system.  It 
is  a  product  of  economic  planners  who 
have  little  or  no  faith  in  the  market¬ 
place  system  or  in  the  ability  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  farmer  to  run  his  own  affairs. 
I  say  it  is  just  a  skirmish.  This  Congress 
has  taken  part  in  many  skirmishes  and 
so  have  previous  Congresses  over  the 
period  of  30  years.  Almost  without  ex¬ 
ception  in  those  skirmishes  those  who 
believe  in  private  enterprise  have  been 
the  losers.  If  H.R.  11222  passes,  it  will 
further  weaken  private  enterprise  and 
heap  new  authority  in  the  hands  of  the 
economic  planners.  This  will  strengthen 
the  planners  for  the  next  skirmish  and 
those  who  fight  for  freedom  will  be  that 
much  weaker. 

In  effect,  the  bill  says,  “Look  at  the 
farm  mess.  We  have  got  to  put  the 
farmer  in  chains  in  order  to  keep  him 
out  of  trouble.”  That  is  the  same  doleful 
tune  of  every  would-be  dictator  through 
the  ages.  In  the  guise  of  helping  the 
farmer,  the  Federal  Government  has 
messed  around  with  one  program  after 
the  other  for  30  years.  True,  the 
farmer  is  in  trouble,  but  not  from  his 
own  lack  of  ability.  He  is  unquestion¬ 
ably  the  most  efficient  farmer  in  the 
world  and  given  the  opportunity  can  win 
expanding  world  markets  through  the 
private  enterprise  marketplace  system. 
But  the  farmer  is  in  trouble  today  be¬ 
cause  of  the  unwise  action  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  past  years.  Is  it  proper 
then  to  get  him  into  still  worse  trouble 
through  more  unwise  action  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government?  The  sur¬ 
plus  stocks  exist  because  of  unwise  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  of  the  past.  The  farmer 
is  in  a  cost-price  squeeze  because  of  un¬ 
wise  Federal  fiscal  policies,  policies  which 
have  doubled  the  price  the  farmer  has 
to  pay  while  other  Federal  policies  have 
created  surplus  stocks  which  depress  the 
prices  that  the  farmer  gets  for  his 
produce.  The  farmer  is  losing  markets 
because  of  unwise  policies  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Because  of  Govern¬ 
ment  policies  the  American  tobacco 
farmers  are  not  getting  their  share  of 
rising  world  markets.  Because  of  Gov- 
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ernment  policies,  the  land  of  cotton  is 
in  trouble.  The  cotton  contraption  got 
so  bogged  down  this  year  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  demanded  and  got  authority  to  rig 
world  cotton  textile  markets  in  an  effort 
to  keep  the  contraption  clanking  along. 

The  problems  of  the  farmer  can  be  laid 
at  the  door  of  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Government  is  to  blame,  not  the 
farmer.  And  what  is  our  answer?  More 
of  the  same  nonsense,  more  of  the  same 
interference'  with  the  private  enterprise 
system,  more  socialistic  schemes  from 
the  economic  planners,  more  burdens  for 
the  taxpayers. 

What  is  needed  is  not  more  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  less. 

The  Republicans  did  not  attempt  to 
sweeten  up  the  bill,  because  there  is  no 
way  to  make  the  police  state  palatable 
to  the  American  farmer. 

Last  year’s  feed  grain  program  was  a 
heavy  blow  to  the  private  enterprise 
system.  How  anyone  can  agree  to  the 
administration’s  feed  grain  program  I 
do  not  know.  The  administration  of  this 
program  has  weakened  the  private  en¬ 
terprise  merchandising  of  grain.  The 
leader  of  the  AFL-CIO  in  Chicago,  com¬ 
menting  on  the  administration  of  the 
1961  feed  grains  program  used  these 
words : 

One  can  only  Judge  that  there  Is  a  certain 
group  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
that  Is  bent  on  destroying  American  free 
enterprise. 

This  was  a  leader  of  the  AFL-CIO 
speaking. 

Last  year  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
unwisely  raised  supports  for  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts,  helping  to  cause  a  new  glut  in  dairy 
products.  Early  this  year  he  asked  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  dignify  this 
error  and  compound  it  by  ordering  an 
extension  of  supports  at  this  artificial 
and  unwise  level.  The  committee  refused 
to  do  so.  Most  of  us  realized  that  this 
was  the  same  old  story. 

We  pass  bad  laws  and  get  commodities 
into  trouble.  Then  the  economic  plan¬ 
ners  have  a  stronger  argument  to  de¬ 
mand  still  more  power. 

We  could  see  this  familiar  pattern 
with  unusual  clarity  because  we  had  had 
a  look  at  H.R.  10010,  the  original  farm 
bill  of  the  administration,  which  in¬ 
cluded  the  tightest  strait  jacket  ever  de¬ 
signed  for  daily  farmers,  a  control  pro¬ 
gram  that  even  provided  up  to  1  year 
in  the  penitentiary  for  dairy  farmers 
who  failed  to  make  reports  and  keep 
records  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
might  prescribe. 

This  is  but  one  skirmish  in  the  long- 
range  attack  on  the  private  enterprise 
system.  Whether  it  is  by  accident  or 
design,  either  way  the  pattern  is  clear: 
It  provides  for  the  takeover  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  American  agriculture. 

H.R.  11222  is  but  one  step  in  the  proc¬ 
ess.  We  saw  in  H.R.  10010  what  the 
administration  really  wants:  Prison 
terms  for  fanners  and  the  power  to  take 
over  farms  through  eminent  domain. 

This  bill  will  make  it  easier  for  the 
administration  to  come  back  and  get 
what  it  really  wants,  dictatorial  control 
of  American  farms. 

In  this  New  Frontier  of  agriculture  the 
incentive  of  the  marketplace  is  to  be 
replaced  by  the  compulsion  of  fear. 


Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  sincere  in  his  argument  and  I 
respect  his  views.  I  noted  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  had  something  to  say  with  regard 
to  cotton  allotments  and  the  allotment 
system.  Would  he  care  to  make  further 
comment  regarding  the  cotton  program? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Yes.  We  would  be 
very  wise'  indeed  to  get  away  from  the 
artificial  controls  that  have  been,  placed 
on  cotton.  We  have  seen  this  world  cot¬ 
ton  control  program  force  us  to  the  point 
where  now  we  have  to  protect  the  New 
England  textile  industry  from  imports 
from  Japanese  factories.  It  is  brought 
about  simply  because  the  Japanese  fac¬ 
tories  can  buy  American  cotton  so  much 
cheaper  than  American  processors  can. 
The  American  processors  are  thus  placed 
at  a  distinct  disadvantage. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  And  particularly 
with  reference  to  the  allotment  system, 
the  gentleman  thinks  that  is  an  unsound 
system? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Indeed  I  do.  It  is 
fundamental  in  America  that  every  man 
in  America  should  be  able  to  use  his 
property,  his  talents,  his  resources,  and 
his  ambition  to  the  best  possible  ad¬ 
vantage. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  like  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  for  the  frank  sincerity  of 
his  statement  and  for  his  consistency,  be¬ 
cause  he  based  his  attitude  in  opposing 
the  sugar  bill  on  the  same  reasoning.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  SantangeloI. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  support  this  bill,  H.R.  11222,  a  bill 
to  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  the 
cost  of  farm  programs,  and  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities.  As  a  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture,  I  have  learned  to  appreciate 
the  tremendous  contribution  which  the 
farmers  of  America,  who  comprise  only 
10  percent  of  the  entire  population,  make 
to  feed  183  million  people  in  the  United 
States  and  the  people  throughout  the 
world.  But  I  cannot  sit  back  and  remain 
silent  when  I  see  a  group  of  big  selfish 
farmers  aided  and  abetted  by  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party  trying  to  fleece  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayer  and  the  American  con¬ 
sumer.  If  you  defeat  this  bill,  you  will 
permit  the  farmers  to  continue  to  feed  at 
the  public  trough  and  amass  further  feed 
and  wheat  grains  which  cost  more  than 
$600  million  a  year  in  storage  alone.  If 
you  defeat  this  measure,  you  will  preach 
economy,  but  apparently  do  not  practice 
it,  will  continue  the  wasteful  practices  in 
the  farm  program,  you  will  continue  our 
increasing  farm  surpluses.  If  this  bill 
is  defeated  the  American  wheat  farmer 
will  be  operating  under  the  1958  law 
which  provides  low  price  support  and  un¬ 
limited  production  within  the  55  million 
acres-  allotted.  When  you  realize  that 
by  reason  of  the  scientific  improvements 
in  agriculture,  by  reason  of  the  techno¬ 


logical  advances  and  the  intensified  fer¬ 
tilizers,  and  when  you  realize  that  a  new 
type  of  seed  permits  a  farmer  to  grow 
100  bushels  of  wheat  per  acre  instead  of 
the  average  24  bushels  of  wheat  per  acre, 
you  are  opening  up  a  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  which  will  exceed  more 
than  four  times  the  present  cost.  You 
will  more  than  double  the  storage  costs 
in  wheat  which  has  exceeded  $600  mil¬ 
lion  per  year,  and  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  2  years  ago  we  reduced  the 
storage  costs  by  3  cents  a  bushel.  The 
storage  costs  and  reallocations  are  bur¬ 
dening  the  overwhelmed  taxpayer  in 
America  today.  Since  1950,  feed  grain 
production  has  increased  by  40  percent 
or  1,250  million  bushels  on  approximately 
the  same  acreage.  Wheat  production  has 
increased  by  263  million  bushels  on  12 
million  less  acres.  We  are  the  victims 
of  our  efficiency  and  greed  by  big  farm¬ 
ers. 

If  this  bill  is  defeated,  we  know  what 
the  policy  of  the  Republican  Party  will 
be.  Martin  Sorkin,  former  Assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  a  letter 
to  the  Commercial  Solvents  Corp.,  which 
is  involved  in  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
disclosed  the  fact  that  the  Republican 
policymakers  had  gathered  together  and 
agreed  not  to  cooperate  or  give  any  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  solution  of  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  The  bill  which  we  have  under 
consideration  will  benefit  the  farmers, 
the  taxpayers,  and  the  consumer.  It  is  a 
farm  bill  for  all  the  people. 

If  this  bill  passes,  then  the  farmers 
will  have  to  decide  by  a  referendum  to 
accept  or  reject  this  program.  If  two- 
thirds  of  the  American  farmers  approve 
this  program  of  supply  management, 
then  all  farmers  must  cooperate  to  have 
our  supply  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  meet 
our  domestic  and  foreign  requirements, 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will 
determine.  Mr.  Freeman’s  testimony 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture 
indicated  that  we  will  need  about  107 
million  acres  of  harvested  feed  grains  to 
fulfill  our  demands,  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign,  and  at  the  same  time,  draw  upon 
our  surplus  corn  stocks.  The  real  issue 
is  whether  or  not  farmers  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  an  opportunity  to  choose 
freely  and  democratically,  whether  they 
want  to  limit  their  production  so  that 
they  can  bring  surpluses  under  control 
and  get  fair  prices,  or  whether  they  want 
to  produce  without  limit  and  to  take 
their  chances  in  the  marketplace.  By 
planned  management,  we  can  reduce  our 
surplus  supplies,  guarantee  a  price  sup¬ 
port  to  our  fanners,  and  protect  our  con¬ 
sumers  and  taxpayers.  I  know  that  if 
the  farmers  fail,  the  urban  dweller  will 
suffer.  And  I  do  not  want  to  see  this 
happen  for  the  sake  of  America. 

The  interests  of  the  fanner  and  the 
city  resident  dovetail.  If  one  is  injured, 
the  other  suffers.  If  this  measure  passes, 
and  the  wheat  or  feed  grain  referendum 
is  defeated,  the  fanners  will  be  relegated 
to  the  law  of  the  jungle.  Every  man  for 
himself  without  price  supports,  without 
protection,  and  every  farmer  will  pro¬ 
duce  whatever  he  can  and  dump  the  sup¬ 
ply  on  the  market.  Farmers  may  well  be 
ruined,  and  if  our  farm  economy  is 
ruined,  urban  industries  and  appliances, 
industrial  products  and  textiles,  will  also 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


suffer.  We  never  forget  those  days  when 
the  farmers  left  their  farms  in  droves 
and  their  farm  mortgages  were  fore¬ 
closed. 

If  we  pass  this  bill,  H.R.  11222,  we  can 
save  the  taxpayer  over  $1  billion  in  the 
wheat  and  feed  grain  program  in  1  year 
and  $4  billion  in  4  years,  including  $3 
billion  saved  in  Government  payments  to 
farmers.  One  billion  dollars  in  savings 
will  provide  adequate  funds  to  take  care 
of  a  possible  reduction  in  taxes,  will 
provide  a  large  portion  of  the  revenue 
for  our  public  works  programs,  will  pro¬ 
vide  sufficient  funds  to  take  care  of  the 
needs  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  hospital  construction  activities, 
and  grants  for  construction  of  waste 
treatment  facilities.  These  savings  will 
enable  us  if  we  so  desire  to  provide  the 
funds  to  give  our  postal  workers  a  pay 
raise  which  they  ai'e  clamoring  for  today. 

It  is  time  that  the  farmers  of  this 
Nation  recognize  that  we  must  have  a 
supply  management  program  so  that 
price  supports  can  be  maintained  or  to 
face  an  early  end  to  effective  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  many  fai’m  commodities.  A 
planned  supply  management  program 
has  proven  effective  in  tobacco  and  other 
basic  food  commodities.  We  should 
learn  from  experience.  We  cannot  and 
must  not  continue  to  support  prices 
while  at  the  same  time  permit  virtually 
unlimited  production  as  has  been  done 
with  feed  grains  for  several  years. 

You  Representatives  from  south  Illi¬ 
nois,  or  Iowa  or  Minnesota  know  that 
your  corn  is  bulging  in  your  bins,  in  your 
warehoi^es,  in  your  cribs,  and  coming 
out  of  your  eai's.  The  States  of  Illinois 
and  Iowa  produce  sufficient  corn  alone 
to  feed  these  people  of  the  United  States 
and  the  world.  The  real  issue,  as  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Orville  Freeman  has 
said,  is  whether  or  not  you  want  pi’ice 
supports  with  limited  production  or  no 
price  supports  and  unlimited  production. 
If  the  big,  selfish  farmers  of  America  and 
you  Republicans  continue  these  obstruc¬ 
tionist  tactics,  the  American  people  will, 
in  my  opinion,  paraphrase  what  Jimmy 
Durante  used  to  say  when  the  bumblebee 
nipped  his  schnozzola  and  will  shout, 
“Everybody  off — no  farmer  gets  a  free 
ride  any  more.”  Pass  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
[Mr.  McIntireL 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
membei’s  of  the  committee,  we  have  been 
spending  a  very  large  part  of  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  bill  in  relation  to  the  com¬ 
modities  involved.  I  am  sure  that  I  am 
not  stating  a  fact  which  is  not  known  by 
the  members  of  the  committee,  that  I 
have,  as  long  as  I  have  served  on  this 
committee,  opposed  the  approach  of  leg¬ 
islation  through  the  omnibus  type  of 
fai’m  bill.  I  realize  why  it  is  done.  It 
is  done  to  try  to  get  some  things  into  a 
bill  which  somebody  feels  he  must  sup¬ 
port  and  then  to  shove  in  some  material 
which  is  bad  and  then  put  each  and  evei’y 
member  into  a  position  where  he  has  got 
to  sort  the  good  from  the  bad.  This  is 
not  new  in  the  legislative  process. 

However,  some  of  us  on  the  committee 
have  spent  long  hours  and  sincere  effort 
in  connection  with  other  agricultural 


legislation,  in  addition  to  commodity  in¬ 
terests,  and  every  time  we  come  in  with 
an  omnibus  farm  bill  we  find  amend¬ 
ments  to  other  legislation  in  the  omnibus 
bill.  This  bill  is  set  up  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner,  and  while  we  removed  from  the  de¬ 
partment  recommendations  many  of  the 
very,  very  serious  and  bad  features,  nev¬ 
ertheless  there  are  in  this  bill  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Fai-mers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act,  Public  Law  566  and  480,  and 
other  provisions.  These  are  areas  which 
ought  to  have  been  dealt  with  separately. 
While  we  struck  out  a  lot  that  the  De¬ 
partment  asked  for,  nevertheless  with¬ 
in  the  language  contained  in  this  bill 
there  are  amendments  that,  are  not 
clearly  defined  and  that  the  committee 
is  not  completely  conversant  with  every 
aspect  of  what  these  amendments  will  do. 

Frankly,  I  am  vei*y  disturbed  about 
what  some  of  the  authorities  extended  to 
the  Department  in  connection  with 
these  amendments  might  lead  us  into  as 
far  as  the  area  of  mai’kets  and  so  forth 
are  concerned  which  might  be  made  by 
these  agencies.  I  think  it  is  extremely 
unfortunate  that  we  use  this  logrolling 
device. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been 
honest  differences  of  opinions  and  views 
on  the  commodity  programs.  These 
other  measures  that  we  have  tacked  into 
this  bill  ought  not  to  be  involved  in  this 
kind  of  a  situation. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  I  might  also  mention 
that  one  of  the  disturbing  aspects  of  the 
feed  grains  bill  of  last  year,  and  what 
continues  to  be  authority  in  this  bill  this 
year,  is  the  authority  extended  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  grain  in¬ 
to  the  open  market.  He  may  have  sin¬ 
cerely  tried  to  keep  pi’ices  in  balance. 
However,  the  Secretary  has,  in  the  use 
of  section  22  of  the  ICC  Act,  given  pre¬ 
ferential  rates  and  treatment  to  the 
southeastern  section  of  this  country, 
which  is  to  the  very  detriment  of  the 
producers  of  poultry  and  dairy  products 
in  the  northeast.  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  Seci-etax-y  of  Agriculture  which  in 
my  opinion  is  arbitrary  and  so  completely 
prejudiced  against  the  northeast,  in  or¬ 
der  to  provide  favorable  treatment  on 
transportation  rates  to  fanners  in  the 
southeast  and  the  southern  part  of  the 
country.  This  is  the  kind  of  authority 
which  he  ought  not  to  exercise  in  this 
vei’y  unfair  and  unjustifiable  manner. 
This  is  a  matter  which  has  been  bi’ought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Secretary.  He 
has  made  a  gesture,  pei’haps,  in  asking 
the  Eastern  Conference  Railroads  to  ac¬ 
cept  a  rate  which  could  not  be  accepted. 
The  fact  is  he  ought  not  to  have  made 
the  decision  that  he  did  under  section  22. 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  first  want  to  congratulate  and  compli¬ 
ment  the  committee  for  the  hard  work 
it  has  pei’foi’med  on  this  bill.  It  is  ob¬ 
vious  fi'om  looking  at,  x-eading,  and 
studying  the  bill  that  it  does  incorporate 
within  it  a  great  many  more  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economic  principles  than  we 
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have  had  in  almost  any  bill  which  has 
been  befox’e  the  House  for  consideration. 

Mr.  Chariman,  I  also  specifically  want, 
in  deference  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  McIntire], 
to  compliment  the  committee  on  having 
an  omnibus  bill.  One  of  the  problems 
which  we  have  had  with  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  last  20  or  25  yeai’s  has  been 
caused  by  dealing  with  one  commodity 
at  a  time  without  regard  for  the  effect 
upon  some  other  commodities.  In  other 
woi'ds,  the  lack  of  cross  compliance  has 
caused  a  great  many  of  the  problems 
which  we  have  had. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  cotton  producers 
reduced  their  acreage  in  cotton,  they 
could  put  the  divei’ted  acres  into  feed 
grains;  and  when  they  replaced  some  of 
the  wheat  acres,  they  could  put  them 
into  feed  gi’ains.  That  is  one  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  having  an  omnibus  bill. 

Thei’e  has  been  gi’eat  effort  expended 
to  develop  a  good  bill;  however,  I  think 
any  legislation  can  be  improved  upon. 
I  have  two  amendments  which  I  would 
like  to  briefly  discuss  at  this  time,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  there  will  not  be  enough 
time  to  do  so  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  one  of  the  basic  de¬ 
fects,  I  think,  with  the  feed  grains  bill 
last  year  was,  as  it  was  originally  pro¬ 
posed,  was  that  there  was  not  enough 
latitude  to  adjust  the  inequities  in  al¬ 
lotments.  As  a  result  of  this,  I  pi-oposed 
an  amendment  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  and  it  was  accepted  by  the  mi- 
noi’ity  leader  on  the  minority  side,  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  as 
well  as  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  the  gentleman  from 
Noi’th  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  .  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  ArendsI,  I 
think,  was  also  in  favor  of  it.  I  intend 
to  introduce  an  amendment  directed  to 
the  same  objective  in  this  bill.  The  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  would  permit  the 
county  committee  to  make  more  adjust¬ 
ments  in  these  allotments  where  there 
are  inequities.  In  other  words,  we  have 
some  people  who  in  1959  and  1960  put 
their  whole  farm  into  feed  grains,  and 
they  now  have  a  100-percent  base. 
Othei’s  either  did  not  increase  acreage 
in  those  2  yeai’s  or  reduced  aci’eage.  It 
is  just  not  right  for  them  to  have  that 
kind  of  a  permanent  base.  I  shall  offer 
that  kind  of  amendment. 

Another  thing  I  would  like  to  mention 
is  that  we  fi’om  the  feed  gain  area  are 
really  in  a  sort  of  a  dilemma.  It  is 
true,  as  has  been  said  here,  that  if  we  go 
back  to  the  1958  law,  you  may  expect 
to  see  more  and  more  of  the  Billie  Sol 
Estes  type  of  structure  throughout  the 
country.  If  that  program  springs  back 
into  effect,  every  time  one  pulls  up  to  a 
fai-m-to-market  stop  sign,  one  can  look 
over  your  l’ight  shoulder,  and  there  will 
be  a  great  big  storage  structure.  If  one 
would  roll  down  the  window  a  little  bit, 
you  will  heal’  a  Billie  Sol  Estes  laughing 
at  how  foolish  Congress  was  to  let  the 
storage  interests  take  over  the  farmers 
interest  in  legislation  for  agriculture. 

We  cannot  have  that  program  insti¬ 
tuted  either  on  a  temporary  or  on  a 
permanent  basis. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  do  know  that 
the  feed  grains  program,  as  well  as  it 
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has  worked  for  2  years,  is  only  a  tem¬ 
porary  program.  We  must  have  a  per¬ 
manent  program  and  sooner  or  later  we 
have  got  to  come  to  the  idea  of  either 
accepting  some  controls  or  of  not  expect¬ 
ing  supports.  On  the  other  hand  I  think 
it  is  unreasonable  to  expect  such  a  choice 
to  be  made  in  45  days  after  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  passed.  I  do  not  think  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  pass  this  legislation,  get  it  over 
to  the  Senate,  send  it  to  conference,  get 
back  a  conference  committee  report, 
adopt  it  and  get  it  to  the  President; 
adjust  these  allotments,  get  the  explana¬ 
tions  out  to  the  farmers,  prepare  for  a 
referendum  and  have  it  on  August  20  of 
this  year.  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to 
do  that  and  have  a  proper  referendum. 
It  is  said  that  the  wheat  people  and  the 
cotton  people  have  been  doing  such 
things  on  their  programs.  But  let  me 
remind  you  that  they  have  never  voted 
on  a  program  like  the  feed  grains  pro¬ 
posal  in  this  bill,  for  this  reason — they 
have  always  voted  whether  or  not  they 
wanted  to  replace  some  of  the  cotton 
acreage  with  feed  grain  acreage,  or  to 
reduce  the  wheat  acreage  and  increase 
the  feed  grains  acreage.  But  that  is  a 
different  proposal.  What  fanners  would 
be  voting  on  in  this  legislation  is  cross¬ 
compliance.  We  would  not  replace  these 
feed  grain  acres  with  some  other  basic 
crop.  I  think  it  would  be  reasonable  to 
have  a  voluntary  program  during  the 
first  year  rather  than  have  the  first 
referendum  on  August  20  of  this  year. 
I  shall  offer  such  an  amendment  and 
I  hope  it  will  receive  favorable 
consideration. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Beermann]. 

(Mr.  BEERMANN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  previously 
expressed  my  opposition  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  wish  to  elaborate  further  on  this 
point. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
be  completely  remiss  in  not  only  my 
duties,  but  in  sustaining  my  previous 
position,  were  I  not  too  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  bill  that  is  now  before  us.  It  is 
only  a  matter  of  a  few  days  ago  since 
we  had  before  this  House  legislation 
which  was  designed  to  increase  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  agricultural  products.  At  that 
time,  I  called  to  the  attention  of  this 
House  the  fact  that  we  would  soon  be 
considering  legislation  which  would,  by 
further  restrictions,  controls  and 
penalties,  plus  large  expenditures  of 
money,  be  designed  to  curtail  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  many  of  these  same  products. 

The  wisdom  of  that  statement  is  most 
evident  here  today.  Time  will  not  permit 
me  to  cover  completely  all  of  the  im¬ 
plications  nor  all  of  the  provisions  which, 
in  my  humble  opinion,  would  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  agricultural  economy  of 
this  Nation.  As  a  farmer  myself,  I  have 


a  most  sincere  concern  that  the  problem 
with  which  we  are  dealing,  namely  that 
of  an  inadequate  farm  income,  and 
burdensome  surpluses,  be  improved  so 
that  the  fanner  may  realize  an  equitable 
share  of  our  Nation’s  economy,  and  the 
taxpayer  and  consumer  may  find  some 
relief  from  the  burden  of  surpluses. 

I  shall  confine  my  remarks  to  two 
main  objections:  First,  the  bill  actually 
reduces  farm  income.  Second,  it  con¬ 
tains  provisions  that  would  destroy  the 
market  for  American-produced  products 
in  many  instances  in  favor  of  foreign- 
produced  products  coming  to  this  coun¬ 
try  as  imports. 

The  most  pertinent  of  these  items  to 
the  farmer,  of  course,  is  that  of  his  in¬ 
come,  which  will  be  reduced  by  virtue  of 
mandatory  reductions  in  acres,  to  begin 
with,  and  then  downward  escalating  pay¬ 
ments  for  the  diverted  acres,  so  that  by 
1965,  there  would  be  no  further  diversion 
payments  available.  Obviously,  these 
provisions  mean  that  the  farmers,  first 
of  all,  will  have  less  bushels  to  sell,  and 
there  is  no  indication  that  existing  price 
supports  will  improve.  In  fact,  in  the 
wheat  section,  because  of  a  two-price 
system,  there  is  every  indication  that  the 
average  price  received  will  be  substan¬ 
tially  less.  The  same  is  most  certainly 
true  in  the  feed  grains  provisions. 

I  have  previously  stated  that  the 
American  farmer’s  market  would  be  in 
jeopardy.  This  I  think  is  best  empha¬ 
sized  by  a  few  figures  that  are  readily 
available  to  us,  and  have  come  about  by 
a  continued  effort  to  reduce  production 
in  this  country  without  giving  any 
thought  to  what  is  happening  in  the  im¬ 
port  scene.  Let  me  just  cite  a  few 
figures  as  examples. 

From  1960  to  1961,  imports  of  beef  in¬ 
creased  by  over  150  million  pounds.  They 
increased  by  over  a  million  pounds  in 
the  first  2  months  of  this  year,  as  com¬ 
pared  to  last  year.  Imports  of  dairy 
products  by  over  1  million  pounds  in 
1961  as  compared  to  1960.  With  the  en¬ 
actment  last  year  of  a  feed-grain  bill 
imports  of  barley  increased  by  over  2 
million  bushels.  Yes;  this  is  an  example 
of  what  has  happened  to  our  market  in 
the  last  year.  We  could  save  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  this  area 
alone — come  a  long  way  in  eliminating 
the  need  for  quotas  and  allotments. 

These  figures,  I  think,  substantially 
point  out  the  danger  of  establishing  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  and  mandatory  restrictions 
on  American  farm  people  without  giving 
equal  attention  or  imposing  equal  re¬ 
strictions  on  imports — and  I  should  call 
to  your  attention  the  real  danger  in  this 
area  as  it  is  expressed  in  the  bill  itself, 
in  which  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
proclaim  national  marketing  quotas  for 
corn,  oats,  grain  sorghum,  barley,  and 
so  forth,  to  be  based  on  our  domestic 
needs,  industrial  uses  and  exports,  less 
estimated  imports.  Here  is  a  clear  and 
concise  indication  that  we  are  heading 
in  the  same  direction  as  was  so  clearly 
identified  to  his  House  earlier  this  week, 
when  we  had  before  us  the  consideration 
of  the  Sugar  Act,  in  which  it  has  become 
necessary  to  actually  establish  import 
quotas  for  foreign  countries,  and  then 
limit  our  own  production  accordingly. 


Of  equal  significance  is  legislation  that 
has  recently  been  enacted  by  this  House 
which  would  place  into  new  and  ex¬ 
panded  production  land  through  recla¬ 
mation  projects.  We  have  just  con¬ 
cluded  the  approval  of  two  projects 
which  would  add  over  half  a  million 
acres,  a  large  percentage  of  which  is  in 
direct  competition  with  products  that  in 
this  bill  are  being  limited,  and  while  it 
has  been  said  that  irrigation  projects  do 
not  produce  surplus  commodities,  let  me 
call  to  your  attention  the  figures  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  projects  now 
in  existence  and  in  operation.  Almost 
80  percent,  or  over  6  million  acres,  are 
devoted  to  the  production  of  cereals, 
forage  and  miscellaneous  field  crops. 
These  same  figures  indicate  that  there  is 
a  production  of  over  30  million  bushels  of 
barley,  30  million  bushels  of  corn,  17 
million  bushels  of  wheat,  and  so  on,  pro¬ 
ducing  a  total  income  of  over  $660  mil¬ 
lion.  I  ask  the  Members  of  this  House 
to  recognize  the  cost  of  making  compa¬ 
rable  reductions  of  over  6  million  acres 
in  other  areas  of  the  country. 

Such  inconsistency  and  inequity  it  is 
hard  to  believe  can  indicate  the  best 
judgment  or  prudent  concern  for  the 
taxpayer’s  dollar. 

For  these  reasons,  together  with  all 
of  the  others  that  have  been  raised  by 
other  Members  of  the  House,  it  is  my 
opinion  that  it  would  be  a  sad  day  indeed 
for  the  American  farmer  were  this  bill 
to  become  the  law  of  the  land.  Not  only 
would  his  income  be  reduced,  but  his 
rights  and  privileges  as  a  citizens  would 
be  further  restricted,  and  possibly  more 
important  is  the  fact  that  he  stands  to 
lose  a  substantial  part  of  a  market  that 
ought  to  be  his. 

A  substitute  measure  will  be  proposed, 
which  I  think  will  much  better  serve  the 
economic  and  consumer  interest  of  our 
country.  I  am  today  wondering  when 
the  farmer  is  going  to  get  the  considera¬ 
tion  he  so  justly  deserves. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
interesting  we  have  heard  so  much  from 
the  farmers  from  Brooklyn  and  the 
other  cities  of  the  United  States.  .Now 
I  would  like  a  little  attention  so  you  may 
hear  from  a  farmer  from  Nebraska.  I 
happen  to  be  a  farmer  who  farmed  with 
horses,  farmed  with  the  first  tractor  that 
came  into  Dakota  County,  Nebr.;  and 
presently  my  brothers  and  I  are  farm¬ 
ing  -with  the  most  up-to-date  machinery 
we  are  able  to  find  and  use  under  the 
benefits  of  the  cost-price  squeeze.  I 
would  like  to  give  you  just  a  little  bit  of 
history. 

Mr.  Chairman,  about  100  years  ago  on 
May  15,  1862,  President  Lincoln  signed 
a  bill  to  create  a  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  President  appointed  Isaac 
Newton  to  head  up  this  new  agency, 
and  Mr.  Newton,  after  looking  around 
Washington,  borrowed  a  couple  of  rooms 
from  the  Patent  Office  and  hired  30  em¬ 
ployees.  Mr.  Newton’s  job  was  simple. 
He  was  to  “acquire  and  diffuse”  infor¬ 
mation  that  would  promote  agriculture. 

Now  in  the  Department’s  centennial 
year,  we  are  considering  the  most  far- 
reaching  step  in  the  history  of  that  De¬ 
partment.  And  although  the  same  basic 
function  of  the  Department  is  still 
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needed  today  as  was  needed  in  Mr.  New¬ 
ton’s  time,  we  are  asked  to  make  the 
Department  a  full  business  partner  of 
every  farmer  in  the  Nation. 

This  step,  if  made,  will  increase  the 
grip  of  the  Department  on  the  Nation’s 
farms,  institute  unreasonably  complex 
laws  that  will  be  even  worse  than  those 
that  have  led  to  recent  troubles  in  Texas, 
both  at  an  increased  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer. 

Let  me  point  out  here  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  100  years  has 
enjoyed  a  growth  that  is  fantastic.  It 
has  sprawled  into  every  corner  of  the 
globe.  Its  budget  next  year  has  been 
projected  at  better  than  $6  billion.  It 
has  more  than  90,000  employees.  Within 
the  last  year  it  added  3,700  employees 
while  administering  a  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  that  we  were  told  was  going  to 
cure  agriculture’s  ailments. 

I  have  not  made  full  use  of  the  De¬ 
partment’s  facilities  but  they  tell  me  that 
it  acquires  and  diffuses  information  on 
everything  from  infant  care  to  what  to 
do  about  a  problem  that  I  am  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with,  the  com  rootworm.  The 
Department  also  carries  on  an  immense 
research  program  through  its  600  field 
stations.  But  apparently  these  are 
merely  sidelines.  Its  prime  purpose  is  to 
fix  prices,  control  acreage,  tell  farmers 
what  and  how  much  to  plant.  It  owns 
millions  of  tons  of  surplus  crops.  It  is 
constantly  in  the  market  buying  and 
selling  and  sometimes  giving  away  great 
volumes  of  foodstuffs.  The  Agriculture 
Department  is  one  of  our  biggest.  It 
certainly  occupies  more  space  than 
others  and  it  has  the  largest  payroll  of 
any  agency  other  than  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  the  Department  of  Post 
Office. 

Here  is  a  strange  fact  I  want  to  insert 
here:  while  the  number  of  farms  and 
farmers  in  the  United  States  has  been 
declining  steadily,  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  has  been  growing  larger.  Last 
year  alone  as  I  have  mentioned  earlier, 
it  gained  3,700  employees. 

The  Department  in  addition  to  the 
growth  I  have  cited  wants  power.  And 
so  we  have  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
11222,  legislation  that  will  substantially 
increase  the  power  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Essentially,  H.R.  11222,  provides  for  a 
permanent  program  of  compulsory  Fed¬ 
eral  regulation  of  agriculture.  Under 
the  bill  there  are  provisions  calling  for 
permanent  and  mandatory  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  marketing  quotas  for  feed 
grains  and  wheat. 

If  this  bill  is  adopted  it  will  substan¬ 
tially  increase  the  number  of  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  I  am  told  we  are  now 
issuing  3.3  million  of  them.  With  H.R. 
11222,  with  its  quotas  for  five  or  six  other 
crops,  on-the-books  allotments  will  swell 
to  twice  that,  and  of  course,  we  will  have 
a  corresponding  increase  in  the  number 
of  Federal  employees  to  process  them. 

I  have  frequently  said  that  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  are  ineffectual  and  ex¬ 
pensive.  None  has  erased  farm  surplus. 
All  tend  to  be  less  effective  each  year 
they  are  in  operation.  For  example,  we 
have  the  word  of  the  Secretary  himself 


before  committee  this  year,  that  the  1961 
and  1962  feed  grains  program  needed 
replacing  because  they  simply  would  not 
work.  This  statement  was  made  despite 
earlier  assurances  that  the  feed  grains 
law  would  work  and  would  solve  the  sur¬ 
plus  problem. 

Strange  things  that  nullify  the  law’s 
attempt  to  help  farmers  develop  im¬ 
mediately.  Without  going  into  the  fam¬ 
ous  Billie  Sol  Estes  case,  a  case  that  can 
be  directly  attributable  to  a  law  on  cot¬ 
ton,  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention 
some  strange  things  that  have  happened 
under  the  feed  grains  law : 

First.  Although  the  intent  of  the  feed 
grains  law  was  to  raise  farm  income, 
frequently  the  law  dropped  it  and  drop¬ 
ped  it  in  the  nearby  town.  For  instance, 
a  farmer  testified  before  my  committee 
that  when  his  1958  farm-stored  milo 
was  called  up  the  only  place  it  could  go 
was  into  commercial  town  storage.  And 
there  it  would  be  piled  right  on  top  of 
his  1957  milo.  This  indicated  that  the 
USDA  was  not  so  concerned  with  raising 
the  farmer’s  income  through  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  on-the-farm  storage  charges, 
as  it  was  in  raising  the  income  of  the 
elevator  in  town.  Strangely  enough 
neither  happened  to  be  exactly  true  be¬ 
cause  when  the  farmer  came  to  Wash¬ 
ington  and  brought  his  complaint  with 
him  to  the  USDA,  it  replied  by  moving 
the  grain  from  both  the  farmer’s  bin 
and  the  commercial  town  storage. 

Second.  In  attempting  to  determine  a 
fair  production  quota  for  his  farm  a 
farmer  went  to  the  local  ASCS  commit¬ 
tee  and  asked  to  see  the  records  for  his 
farm  and  those  of  the  farms  near  it.  To 
his  astonishment,  he  was  told  that  the 
records  were  private  and  could  not  be 
examined.  It  was  only  after  consider¬ 
able  telephoning  to  the  Department  was 
I  able  to  get  access  to  what  are  regarded 
as,  and  should  be,  public  records. 

Third.  I  just  want  to  mention  the  case 
of  a  Montana  county  ASC  committee 
which  was  fired  by  the  State  ASC  com¬ 
mittee,  although  the  county  committee 
reportedly  was  elected  legally.  Later,  in 
its  attempt  to  fulfill  the  obligation  for 
which  it  was  elected,  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  was  told  that  it  could  appeal  its 
case.  Who  was  it  told  it  could  appeal 
to?  The  State  committee  that  fired  it 
in  the  first  place. 

Fourth.  Farmers  admitted  that  the 
best  product  farms  had  to  sell,  due  to 
Government  supports,  were  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts.  In  plain  words,  and  this  is  what 
one  farmer  said:  “Dairy  products  have 
been  supported  so  high  that  many  farm¬ 
ers  who  never  milked  a  cow  before  sup¬ 
ports,  find  themselves  actively  engaged 
in  dairying  today.”  I  need  not  point 
to  the  problem  these  supports  have 
caused. 

Fifth.  The  1961-62  feed  grains  law 
based  quotas  on  previous  production  in 
1959-60.  In  Nebraska,  we  had  instances 
of  newly  irrigated  farms  that  had  rela¬ 
tively  low  production  records  in  those 
years  only  £o  enjoy  the  advent  of  ir¬ 
rigation  in  1960.  These  farms  were 
charged  for  irrigation  water,  assessed  at 
higher  local  tax  rates,  and  yet  were  tied 
to  production  figures  as  unrealistic  as 
15-20  bushels  per  acre. 


Sixth.  A  notice  sent  by  a  local  ASC 
committee  to  a  constituent  within  my 
district  reads:  “According  to  the  records 
in  the  local  ASCS  county  office  your 
farm  No.  A-2,  is  operated  by  John  Doe, 
a  tenant.  He  also  operates  land  owned 
by  other  landlords.  These  separate 
ownership  tracts  are  being  considered 
for  combination  into  one  farm.  A  land 
owner  may  file  a  written  objection  if  he 
does  not  want  his  land  combined  with 
other  ownerships.  If  we  do  not  receive 
a  written  objection  from  you  within  30 
days  from  the  date  of  this  letter,  further 
consideration  will  be  given  to  this  com¬ 
bination  and  you  will  be  notified  when 
the  combination  is  made.  Such  com¬ 
bination  will  be  effective  for  the  1963 
wheat  program  and  all  subsequent  farm 
programs.” 

These  arbitrary  notices,  part  of  farm 
program  administration,  are  being  sent 
to  many  landowners  in  my  district  and 
are  causing  consternation  with  their 
abrupt  and  arrogant  tone. 

Seventh.  Last  year,  farmers  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  feed  grains  program  re¬ 
ceived  one-half  their  storage  payment 
for  farm  stored  grains  in  March  which 
was  a  good  time  because  it  underwrote 
the  cost  of  machinery  repairs,  fuel,  feed 
and  fertilizers.  A  second  payment  was 
made  later.  This  year,  I  understand  the 
rate  of  payment  was  changed,  of  course, 
many  farmers  who  depended  on  this 
cash  income  were  hard  put  to  meet  cur¬ 
rent  expenses,  because  they  received 
part  of  this  year’s  income  last  year. 

Eighth.  Some  southern  areas  early 
this  year  suffered  a  grain  shortage  be¬ 
cause  of  the  heavy  signup  for  the  feed 
grains  program.  Of  course,  private 
grain  producers  saw  the  shortage  de¬ 
veloping  and  endeavored  to  meet  it  by 
importing  grains  and  selling  them  on  the 
local  market  for  a  price  that  was  not  ex¬ 
cessive  when  one  considered  freight 
rates.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
seeing  this  situation  immediately  in¬ 
voked  a  clause  referred  to  as  section  22 
of  an  ICC  ruling  under  which  it  could 
ask  for  and  get  special  freight  rates. 
Then  the  USDA  took  this  same  grain, 
and  with  the  difference  caused  by  the 
low  freight  rates,  began  competing  with 
privately  imported  grain.  Private  grain, 
of  course,  had  no  access  to  the  section  22 
rate. 

The  point,  I  believe,  is  obvious. 

Mr.  Chairman,  passage  of  H.R.  11222 
will  magnify  the  unhealthy  practices 
apparent  under  the  present  emergency 
program.  I  do  not  intend  to  be  a  party 
to  it. 

There  is  an  excellent  editorial  in  the 
current  issue  of  Life  magazine,  entitled 
“Freeman  Bill  Is  No  Help  Even  to 
Farmers.” 

It  is  as  follows: 

You’ve  got  to  hand  it  to  the  Democrats: 
they  are  actually  using  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
stink  as  an  argument  in  favor  of  Orville 
Freeman's  farm  bill.  Their  reasoning,  out¬ 
lined  by  the  President,  helped  push  the 
bill  through  the  Senate  last  month  and  will 
now  be  heard  in  the  House.  It  goes  like  this: 
(1)  Billie  Sol  was  a  big  man  in  the  surplus 
grain  storage  business,  getting  $7  million  in 
Government  checks  in  3  years;  (2)  the  Free¬ 
man  program  aims  to  reduce  the  surplus, 
hence  lessen  the  need  for  storage;  (3)  ergo. 
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says  Kennedy,  his  farm  bill  “represents  our 
best  chance  to  do  something  about  the  kind 
of  situation  which  resulted  in  Mr.  Estes’ 
manipulations.” 

This  argument  is  nonsense.  If  the  Free¬ 
man  program  becomes  law,  the  opportuni¬ 
ties  of  a  Billie  Sol  Estes  will  not  be  less;  they 
could  spread  from  the  cotton  belt  all  over 
the  country. 

Here  is  the  reason.  Surplus  grain  storage 
is  a  costly  business,  but  it  was  not  the  real 
key  to  Billie  Sol’s  manipulations.  Cotton 
allotments — quite  a  different  dodge — were 
the  beginning  and  end  of  his  career.  A  cot¬ 
ton  allotment  is  in  effect  a  Government 
guarantee  to  buy  all  the  cotton  you  can 
raise  on  a  stated  number  of  acres,  the  num¬ 
ber  depending  on  how  many  acres  you 
farmed  in  certain  previous  years.  An  allot¬ 
ment  is  worth  cash  in  the  bank,  Billie  Sol 
became  locally  successful  with  one  600-acre 
allotment  near  Pecos.  He  increased  its  yield 
by  intensive  irrigating  and  fertilizing,  and 
branched  into  businesses  (ditch-lining, 
pumps,  ammonia)  that  enabled  his  allot¬ 
ment-owning  neighbors  to  profit  in  the  same 
way.  He  then  rented  his  neighbors’  allot¬ 
ment-born  credit  to  float  his  phony  mort¬ 
gages.  Finally  he  went  into  the  wholesale 
acquiring  and  juggling  of  cotton  allotments, 
switching  them  from  lower-yield  States  like 
Georgia  to  west  Texas,  where  they  were  worth 
two  or  three  times  as  much. 

Billie  Sol  could  have  got  almost  as  far  as 
he  did  by  staying  within  the  law.  His  allot¬ 
ment  juggling,  for  example,  led  to  what  Sec¬ 
retary  Freeman  dismissed  as  merely  “a  law¬ 
yers’  quarrel”  and  while  the  Department 
soaked  him  a  $600,000  impost  for  selling 
bootleg  cotton,  he  may  still  have  made  a 
profit  on  it. 

Turn  now  from  Estes  to  Freeman.  He 
sees  his  problem  as  surpluses,  pure  and 
simple:  “If  we  didn’t  have  heavy  stocks  on 
hand,”  he  told  the  Senate  committee,  “we 
would  not  have  to  have  any  program  of  sup¬ 
ply  management.”  The  surpluses,  of  course, 
are  in  part  the  result  of  the  magnificent  revo¬ 
lution  in  U.S.  agricultural  productivity  since 
the  war;  but  they  were  also  stimulated  by 
Government-guaranteed  markets  and  too- 
high  price  supports.  By  “supply  manage¬ 
ment”  Freeman  means  more  allotments 
(Billie  Sol’s  launch  pad);  his  bill  would 
extend  them  from  cotton,  rice,  tobacco,  pea¬ 
nuts,  and  wheat  to  corn  and  other  feed 
grains — crops  whose  prices  have  hitherto 
been  supported  without  rigorous  production 
controls.  From  about  78  million  acres 
(mainly  cotton  and  wheat)  the  allotment 
makers  will  have  150  million  new  acres  to 
play  with,  some  in  every  State. 

Farmers  who  have  hitherto  merely  read 
about  allotments  would  learn  the  system  at 
first  hand.  A  few  of  them,  like  Billie  Sol 
Estes,  might  become  wheeler-dealers,  or  vic¬ 
tims  or  conspirators  of  same.  Others,  like 
the  tobacco  growers,  would  settle  into  their 
little  Sabine  farms,  with  guaranteed  incomes, 
smaller  markets,  less  work  and  a  quiet 
amount  of  allotment-juggling  through  the 
use  of  kinfolk’s  names.  Wheat  farmers,  un¬ 
der  Freeman’s  more  rigorous  system,  would 
find  themselves  in  a  new  three-price  market: 
one  for  U.S.  mills,  one  for  export  and  one  for 
feed  grains  (all  prices  set  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture) . 

As  for  the  corn  growers,  their  lot  would  be 
puzzling  indeed,  since  most  corn  is  fed  to 
hogs  on  the  farm  where  it  is  raised.  Corn 
quotas  have  been  authorized  before  but  re¬ 
pealed  because  enforcement  proved  impos¬ 
sible.  The  one  sure  result  will  be  a  vast  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  100,000  present  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  a  degree 
of  policing  and  bureaucracy  never  known 
before  in  the  Corn  Belt. 

It  is  true  that  the  worst  surplus  problem 
is  in  feed  grains  and  that  compulsory  allot¬ 
ments  may  bring  it  under  control.  But 
tobacco  and  cotton  are  a  warning  that  the 
whole  American  agricultural  scene  can  be¬ 


come  a  gray  sea  of  well-paid  serfs  and  bu¬ 
reaucrats,  enlivened  by  a  few  free-enterpris¬ 
ing  crooks.  It  is  not  the  farmer  who  is  in 
trouble,  it  is  the  Government;  yet  Freeman 
would  solve  (or  more  likely  compound)  the 
Government’s  troubles  at  the  farmer’s  ex¬ 
pense.  Better  no  new  farm  law  than  Free¬ 
man’s;  we  would  then  revert  to  the  1958  law, 
which  is  capable  of  better  administration 
than  it  has  got  yet. 

Here  are  the  main  steps  Life  recommends 
to  lead  us  out  of  the  farm  mess.  First,  we 
have  more  farms  and  farmers  than  we  need; 
hence  that  part  of  Freeman’s  program  that 
would  permanently  switch  cropland  into 
woodland  or  park  land  is  on  the  right  track. 
(Similarly,  a  few  million  dollars  more  to 
train  marginal  farmers  for  other  jobs  would 
be  well  spent.) 

Second,  present  Government  incentives  to 
excess  production  should  be  reduced  and 
then  eliminated;  free  fertilizer;  the  built-in 
incentive  in  allotments,  which  invites  un¬ 
economic  inputs  of  capital  and  fertilizer; 
and,  most  important,  high  support  prices. 

Third,  the  mixed  motives  and  results  of 
our  food-for-peace  program,  which  is  often 
mere  surplus  dumping,  must  be  straight¬ 
ened  out.  Last  week  the  Greek  Government 
threatened  to  cut  back  its  own  wheat  pro¬ 
duction  because,  if  it  produced  less,  it  would 
qualify  for  more  free  U.S.  wheat. 

Fourth,  Congress  should  lower  the  dollar 
ceiling  on  what  the  Department  can  spend. 
Its  $6  billion  budget  is  nearly  half  the  net 
of  all  farmers.  (In  Ohio,  reports  the  Cleve¬ 
land  Plain  Dealer,  Government  checks  are 
10  percent  of  the  farmers’  gross.) 

Above  all,  the  influence  of  market  prices 
should  be  reintroduced  into  subsidized  farm¬ 
ing.  The  farmers  who  earn  the  greater  part 
of  farm  income — in  cattle,  poultry,  fruit, 
vegetables,  etc. — get  along  in  a  free  market 
and  control  their  own  surpluses.  Until  the 
subsidized  segment  is  returned  to  this  dis¬ 
cipline,  the  farm  problem  will  not  be  solved. 

Freeman’s  aim  of  reducing  surpluses  is 
laudable.  They  cannot  be  magicked  away 
overnight  and  neither  can  price  supports. 
But  instead  of  extending  the  allotment  sys¬ 
tem  Congress  should  write  a  law  that  will  ex¬ 
tend  the  free-market  system  a  little  more 
each  year  until  all  farming  is  once  more 
free. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Sisk] 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  forty-two  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  ap¬ 
proach  the  end  of  the  regular  debate  on 
this  bill,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  after 
listening  for  the  last  2  days,  anyone 
would  come  to  the  conclusion  there  were 
some  very  serious  things  wrong  with  the 
present  program  with  reference  to  feed 
grains,  corn,  and  other  similar  commod¬ 
ities.  I  would  like  at  this  time  to  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  for  the  long 
and  arduous  task  of  putting  together 
the  bill  we  have  under  consideration  to¬ 
day.  It  seems  as  though  agricultural 
legislation  is  about  the  most  contro¬ 
versial  legislation  that  ever  comes  to  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  it  is  amazing  to 
me  how  many  farmers  we  have  in  this 
House  when  we  talk  about  agricultural 
legislation.  Let  me  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  supporting  this  bill  and  I  am  sup¬ 


porting  it  on  only  one  premise  and  that 
is  the  fact  that  the  agricultural  royalists 
in  this  country  have  for  a  great  many 
years  been  the  corn  farmers.  They  want 
an  open  end  program.  They  want  price 
supports.  They  want  a  guaranteed  in¬ 
come  but  they  do  not  want  to  do  any¬ 
thing  at  all  about  regulating  their  supply 
with  reference  to  the  demand.  So  it  is 
just  as  simple  as  this — we  either  provide 
an  opportunity  for  the  farmers  them¬ 
selves  to  make  a  choice  in  the  corn  and 
feed  grain  area:  Do  you  want  to  continue 
to  receive  the  assistance  of  the  American 
taxpayers,  and  if  you  do,  you  can  bring 
your  supply  into  line  with  demand.  If 
you  no  longer— and  I  am  speaking  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  farmer — if  the 
farmer  no  longer  wants  supports,  then 
he  will  have  an  opportunity  under  this 
bill,  as  I  understand  it,  to  vote  against 
any  program  and  that  will  get  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  out  of  the  business,  and  he  can 
go  his  merry  way  which,  apparently,  is 
what  some  of  the  leadership  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau  say  they  want — fine 
and  dandy.  We  are  for  the  first  time  in 
8  years  that  I  have  been  in  the  Congress 
giving  him  an  opportunity  to  get  the 
Government  out  and  let  him  go  his  merry 
way.  And  I  want  to  give  him  that  op¬ 
portunity.  But  I  want  to  say  this.  If  I 
am  going  to  continue  to  call  upon  my 
taxpayers,  some  nearly  600,000  of  them 
in  my  district,  to  help  support  these  agri¬ 
cultural  royalists,  so  to  speak,  then  they 
must  do  something  on  their  own,  and 
that  is — get  their  production  in  line  with 
demand  and  stop  the  so-called  Bille  Sol 
Estes  incidents  which  will  continue  to 
haunt  us  as  long  as  we  have  to  live  with 
the  present  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  briefly  to 
comment  on  the  dairy  situation.  I  was 
most  disappointed  that  this  bill  did  not 
contain  the  administration’s  provision 
with  reference  to  dairy  farmers.  I  had 
originally  proposed  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  bill  to  include  in  the  bill 
the  so-called  administration  or  Hum¬ 
phrey  bill.  I  have  introduced  this  bill 
in  the  House,  but  in  conversation  with 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  he  has  assured 
me  that  hearings  will  be  held  on  the 
dairy  legislation. 

I  desire  to  do  exactly  the  same  thing 
for  the  dairy  farmers  of  America  that 
we  are  attempting  to  do  in  this  bill  with 
reference  to  the  grain  producers  in 
America,  give  them  an  opportunity  ei¬ 
ther  to  get  their  production  in  line  with 
demand  or  else  stop  this  open-end  sup¬ 
port  by  the  American  taxpayers. 

The  bill  which  I  introduced  in  the 
House  and  which  was  offered  in  the  other 
body  by  Senator  Humphrey,  proposes  to 
do  this,  to  give  them  an  opportunity  to 
vote  as  to  whether  or  not  they  want  to 
control  their  production,  and  if  they  do 
they  could  go  to  the  polls  next  March 
and  vote  for  it.  This  program,  if  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress,  would  do  the 
following: 

First.  Authorize  the  Secretary  to  re¬ 
store  milk  price  supports  immediately 
to  the  national  average  of  $3.40  which 
was  in  effect  last  year; 

Second.  Authorize  price  supports  be¬ 
ginning  next  April  1  and  each  year  there¬ 
after  at  a  level  as  near  to  90  percent  of 
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parity  as  marketing  conditions  make 
feasible; 

Third.  Permit  any  milk  producer  to 
maintain  his  marketings  of  milk  at  his 
full  normal  marketing  level  of  his  actual 
marketings  during  the  1961-62  market¬ 
ing  year.  It  is  believed  that  normal 
increase  in  demand,  together  with  ad¬ 
justments  in  supply  through  purchase 
and  retirement  of  normal  marketing 
levels  during  the  transitional  stages  of 
the  program,  will  make  it  unnecessary 
for  any  producer  to  reduce  his  milk  mar¬ 
ketings  below  the  1961-62  level  at  any 
time  in  the  future  under  this  program; 

Fourth.  Provide  surplus  reduction 
payments  of  up  to  $2.50  per  hundred¬ 
weight  to  farmers  who  agree  voluntarily 
to  reduce  their  sales  of  milk  below  their 
1961-62  normal  marketing  level; 

Fifth.  Guarantee  that  the  minimum 
milk  price  support  floor  will  not  be  re¬ 
duced  more  than- 5  percent  of  parity  in 
any  year  even  if  producers  do  not  ap¬ 
prove  of  provisions  for  keeping  supply 
in  balance  with  demand. 

This  program  would  give  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  the  opportunity  to  protect  their  net 
income  at  the  full  1961  level,  and  to  make 
progressive  improvements  in  their  in¬ 
comes  in  future  years. 

Following  is  a  brief  account  of  what  is 
provided  under  this  program  for  the  next 
several  marketing  years: 

REMAINDER  OF  CURRENT  YEAR - EFFECTIVE  DATE 

IN  1962  TO  MARCH  31,  1963 

First.  Price  supports  restored  to  $3.40 
level. 

Second.  Payments  up  to  $2.50  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  voluntary  reduction  be¬ 
low  1961-62  normal  marketing  level. 

Third.  No  penalties  on  marketings 
above  normal  marketing  level — but  fact 
that  mandatory  program  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  law  to  begin  next  April  1  will 
keep  control  on  expansion  and  inhibit 
slippage. 

Fourth.  Net  dairy  farm  income  would 
be  restored  to  full  1961-62  level  if  pro¬ 
gram  approved  by  producers. 

Fifth.  No  referendum-program  effec¬ 
tive  immediately  after  enactment. 

MARKETING  YEAR  1963-64 

If  producers  accept  program  in  refer¬ 
endum: 

First.  Price  supports  as  close  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  as  feasible,  but  not  below 
75  percent  of  parity. 

Second.  Payments  up  to  $2.50  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  voluntary  reduction. 

Third.  Surplus  marketing  fees  of  up  to 
$2.75  per  hundredweight  assessed  on 
milk  marketed  in  excess  of  producers’ 
normal  marketing  level. 

Fourth.  Net  dairy  farm  income  would 
be  maintained  at/or  increased  above  full 
1961-62  level  if  program  approved  by 
producers. 

Fifth.  If  producers  reject  program  in 
referendum,  minimum  price  support 
floor  would  be  70  percent  of  parity. 

MARKETING  YEAR  1964-65 

First.  As  in  1963-64. 

Second.  As  in  1963-64,  if  voluntary  re¬ 
ductions  are  still  needed  to  balance  sup¬ 
ply  and  demand. 

Third.  As  in  1963-64, 

Fourth.  As  in  1963-64. 


Fifth.  If  producers  reject  program  in 
referendum,  price  support  floor  would 
be  5  percent  of  parity  below  1963-64 — 
65  percent  of  parity. 

MARKETING  YEAR  1965-66  AND  THEREAFTER 

First.  As  in  1963-64  and  1964-65. 

Second.  No  payments  for  voluntary 
reduction. 

Third.  Surplus  marketing  fee  assessed 
on  milk  marketed  in  excess  of  producer’s 
proportionate  share  of  total  demand,  in¬ 
cluding  foreign  and  domestic  public  do¬ 
nations,  expected  to  be  equal  to  or  greater 
than  his  normal  marketing  level. 

Fourth.  Maintain  or  increase  net  dairy 
farm  income. 

Fifth.  If  producers  reject  program  in 
referendum,  minimum  price  support 
floor  would  be  5  percent  of  parity  lower 
each  year  to  50  percent  of  parity  in  1967 
and  each  year  thereafter,  or  such  level  as 
the  Secretary  estimates  will  not  result  in 
the  acquisition  of  more  dairy  products 
than  can  be  used  in  the  national  interest, 
at  a  cost  up  to  $300  million  per  year. 

COSTS  OF  CCC  PRICE  SUPPORT  OPERATIONS  UNDER 
TRANSITIONAL  DAIRY  PROGRAM 

Current  marketing  year,  1962-63: 

Assuming  present  program  law  re¬ 
mains  in  force:  $550  million. 

Assuming  program  takes  effect  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1962:  $533  million. 

Marketing  year,  1963-64: 

Assuming  producers  accept  program: 
$355  million. 

Assuming  producers  reject  program: 
$480  million. 

Marketing  year,  1964-65: 

Assuming  producers  accept  program: 
$335  million. 

Assuming  producers  reject  program: 
$395  million. 

Marketing  year,  1965-66: 

Assuming  producers  accept  program: 
$325  million. 

Assuming  producers  reject  program: 
$280  million. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Fenton 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
H.R.  11222  is  not  just  “another  farm 
bill.”  It  is  a  punitive  measure  designed 
to  regiment  and  control  the  entire  pro¬ 
duction  and  distribution  of  food. 

Pennsylvania  farmers  are  not  asking 
for  high  support  prices  on  feed  grain; 
they  are  not  asking  for  any  feed  grain 
supports.  Why  should  they? 

Nearly  95  percent  of  Pennsylvania’s 
farmers  feed  all  of  the  grain  they  pro¬ 
duce.  What  value  are  price  supports,  on 
grain  you  grow  on  your  own  farm  to  feed 
your  own  livestock? 

Then  there  are  many  Pennsylvania 
farmers  who  do  not  raise  enough  grain 
to  feed  their  livestock.  They  must  pur¬ 
chase  additional  grain.  Why  would 
these  Pennsylvania  farmers  favor  high 
price  supports  to  increase  the  price  they 
must  pay  for  grain?  Farmers’  costs  are 
already  too  high. 

A  majority  of  the  farmers  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  and  in  checking  with  other  Con¬ 
gressmen  I  find  it  is  true,  that  the  vast 
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number  of  farmers  in  Pennsylvania  and 
elsewhere  are  opposed  to  this  measure. 

No  farmer,  regardless  of  how  small  his 
operation,  would  be  permitted  to  in¬ 
crease  his  feed  grain  acreage  above  his 
1959-60  acreage. 

The  original  small  farm  exemption 
was  set  at  25  acres.  Proponents  have 
said,  “If  you  grow  25  acres  or  less  of 
corn  you  are  exempt.”  This  is  a  gross 
untruth. 

The  bill  says,  “Principal  grains  used 
for  livestock  feed  are  com,  barley,  grain 
sorghum,  and  oats.”  The  bill  also  in¬ 
cludes  in  a  farmer’s  base  acreage  wheat 
fed  on  the  farms.  Com  silage  has  also 
been  included  as  a  part  of  the  feed  grain 
base.  So  you  can  see  this  bill  is  not 
restricted  to  com  for  grain  but  to  all 
com  and  all  grains  that  can  be  fed. 

Now,  as  I  understand  this  farm  bill,  an 
amendment  would  raise  the  25-acre 
small  farm  exemption  to  40  acres. 

How  are  my  Pennsylvania  farmers  af¬ 
fected?  Let  us  take  two  examples. 

The  bill  says,  “Farm  base  shall  be 
average  feed  grain  acreage  for  the  years 
1959  and  1960.”  The  bill  further  says, 
“No  marketing  quota  shall  be  applicable 
to  any  farm  with  a  base  acreage  of  40 
acres  or  less  if  the  acreage  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  farm  base  acreage.” 

Example  1 :  Farm  in  Berks,  Schuylkill, 
or  Northumberland  County. 

In  1959-60  the  farmer  grew  an  aver¬ 
age  of  10  acres  of  oats  for  feed,  5  acres 
of  barley  for  feed,  10  acres  of  grain  com 
for  feed,  5  acres  of  corn  for  silage,  or  30 
total  feed  grain  acres. 

This  farmer’s  base  is  30  acres,  not  40 
acres.  The  40-acre  small  farm  exemp¬ 
tion  does  not  really  apply  because  the 
farmer’s  base  is  less  than  40  acres. 

This  farmer  has  two  choices: 

First,  because  his  base  acreage  is  less 
than  40  acres  he  may  stay  out  of  the 
program,  but  this  farmer  cannot  grow 
more  than  30  acres  even  if  he  expanded 
his  livestock  operation.  In  other  words, 
the  farmer  has  been  frozen;  he  cannot 
get  any  bigger;  he  would  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  grow  additional  grain  on  his 
own  farm  to  feed  his  own  animals. 

This  farmer’s  second  choice  is  to  enter 
the  program  and  accept  a  20-percent 
acreage  cut  in  return  for  price  supports. 
Most  farmers  in  my  area  feed  all  of  the 
grain  they  raise  so  why  would  they  want 
price  supports  or  a  20-percent  acreage 
reduction.  They  would  not. 

In  short,  this  bill  with  any  exemption, 
25  acres,  40  acres,  or  otherwise,  denies 
farmers  who  produce  less  than  the  stipu¬ 
lated  exemption,  for  their  own  use,  the 
right  to  vote  unless  they  are  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  places  stiff  penalties  on  them 
if  they  try  to  raise  enough  feed  for  their 
own  livestock. 

Example  2 :  In  1959-60,  another  fann¬ 
er  in  my  district  grew  an  average  of  50 
acres  of  feed  grain,  which  is  about  aver¬ 
age. 

Because  this  farmer’s  base  is  greater 
than  the  exemption,  this  farmer  has  no 
choice.  He  would  have  to  comply  with 
marketing  quotas  even  though  he  fed 
all  of  the  grain  he  raised. 
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This  farmer  would,  as  would  most 
Pennsylvania  farmers,  be  forced  to  re¬ 
duce  his  feed  grain  production. 

Today  this  farmer  is  growing  60  acres, 
or  10  more  acres  than  he  grew  in  1959- 
60.  Under  this  bill  the  farmer  would  be 
cut  10  acres  to  begin  with,  plus  what¬ 
ever  the  quota  reduction  was. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  can  see  that 
under  this  legislation  all  Pennsylvania 
farmers  would  be  seriously  affected. 

Pennsylvania  farmers  do  not  want  feed 
grain  price  supports;  they  do  not  want 
to  bring  oats  and  barley  and  other  feed 
grains  under  Government  regulation; 
they  are  not  filling  bins  with  surplus  corn 
or  oats  or  other  feed  grains;  they  are 
feeding  their  grain  to  their  own  animals 
and  ask  only  that  they  be  guaranteed 
this  American  liberty. 

Now,  one  final  thought.  The  majority 
of  my  constituents  are  urban,  not  farm¬ 
ers.  I  cannot  vote  for  a  bill  that  will 
raise  the  price  of  food  to  the  people  in 
my  district. 

This  bill  incorporates  higher  price 
supports.  Wheat  is  now  supported  at 
$2  per  bushel.  This  bill  would  permit  the 
price  to  go  to  $2.20  per  bushel  on  a  com¬ 
modity  of  which  we  already  have  too 
much.  Higher  support  price  on  wheat 
means  a  higher  price  the  miller  must 
pay,  and  in  turn  higher  bread  prices. 

This  bill  would  permit  corn  to  be 
raised  from  $1.20  to  $1.44  per  bushel, 
plus  supports  on  oats,  barley,  and 
grain  sorghum.  As  you  all  know,  feed 
grains  constitute  the  major  input  that 
makes  the  beef,  pork,  lamb,  and  poultry 
we  all  eat.  It  therefore  follows  that  if 
you  increase  the  price  of  the  major  input 
we  consumers  are  going  to  pay  higher 
meat  prices. 

In  summing  up,  this  bill  is  a  bad  bill. 
It  is  not  good  for  the  farmer,  it  is  not 
good  for  the  consumer,  and  certainly 
when  considering  all  factors,  it  is  not 
good  for  the  taxpayer. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dom¬ 
inick  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
Colorado  is  a  great  agricultural  State. 
Coloradans,  too,  are  seriously  concerned 
over  the  restriction,  regimentation  and 
coercive  punitive  measures  which  this 
bill  would  impose  upon  American  farm¬ 
ers  if  it  becomes  law.  This  concern  is 
being  voiced  from  virtually  every  area  of 
my  State. 

The  cattle  industry  in  Colorado  is  a 
thriving,  healthy  industry,  and  it  is  per¬ 
haps  significant  that  the  cattle  industry 
has  consistently  rejected  Government 
price  supports  and  Government  controls. 
In  a  letter  to  me  dated  June  18,  1962,  Mr. 
J.  T.  Wadlow,  president  of  the  Colorado 
Cattlemen’s  Association,  writes: 

Dear  Congressman:  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  farm  bill  will  be  considered 
this  week  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Therefore,  I  am  enclosing  the  resolution  per¬ 
taining  to  this  measure  which  was  passed 
by  our  association  on  June  9,  1962.  A  roll- 
call  vote  was  taken  on  this  resolution  with 
the  following  results:  39  in  favor  of  farm 
legislation  and  3,176  opposed. 

I  had  an  opportunity  to  visit  with  many 
of  the  local  associations’  delegates,  and  as 
the  vote  indicated,  they  were  to  a  man  very 


much  opposed  to  this  bill.  It  was  their 
strong  feeling  that  as  the  bill  is  being  pro¬ 
posed,  it  will  be  very  detrimental  to  the  cow 
business  because  of  the  way  it  controls  feed 
grains,  diverts  crop  acres  to  grass,  and  so 
forth. 

Therefore,  anything  you  can  do  to  help 
oppose  this  measure  would  certainly  be  ap¬ 
preciated  by  us  in  the  cow  business.  Thanks 
a  lot. 

Sincerely  yours, 

J.  T.  Wadlow, 

President. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  resolution  which 
was  enclosed  was  even  more  specific  in 
stating  the  many  reasons  that  the  cattle¬ 
men  oppose  this  bill.  I  shall  read  that 
resolution  for  the  Record: 

Resolution  on  Administration’s  Proposed 
Farm  Program  Apopted  at  the  95th  An¬ 
nual  Convention  of  the  Colorado  Cat¬ 
tlemen’s  Association,  Sterling,  Colo., 
June  9,  1962 

Whereas  the  administration’s  proposed 
farm  program  as  contained  in  S.  3225  which 
passed  the  Senate  on  May  24,  1962,  put  agri¬ 
culture  squarely  in  the  political  arena  for 
dependence  on  its  income;  and 

Whereas  it  places  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  position  of  fixing  prices  by  fixing  sup¬ 
ply,  regulating  conditions  of  production  and 
limiting  the  amount  that  can  be  sold  from 
farm  or  ranch;  and 

Whereas  it  further  causes  Congress  to  ab¬ 
dicate  its  functions;  and 

Whereas  it  would  level  farmers  and  ranch¬ 
ers  down  to  a  governmentally  determined 
level;  and 

Whereas  the  whole  proposal  is  contrary  to 
our  American  system  of  free  competitive  en¬ 
terprise  and  freedom  of  choice;  and 
Whereas  this  bill  provides  for  mandatory 
feed  grain  provision  with  strict  acreage  con¬ 
trol  on  grain,  corn,  sorghums,  barley,  and 
silage  and  recognizing  that  to  control  feed 
grain  production  is  to  control  the  beef  cattle 
production :  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Colorado  Cattlemen’s 
Association  vigorously  opposes  the  passage 
by  Congress  of  Senate  bill  3225  or  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  House  of  Representatives  version 
of  the  administration’s  proposed  farm  pro¬ 
gram  as  contained  in  H.R.  11222  which  also 
permits  grazing  on  diverted  acreage;  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  that  we  reaffirm  our  position 
adopted  during  the  special  convention  on 
November  7,  1953,  at  Craig,  Colo.,  where  by 
secret  ballot  the  Colorado  Cattlemen’s  As¬ 
sociation  opposed  price  supports  and  con¬ 
trols  for  the  livestock  industry  by  202 "for 
and  1,164  against;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  we  strenuously  oppose  any 
farm  legislation  or  any  other  legislation  that 
would  in  any  manner  cause  the  livestock 
industry  to  be  subject  to  supports  and  con¬ 
trols;  and,  therefore,  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  Colorado  Cattlemen’s 
Association  is  and  has  been  traditionally  op¬ 
posed  to  any  Government  handouts  that 
would  place  an  additional  tax  burden  of 
many  millions  of  dollars  on  the  taxpaying 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  which  live¬ 
stock  supports  would  do  as  well  as  material¬ 
ly  increasing  the  cost  of  beef  for  the 
consumer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  have  seen  by  the 
debate  here  today,  the  major  discussion 
and  greatest  emphasis  has  been  placed 
on  title  IV.  But  title  I,  which  provides 
new  authorities  for  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  determing  and  regulating 
land  use  and  development  of  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  for  the  urban  dweller  and 
for  wildlife  protection,  has  received  little 
attention  by  many  of  my  colleagues. 
Title  I  is  being  subjected  to  some  sharp 


criticism,  not  only  from  our  farmers, 
but  from  many  other  people  who  will  be 
affected  by  its  provisions.  I  should  like 
to  read  for  the  Record  a  letter  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Colorado  Municipal 
League: 

Colorado  Municipal  League, 

Boulder,  Colo.,  June  11,  1962. 
Hon.  Peter  H.  Dominick, 

House  of  Representatives, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Peter:  Unless  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962  is  amended,  there  is  a 
risk  of  establishing  a  program  which  com¬ 
petes  and  overlaps  several  major  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  of  significant  benefit  to  local  govern¬ 
ment — including,  the  area  redevelopment 
program,  urban  renewal,  community  facili¬ 
ties  loans,  and  small  business  loans.  It  is 
also  possible  that  unless  amended,  this  bill 
would  encourage  urban  sprawl  by  enabling 
substandard  sewer  lines  to  be  constructed 
outside  of  municipal  limits  and  that  indus¬ 
trial  parks  could  also  be  constructed  without 
regard  to  the  interests  of  nearby  munici¬ 
palities. 

We  certainly  do  not  think  that  any  of  these 
developments  would  be  in  the  best  interest 
of  municipal  citizens  or,  for  that  matter, 
rural  dwellers. 

We  are  advised  that  amendments  to  this 
legislation  will  be  introduced  on  the  floor 
of  the  House.  We  understand  that  the 
amendments  will  take  the  form  of  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  102  of  title  I  and  section  501 
of  title  V  of  H.R.  11222'. 

We  hope  that  you  will  wish  to  support 
these  amendments. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Colorado  Municipal  League, 

Jay  T.  Bell, 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  share  the  concern 
which  is  voiced  by  the  Colorado  Munici¬ 
pal  League  in  that  letter.  Such  objec¬ 
tions  add  weight  to  the  principal  objec¬ 
tion  which  is  raised  to  legislation  which 
seeks  to  deal  with  a  vast  number  of  com¬ 
plex  problems  under  a  single  omnibus 
bill.  Especially  is  this  a  dangerous  prac¬ 
tice  when  we  incorporate  urban  renewal, 
parkland,  and  recreational  development 
problems  in  an  agricultural  bill. 

A  considerable  number  of  amendments 
are  needed,  in  my  opinion,  before  this 
bill  should  be  accepted  by  the  House.  It 
is  my  intention  to  offer  three  such 
amendments  to  title  IV.  The  first  of  my 
amendments  would  simply  perfect  the 
language  of  both  the  feed  grains  section 
and  the  wheat  section  to  specify  that  cer¬ 
tain  oil  seed  crops  may  be  grown  on  both 
diverted  acreage  and  on  summer  fallow 
acreage. 

My  second  amendment  would  prohibit 
the  Secretary  from  “dumping”  vast 
quantities  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  on 
the  market  in  competition  with  the 
farmer  should  the  fanner  vote  not  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  rigidly  controlled  program 
which  is  proclaimed  by  the  Secretary. 

My  amendment  would  not  restrict  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  com¬ 
pletely  from  disposing  of  its  current 
stocks.  Most  of  the  existing  programs 
to  dispose  of  surplus  wheat  and  feed 
grains  would  still  be  available.  But  my 
amendment  would  make  it  possible  that 
the  farmer  could  exercise  his  right  to 
vote  in  a  referendum  without  the  coer¬ 
cive  threat  of  financial  ruin  through 
Government  competition. 
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It  is  extremely  important  that  the 
farmer  have  a  true  choice  to  make  in  the 
referendums  which  will  be  conducted. 
He  should  be  able  to  make  that  choice 
without  governmental  pressure. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  every 
farmer  will  not  be  permitted  to  vote  in 
these  referendums,  although  the  out¬ 
come  of  the  referendum  will  affect  every 
farmer.  This  is  especially  true  under 
the  feed  grains  section.  Since  States 
which  the  Secretary  classifies  as  deficit 
feed  areas  will  neither  receive  price  sup¬ 
ports  nor  participate  in  the  referendums 
under  the  bill’s  present  provisions,  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  farmers  in  only  17  States  will 
determine  the  feed  grains  referendum. 
In  the  Rocky  Mountain  area,  only  in  2 
States — Arizona  and  Montana — will 
fanners  be  permitted  to  vote  in  these 
referendums.  At  the  present  time  33 
States  are  classified  as  deficit  feed  areas, 
and  therefore,  as  the  bill  provides,  the 
farmers  in  those  33  States  will  not  be 
permitted  to  vote  either  for  or  against 
the  Secretary’s  feed  grains  proposals. 
But,  farmers  in  all  50  States  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  penalties  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  should  the  farmers  in  17  States 
reject  his  proposal. 

My  third  amendment  would  allow 
some  flexibility  to  the  wheat  farmer  to 
enable  him  to  partially  protect  himself 
against  crop  failure  due  to  the  uncer¬ 
tainties  of  weather  from  year  to  year. 
The  right  to  store  excess  wheat  without 
cost  to  the  Government  is  a  part  of  the 
present  law,  but  has  been  omitted  from 
this  bill.  Such  wheat  is  stored  under 
bond  and  may  not  be  sold  without  heavy 
penalty.  It  does  not  affect  any  market¬ 
ing  quota.  It  does  enable  the  farmer  a 
small  measure  of  insurance  against  being 
wiped  out  the  following  year  by  drought, 
hail,  or  other  weather  phenomena.  My 
amendment  would  restore  this  provision 
to  this  bill.  It  is  urgently  needed.  I 
hope  it  will  be  accepted. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Dole], 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen 
to  be  a  Member  of  Congress  from  west¬ 
ern  Kansas  who  is  vitally  interested  in 
a  farm  bill  for  several  reasons.  I  am 
certain  President  Kennedy  in  his  recent 
use  of  the  word  “sophisticated”  desired 
we  approach  all  problems  in  a  sophisti¬ 
cated  manner,  but  I  can  assure  him  that 
the  farmers  are  less  interested  in  so¬ 
phistication  and  more  interested  in  what 
his  program  might  do  for  them  income- 
wise.  It  was  on  that  basis  I  asked  Mr. 
Freeman,  our  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
on  three  different  occasions  what  the 
farmer’s  income  might  be  under  the  bill ; 
in  other  words,  how  the  farmer  might 
fare.  The  farmer  has  an  interest  in 
maintaining  his  income,  of  course,  and 
the  question  arises  whether  or  not  it 
would  be  lowered  under  this  legislation. 

On  February  19  when  the  Secretary 
was  before  our  committee  I  asked  Mr. 
Freeman  how  the  income  would  compare 
under  his  proposal  with  the  1961  pro¬ 
gram.  I  read  his  response : 


This  becomes  a  matter  of  estimate  and 
calculation  that  is  very  difficult  to  pin  down 
and  depends  on  what  figure  he  wants  to  use. 

On  March  2,  when  we  had  a  wide  au¬ 
dience  on  a  television  program  called 
The  Nation’s  Future,  I  asked  Mr.  Free¬ 
man  the  same  question.  At  that  time, 
before  this  vast  audience  across  the  coun¬ 
try,  I  asked  him  about  the  income  of  the 
wheat  producers.  He  told  me  then  it 
would  be  in  excess  of  the  1961  program 
by  about  $300  million.  That  was 
strange,  because  he  did  not  know  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  19.  He  came  back  to  our  com¬ 
mittee  on  March  15  of  this  year,  about 
two  weeks  after  the  TV  program,  and  I 
then  asked  Mr.  Freeman  the  same  ques¬ 
tion.  I  asked  him  why  he  told  me  on 
“The  Nation’s  Future”  that  the  income 
would  be  in  excess  of  $300  million  more 
for  the  wheat  producer.  This  is  his 
answer : 

I  said  earlier  on  that  program  it  would  be 
an  increase  of  $200  to  $300  million  over  the 
1961  program.  We  have  since  been  refining 
these  figures. 

I  submit  he  has  refined  the  figures  to 
practically  zero,  because  I  cannot  deter¬ 
mine  how  the  wheat  producer  will  main¬ 
tain  his  income  or  anything  else  under 
this  provision  except  more  control  and 
more  regimentation  by  bureaucracy  in 
Washington. 

They  talk  about  how  much  this  will 
save  the  consumers.  Yesterday  we 
voted  to  give  away  nearly  $23  million  to 
sugar  companies.  In  the  majority  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill  Mr.  Freeman  set  forth 
how  much  will  be  saved  on  the  wheat 
program.  According  to  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  own  estimate,  we  will  save  only  $29 
million  over  this  year’s  program;  so  it 
seems  rather  strange  to  me  when  only 
yesterday  we  voted  to  throw  around 
nearly  23  millions  of  dollars  in  the  sugar 
cases  pending  in  court,  and  took  away 
the  right  of  the  court  to  decide,  that 
today  we  tell  our  wheat  producers  they 
cannot  continue  to  have  a  fairly  success¬ 
ful  program  because  we  want  to  save  $29 
million. 

The  Kansas  wheat  farmer  is  like  most 
farmers,  he  likes  to  make  a  living.  He 
also  likes  freedom  and  I  think  this  is 
the  crux  of  the  entire  matter.  There 
has  been  a  lot  of  talk  on  the  other  side 
that  this  is  a  good  bill,  “but.”  There 
are  a  lot  of  “buts”  in  the  bill  and  I  want 
to  point  out  a  few  things.  The  farmers 
in  Kansas  farm  29  percent,  or  less,  of 
their  cropland.  Let  some  of  the  people 
in  the  consumer  areas  go  to  their  drug¬ 
stores,  their  grocery  stores  and  factories 
and  tell  the  owners  to  board  up  71  per¬ 
cent  of  their  drugstores,  grocery  stores, 
or  71  percent  of  their  factories,  and  try 
to  make  a  living.  This  is  what  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  asking  the  wheat  farmer 
of  Western  Kansas  to  do.  We  are  to  be 
happy;  we  are  to  accept  another  10  per¬ 
cent  cut,  plus  an  additional  cut  of  1.3 
percent  which  will  be  allocated  to  other 
States  because  of  a  change  in  the  base 
period.  We  took  a  10  percent  cut  last 
year. 

Kansas  is  the  largest  wheat-producing 
State  in  this  country.  We  did  plant 
around  11  million  acres  of  wheat.  There 
are  39  wheat-producing  States  in  the 
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United  States.  It  has  been  very  inter¬ 
esting  to  me  to  find  out  that  since  1958 
in  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  as  one 
example,  the  wheat  farms  have  been  in¬ 
creased  from  75,000  to  78,500.  At  a  time 
we  have  been  taking  wheat  acreage  cuts 
in  Kansas,  raising  wheat  everywhere 
else  in  the  country  has  expanded.  Why 
ask  the  western  wheat  producer  to  cut 
his  acreage  and  then  give  these  acres  to 
someone  else. 

In  addition,  I  live  in  a  feed  grain  area 
and  in  a  cattle  area  where  farmers  like 
to  raise  cattle  and  feed  grains  to  feed 
their  cattle.  They  are  being  asked  also 
to  take  a  20 -percent  reduction  in  this 
commodity.  It  does  not  take  any  mental 
giant  or  an  economist  to  figure  who  takes 
the  brunt  of  the  farm  bill  here.  It  is  the 
midwestern  farmer.  They  are  going  to 
cut  his  feed  grain  and  wheat  acreage, 
and  still  raise  his  income,  so  they  say. 
The  farmers  are  told  this  should  make 
them  happy. 

With  reference  to  the  payments  for 
diverted  acres,  they  are  fixed  on  a  de¬ 
clining  scale  downward.  The  first  year 
the  farmer  will  receive  no  more  than 
50  percent  support,  the  second  year  no 
more  than  40  percent,  the  third  year  no 
more  than  30  percent,  and  thereafter 
zero. 

This  is  what  you  are  asking  midwest¬ 
ern  farmers  to  do,  cut  acres,  take  a  de¬ 
clining  scale  diversion  payment,  lower 
our  income  each  year  for  3  years,  and 
by  that  time,  if  not  discouraged  enough 
to  give  up,  something  else  will  happen. 

With  reference  to  the  “family  farmer,” 
we  have  heard  a  lot  about  him. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  “family  farm” 
subcommittee  and,  as  far  as  I  know, 
that  subcommittee  has  never  met.  It  is 
controlled  by  the  majority  side.  If  any¬ 
body  wants  to  help  the  family- 
size  farmer,  a  meeting  of  that  committee 
should  be  called. 

Here  is  another  thing  that  has  not 
been  pointed  out.  This  is  not  temporary 
legislation;  this  is  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion.  This  could  go  on  for  as  long  as 
the  farmer  could  stand  it,  whether  it  be 
1  year,  2  years,  or  10  years. 

Now,  I  think  the  Republicans  have 
made  a  great  contribution  to  this  bill; 
at  least,  my  farmers  think  so.  When 
this  bill  first  came  in  it  was  filled  with 
criminal  penalties.  It  told  the  farmers, 
“Unless  you  follow  orders,  unless  you 
keep  proper  records,  you  can  be  fined  up 
to  $5,000.”  It  also  told  the  farmer,  “If 
you  dare  violate  the  regulations,  you 
can  be  fined  $5,000.”  I  am  talking 
about  the  wheat  farmer.  If  he  failed 
to  keep  records,  he  could  be  fined  up 
to  $5,000.  The  dairy  farmer  could  be 
fined  $2,000  and  put  in  jail  for  1  year. 
I  point  this  out  to  mention  the  original 
intent  of  the  planners  of  this  bill:  Either 
you  knuckle  down  and  follow  the  dic¬ 
tates  of  the  Secretary  and  Mr.  Cochrane, 
or  whoever  had  anything  to  do  with  this 
bill,  or  off  you  go  to  jail.  Anybody  who 
says  it  was  not  in  the  original  bill  should 
read  the  original  bill  carefully  and  then 
check  it  with  the  amended  version.  The 
Republican  members  were  instrumen¬ 
tal  in  knocking  those  provisions  out. 
This  was  a  great  contribution;  for,  if  we 
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cannot  defeat  the  bill,  at  least  we  can 
prevent  the  farmer  from  going  to  jail. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  v 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Has  the  gentleman 
had  any  indication  from  his  farmers 
whether  they  want  this  bill  or  not? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Well,  I  have  not  heard 
from  all  of  them.  A  few  have  indicated 
they  would  like  the  bill  but  very  few.  I 
had  some  letters  from  Texas,  but  they 
do  not  pertain  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  There  is  a  man  of 
considerable  influence,  Billie  Sol  Estes. 
I  wonder  whether  he  indicated  whether 
he  supports  this  bill  or  not. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  do  not  know  anything 
about  Mr.  Estes  personally,  but  I  imag¬ 
ine  he  probably  would  support  it  as  he 
would  benefit  by  it.  This  will  not  help 
the  small  farmer.  He  is  the  one  who  is 
going  to  be  hurt.  The  family  sized — the 
small  farmer  that  operates  80  or  160  or 
300  acres  of  land  will  suffer.  The  man 
who  farms  7,000  or  8,000  or  9,000  acres, 
will  not  suffer.  It  will  mean  a  little  loss 
in  income  to  him  but  not  much.  The 
little  farmer  is  the  one  who  will  be  hurt. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Doyle]. 

(Mr.  DOYLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  June 
11,  1962,  about  5:30  o’clock,  three  well- 
dressed  gentlemen  walked  into  my  office 
while  I  was  signing  the  mail.  I  had 
never  seen  them.  They  said  they  were 
farmers  in  their  own  right  from  the 
State  of  Nebraska  and  that  they  con¬ 
cluded  that  their  paid  Representatives 
did  not  represent  their  thoughts,  so  they 
paid  their  own  expenses  to  come  to 
the  District  of  Columbia.  They  handed 
me  a  statement  which  was  unsigned 
and  asked  me  if  I  would  read  it  to  the 
Congress.  I  said,  “I  will,  if  you  sign  it, 
and  identify  yourselves  as  farmers.” 
Here  it  is.  I  have  not  heard  these 
opinions  stated  in  this  debate  here¬ 
tofore.  I  think  this  House  is  entitled  to 
it.  I  read  the  memorandum  they  signed. 
It  is  good  to  receive  grassroots  opinions 
when  it  comes  from  citizens  vitally  af¬ 
fected  by  pending  legislation. 

Reasons  why  X  am  in  favor  of  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  farm  bill: 

1.  It  protects  and  improves  the  farmer’s 
income. 

2.  Will  reduce  the  surplus. 

3.  Reduces  the  cost  of  the  farm  program 
by  about  $1  billion  each  year  by  reducing  the 
surplus  and  by  eliminating  additional  take¬ 
over. 

4.  Allows  freedom  of  operation  for  the 
farmers  due  to  the  substitution  of  wheat 
acreage  for  feed  grain  acreage  and  vice  versa. 

5.  Diverts  the  low  quality  wheat  into  feed 
grain  channels,  therefore,  furnishing  high 
quality  wheat  for  domestic  and  export  use. 

6.  Will  stabilize  the  wheat  farmer’s  in¬ 
come  by  allowing  him  to  apply  overproduc¬ 


tion  of  any  one  year  to  underproduction  of 
other  years. 

7.  No  alternative,  constructive  program  is 
available. 

Wayne  B.  Allen, 

Route  4,  McCoolc,  Nebr.;  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent,  Nebraska  Wheat  Growers. 

Earl  T.  Moore, 

Arapahoe,  Nebr.;  Vice  President,  Fur¬ 
nas  County  Wheat  Growers;  Master, 
Local  Grange. 

Gilbert  Gegas, 

Hayes  Center,  Nebr.;  County  Wheat 
Growers  Association. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Beermann]. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Doyle]  that  I  know  all 
of  these  gentlemen  whom  he  mentioned. 
They  stopped  to  see  me.  We  had  break¬ 
fast  with  them  at  the  Nebraska  break¬ 
fast  delegation  on  Tuesday  morning, 
which  we  have  every  week  while  Con¬ 
gress  is  in  session.  These  fellows  came 
here  to  sell  the  entire  Congress  on  this 
bill.  I  am  glad  that  they  did,  because 
they  understand  my  position  firmly.  I 
am  against  complete  compulsion  and 
putting  the  farmers  of  the  United  States 
under  complete  bondage,  as  this  bill  will, 
if  passed.  On  that  basis,  they  wanted 
to  visit  with  every  Member  of  Congress 
in  order  to  sell  the  bill,  and  I  would  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  that 
I  am  very  happy  we  still  have  the  right 
to  do  this. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  And  I  am  very  happy 
they  called  on  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  McSween]. 

(Mr.  McSWEEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  concern  ex¬ 
pressed  about  the  feed  grain  section  of 
this  bill,  and  what  would  happen  if  the 
program  were  not  adopted  in  the  refer¬ 
endum.  Statements  have  been  made  to 
the  effect  that  if  the  referendum  did  not 
oarry,  the  farmers  would  be  faced  with 
a  hammer  over  their  heads  in  the  sense 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
the  terms  of  this  bill,  or,  rather,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  would 
be  authorized  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  to  release  for  unrestricted  use  10 
million  tons  of  surplus  feed  grains. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  misleading 
criticism,  in  my  opinion.  But,  never¬ 
theless,  I  have  an  amendment  which  I 
think  will  clarify  this  point.  Under  the 
basic  legislation  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  that  corporation  has 
the  authority  at  all  times  to  release  for 
unrestricted  use  surplus  stocks  at  105 
percent  of  the  support  px’ice,  plus  rea¬ 
sonable  carrying  charges.  Now,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  feed  grains  section 
provides  that  in  the  event  the  program 
is  not  adopted  in  the  referendum  there 
would  be  no  support  price  then  under 
those  circumstances,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  have  the  au¬ 
thority  to  release,  if  it  wanted  to,  all  of 
the  surplus  stocks  of  feed  grains.  So  the 
provision  in  the  bill  restricting  the  re¬ 


lease  to  10  million  tons  is,  in  effect,  a 
restriction  because  there  are  on  hand 
at  the  present  time  some  67  million  tons 
of  surplus  stocks  of  feed  grains.. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment,  which 
I  propose  to  offer  at  the  proper  time, 
would  provide  a  change  in  the  situation 
in  the  event  the  referendum  did  not  car¬ 
ry.  It  would  provide  that  the  Secretary 
would  have  the  authority  to  set  price 
supports  for  feed  grains  at  such  level, 
not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  parity  price 
therefor,  as  the  Secretary  determines  ap¬ 
propriate,  after  the  consideration  of  the 
factors  specified  in  section  401(b),  and 
will  not  result  in  a  material  increase  in 
CCC  stocks  of  feed  grains.  It  provides 
further  that  the  CCC  may  sell  for  un¬ 
restricted  use  from  its  stocks  during  the 
marketing  year  not  to  exceed  200  million 
bushels  of  wheat,  at  not  less  than  2  per¬ 
cent  above  the  current  support  price  for 
such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carry¬ 
ing  charges.  This,  then,  will  be  an  in¬ 
sulation  to  some  extent  of  the  surplus 
stocks  from  the  markets  so  that  there 
would  not  be  this  threat  hanging  over 
the  farmers  in  the  event  that  they  did 
not  adopt  the  program  in  the  referen¬ 
dum.  This,  I  think,  would  give  the  feed 
grain  farmer  a  fair  and  reasonable  and 
an  equitable  choice  in  the  referendum. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  obtain  the 
attention  of  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  I 
would  like  to  comment  with  regard  to 
the  issue  raised  about  cross-compliance. 
There  have  been  some  criticisms  about 
this  bill  with  regard  to  cross-compliance. 

On  page  46  of  H.R.  11222  we  find: 

(5)  a  “cooperator”  with  respect  to  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be 
a  producer  who  (1)  does  not  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
feed  grains  or  any  other  commodity 
on  the  farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulation  prescribe. 

This  means,  to  get  the  price  support 
for  feed  grains  a  producer  may  not  ex¬ 
ceed  his  allotment.  However,  a  pro¬ 
ducer  may  exceed  his  feed  grains  or 
wheat  allotment  without  losing  the  price 
support  for  other  allotted  crops. 

I  think  this  will  clarify  any  question 
anyone  has  with  regard  to  what  cross¬ 
compliance  is  as  it  is  affected  by  this 
bill.  In  other  words,  if  he  does  violate 
his  allotments  with  regard  to  other  sup¬ 
port  crops  he  would  not  get  feed  grains 
or  wheat  supports,  but  it  does  not  work 
the  other  way  around. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Andersen]. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  last  February.  14  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  appeared  before  our 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  On  page 
111  the  record  shows  I  asked  him  these 
questions : 

Mr.  Andersen.  Now,  last  week,  Mr.  Secre¬ 
tary,  you  rightfully — I  say  "rightfully”  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  the  present  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  has  made  quite  a  stride — you  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  subcommittee  the 
accomplishments  of  the  feed  grain  program 
now  in  affect. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


10395 


Mr.  Andersen.  And  you  really  feel  it  has 
done  a  good  job,  do  you  not? 

Secretary  Feebman.  Yes;  I  think  the  feed 
grain  program  has  met  each  of  the  targets 
we  set  when  it  was  presented  to  the  Congress 
a  year  ago. 

Mr.  Andersen.  I  am  very  much  inclined  to 
agree  with  your  statement  that  the  feed 
grain  program  as  presently  operated  meets 
with  the  approval  of  the  average  farmer  and 
has  done  considerable  good.  But  if  that  is 
the  case,  why  should  we  upset  the  applecart 
for  the  next  crop  year  and  change  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  any  extent?  In  other  words,  try  to 
convince  me  if  you  can.  Here,  we  have  a 
fairly  good  program  working,  and  I  think  in 
the  long  run,  it  will  do  what  we  are  aiming 
to  do,  and  that  is  to  get  rid  of  some  of  this 
surplus  and  at  the  same  time  cut  down  the 
cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

I  think  it  has  met  both  criteria  so  far 
or  will  meet  it  in  the  foreseeable  future,  but 
why  change? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  should  sup¬ 
port  the  Hoeven  substitute  tomorrow  as 
a  good  solution  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2y2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Stafford], 

(Mr.  STAFFORD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
funny  thing  happened  when  I  got  back 
to  the  office  last  night.  I  found  a  letter 
on  my  desk  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  Now  the  Secretary  and  I  used 
to  be  colleagues  in  the  Governors’  con¬ 
ference,  and  as  such  we  met  quite  often. 
But  I  have  been  down  here  18  months 
now  and  this  is  the  first  time  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  personally  remembered  me. 

Moreover,  he  wrote  me  that  he  thought 
only  a  few  Republican  leaders  were  op¬ 
posing  making  him  czar  of  America’s 
agriculture  and  they  were  acting  just 
for  opposition’s  sake.  This  surprised  me 
because  all  of  the  mail  I  have  received 
from  home  and  all  of  the  people  I  have 
talked  to  in  Vermont  have  voiced  stren¬ 
uous  objections  to  H.R.  11222. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  bill  passes  we 
will  have  surrendered  the  business  free¬ 
dom  of  the  American  fanner.  We  will  be 
living  in  an  agricultural  dictatorship 
subject  to  regulation  and  regimentation 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Vermont  is  a  major  producer  of  dairy 
products.  We  have  been  especially  proud 
of  the  fact  that  the  dairy  farmers  of  our 
State  prefer  to  work  out  their  own  prob¬ 
lems.  They  have  voluntarily  subscribed 
to  funds  for  advertising  their  products 
in  the  northeast  milk  markets.  They 
have  worked  diligently  to  produce  ex¬ 
tremely  high  quality  fluid  milk. 

They  can  continue  to  expand  their 
markets  and  increase  the  efficiency  of 
their  production  if  the  Government  will 
stay  out  of  further  invasion  of  their 
business  freedom. 

They  do  not  want  this  legislation  to 
establish  quotas  based  on  1961  produc¬ 
tion  as  a  basis  for  paying  them  up  to 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  for  voluntarily 
reducing  marketings  from  10  to  25  per¬ 
cent.  They  recognize  this  for  what  it 
is.  A  lacteal  Mickey  Finn.  They  know 
that  if  they  are  foolish  enough  to  par¬ 
take  of  this  program,  the  administration 
hopes  these  knockout  drops  will  waft 
them  to  sleep  long  enough  to  take  the 


next  step — the  imposition  of  controls 
over  milk  production  and  the  exaction 
of  penalties  for  production  in  excess  of 
the  1961  base  quota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Vermont  farmers  pre¬ 
fer  to  work  out  their  own  destiny.  They 
do  not  want  a  bribe  of  taxpayer’s  money 
to  produce  less  milk.  They  want  to  be 
sure  of  the  opportunity  of  selling  more 
milk  in  the  future — if  they  can  develop 
an  expanded  market. 

They  want  to  be  able  to  raise  silage 
corn  on  their  own  farms  for  their  own 
cattle  without  dictation  from  Washing¬ 
ton. 

Why  penalize  the  family  size  farm? 
Let  us  not  put  the  dairy  farmer  in  a 
straitjacket.  I  hope  this  bill  is  defeated. 

(Mr.  CLANCY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CLANCY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
under  consideration  today  H.R.  11222, 
and  I  rise  at  this  time  in  opposition  to 
this  proposed  legislation.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  moves  further  in  the  direction  of 
more  and  more  control  of  American  agri¬ 
culture.  The  bill  is  restrictive  and  im¬ 
practical,  and  will  result  in  drastic 
regimentation  of  the  farmers  of  this 
Nation. 

This  measure  is  the  administration’s 
plan  for  expanding  the  power  of  the 
Federal  bureaucracy  over  American  ag¬ 
riculture  and  further  destroys  the  rights 
of  farmers  to  use  and  enjoy  their  farms 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  American 
principles. 

I  am  of  the  firm  opinion  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  plan  to  completely  domi¬ 
nate  and  control  agriculture  is  unwise 
and  will  eventually  result  in  hardships 
to  the  farmers  and  consumers  of  this 
country. 

The  program  as  set  forth  in  this  bill 
will  call  for  additional  sums  of  money 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  thus  add 
to  the  burden  already  carried  by  the 
taxpayer. 

This  program  by  its  very  nature  adds 
a  considerable  amount  of  money  to  the 
cost  of  wheat  that  is  produced  on  our 
farms  and  ultimately  paid  for  by  the 
housewives  and  consumers  throughout 
the  Nation. 

The  bill  contains  several  provisions  for 
mandatory  bureaucratic  control  over  the 
production  of  corn,  wheat,  oats  and  other 
commodities,  and  provides  for  the  first 
phase  of  controlling  dairy  production. 

The  objections  to  H.R.  11222  are  many. 
Price  supports  are  continued  in  this  bill 
and  more  stringent  controls  are  provided 
as  to  what  can  be  grown  and  who  may 
grow  the  various  products  of  our  agri¬ 
culture. 

I  share  the  view  that  our  system 
should  recognize  the  individual  farmer 
and  his  right  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  his 
labor  under  the  free  enterprise  system, 
and  that  our  policy  should  move  more 
and  more  away  from  control  and  regi¬ 
mentation  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl]. 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  the 
unusual  legislative  situation  in  which  we 
find  ourselves  working  on  a  bill  which 
meets  almost  universal  disapproval — an 
idea  born  of  frustration  and  yet  being 
sold  with  great  zeal.  This  is  what  hap¬ 
pens  when  a  man’s  fancy  gets  astride  on 
his  reason;  when  imagination  is  at  cuffs 
with  the  census;  and  common  under¬ 
standing,  as  well  as  commonsense,  is 
kicked  out  of  doors. 

This  legislation  offers  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  Nation  a  chance  to  vote.  If 
two -thirds  of  the  farmers  did  not' ac¬ 
cept  the  franchise  system  of  agriculture, 
there  would  be  no  Government  program 
whatsoever.  The  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  said  that  this  would  cause  a 
chain  reaction  which  would  veritably  de¬ 
stroy  the  farm  economy  and  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  entire  Nation.  There  is  good 
evidence  that  this  program  would  not  be 
adopted  and  that  there  would  be  an  im¬ 
mediate  cutoff  of  Federal  programs.  As¬ 
suming  that  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  correct — that  this  cutoff  would 
mean  a  depression  for  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion — are  you  then  willing  to  vote  for  a 
bill  which  could,  and  probably  would, 
have  this  effect?  Now  there  has  been 
an  intimation  that  if  farmers  voted 
against  this  program,  they  would  be 
selfish.  If  this  is  selfishness,  then  I 
thank  God  for  it.  I  am  thankful  that 
there  are  still  people  in  the  United  States 
who  prize  freedom  and  the  American 
way  of  life  enough  to  resist  the  siren 
call  of  governmental  largess. 

All  of  us  would  prefer  a  free,  unsub¬ 
sidized  agriculture,  and  we  would  work 
for  establishing  a  healthy  economy  in 
agriculture  in  any  way  possible,  but  we 
have  been  warned  here  that  the  tax¬ 
payers  will  no  longer  subsidize  the  farm¬ 
er  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  this  farmer 
has  been  the  bright  and  shining  example 
of  the  superiority  of  our  governmental 
and  economic  system  as  contrasted  with 
that  of  the  Soviet  and  other  Communist 
nations.  I  believe  Mr.  Khrushchev  would 
gladly  trade  many  missiles  and  many 
military  secrets  for  a  few  of  these  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  been  called  selfish  by  some 
proponents  of  this  legislation. 

Yes,  we  have  been  warned  that  the 
American  people  will  no  longer  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  welfare  of  agriculture.  I 
would  assume  then  that  in  the  interest 
of  fairness  that  we  would  also  bring  to 
the  floor  legislation  which  would  remove 
Government  assistance  to  all  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  American  economy  which 
now  receive  subsidies — the  shipping  in¬ 
dustry,  the  railroad  industry,  the  print¬ 
ing  industry,  and  all  the  rest  who  re¬ 
ceive  helpful  subsidies  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  American  farmer  is  being  warned 
that  we  are  no  longer  going  to  tolerate 
this  payment  to  him.  Yet,  we  will  con¬ 
tinue  through  legislative  action  next 
week  to  subsidize,  without  any  controls, 
and  in  many  instances  without  even 
guidelines,  fanners  and  businessmen  and 
governments  on  foreign  soil.  The  other 
body  recently  tried  to  remove  a  subsidy — 
if  you  want  to  call  it  that — to  Commu¬ 
nist  nations  of  the  world,  only  to  march 
back  downhill  at  the  insistence  of  our 
leaders,  recalling  their  previous  action 
and  saying  no,  we  cannot  cut  aid  to 
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these  Communist  nations;  we  must  take 
a  chance.  And  shortly  after  we  get  this 
foreign  aid  legislation,  we  will  have  a 
bill  before  the  House  to  provide  freer 
trade;  and  the  bill  includes  many,  many 
pages  designed  to  give  relief  to  indus¬ 
tries  and  to  employees  of  industries 
which  are  injured  by  the  impact  of  im¬ 
ports  and,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  bill  does 
not  even  set  a  maximum  limit  on  the 
funds  which  will  be  taken  directly  from 
the  Treasury  to  subsidize  the  injured 
industry  and  the  injured  employee.  And 
this  is  significant  for  two  reasons:  First, 
one  can  make  a  very  valid  case  support¬ 
ing  the  thesis  that  if  it  were  not  for  im¬ 
ports  of  meat  products,  there  would  be 
no  surplus  of  feed  grains. 

In  the  case  of  oats,  barley,  and  rye, 
the  United  States  has  consumed  more 
than  it  has  produced,  but  the  surplus 
grows  because  of  imports.  What  I  am 
saying  is  that  the  farmers  have  been 
injured  by  imports  and  the  subsidy  that 
they  have  received  can  logically  be 
charged  to  that  impact. 

I  said  the  farmer  has  received  a  sub¬ 
sidy. 

Actually,  through  the  control  of  prices, 
it  is  the  consumer  who  has  received  the 
subsidy;  and  I  submit  that  the  con¬ 
sumer  has  saved  more  in  groceries  than 
he  has  paid  in  taxes  to  support  the  pro¬ 
gram.  But  I  said  there  was  a  second 
factor  in  this  import  situation.  Even 
the  most  ardent  supporters  of  that  trade 
bill  readily  agree  that  Midwest  agricul¬ 
ture  will  have  to  carry  the  burden  of 
the  freer  trade  because  of  Common  Mar¬ 
ket  agriculture  policies. 

This  is  only  one  thing  we  heard  on 
this  floor  yesterday  about  the  unreason¬ 
ableness  of  farmers.  The  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  stated  that  fanners 
should  expect  the  same  kind  of  controls 
which  interstate  carriers  must  face. 
Thus,  he  told  the  American  farmer:  you 
are  a  public  utility.  Ignoring  economic 
facts  of  life,  ignoring  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  public  utilities  and  other  phases 
of  our  economy,  he  said  you  must  ex¬ 
pect  stringent  controls.  Now  this  kind 
of  talk  by  responsible  committee  leaders 
in  the  House  can  do  little  to  inspire  con¬ 
fidence  in  independent  businessmen 
throughout  the  Nation,  whether  they  be 
farmer  or  merchant  or  manufacturer. 
What  does  this  administration  intend  to 
do  with  business?  To  the  farmer  we 
say  you  are  a  utility  and  must  be  regu¬ 
lated  as  such.  No  consolation  here  for 
the  workingman  because  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  going  to  make  the  stringent  reg¬ 
ulations,  there  is  no  purpose  in  a  union 
for  there  can  be  no  collective  bargaining. 
No,  this  is  not  simply  a  farm  problem. 

Let  us  look  at  some  of  the  other  things 
we  were  told  yesterday.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  tells  us  of  the  glo¬ 
ries  of  the  control  program  on  cotton 
and  tobacco.  And  about  how  well  these 
things  had  worked  in  his  own  State,  and 
this  is  worth  a  second  look.  I  spoke  this 
week  with  a  North  Carolinian  who  said 
that  his  cotton  allotment  had  been  cut 
again  and  again  and  again  until  he  could 
no  longer  make  a  living  on  the  farm.  He 
pointed  out  that  where  they  had  had 
more  than  a  dozen  cotton  gins  in  his  lit¬ 
tle  area  a  few  years  ago,  there  was  now 


only  one,  and  it  was  in  trouble.  And 
when  these  gins  closed,  there  were  peo¬ 
ple  who  were  left  without  work.  But 
there  is  another  factor  he  forgot  to  tell 
you.  While  they  were  taking  cotton  and 
tobacco  out  of  production  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  they  increased  their  production  of 
feed  grain  by  682,000  tons  in  the  1959  and 
1960  crop-years  alone — 682,000  tons.  Now 
when  we  took  an  acre  of  corn  out  in 
Iowa,  we  could  not  plant  cotton  and  to¬ 
bacco.  These  acres  are  idle.  The  plain 
truth  of  the  matter  is  that  the  southern 
fanner  has  been  able  to  supplement  his 
cotton  and  tobacco  income  through  pro¬ 
duction  of  feed  grains  and  livestock  at 
the  same  time  the  original  feed-grain 
producer  had  his  hands  tied. 

Cotton  controls — they  were  a  very 
fine  thing  for  a  while  at  least  for  the  boy 
wonder  of  the  Pecos.  They  are  a  won¬ 
derful  thing  for  the  Mexican  cotton 
farmer.  I  spoke  to  one  of  these  fine  gen¬ 
tlemen  in  Matamoris,  Mexico,  a  few 
weeks  ago.  I  can  quote  him  almost  ver¬ 
batim.  He  said  you  are  very  foolish,  but 
you  have  been  good  to  us.  You  have 
quotas  on  cotton;  we  now  produce  what 
you  do  not  produce.  Our  labor  is  cheap; 
we  make  money.  We  have  made  your 
port  the  biggest  cotton-exporting  port 
in  the  world  with  Mexican  cotton. 

Oh,  they  have  said  some  interesting 
things  here  on  the  floor.  I  heard  the 
chairman  say  we  cannot  have  high 
price  supports.  You  have  heard  testi¬ 
mony  to  the  effect  that  there  are  too 
many  farmers — too  many  to  share  the 
pie — so  some  must  move.  This  is  what 
the  majority  calls  saving  the  family 
farm. 

But  you  have  not  heard  anyone  tell 
you  what  kind  of  a  quota  a  farmer  will 
have  on  feed  grains.  There  was  some 
testimony  by  experts  that  the  average 
farmer  would  be  forced  to  take  a  20-per¬ 
cent  cut  in  production.  They  say  the 
price  will  be  guaranteed,  but  they  will 
not  tell  you  what  that  price  will  be  be¬ 
cause  they  cannot  tell  you.  And  yet  they 
say  a  farmer  is  selfish  if  he  turns  down 
a  proposal  which  will  cut  his  production 
20  percent  with  absolutely  no  guarantee 
that  his  price  will  be  one  penny  more. 
Oh,  yes,  they  say  there  is  machinery  for 
appeals.  But  anyone  who  has  had  any 
experience  with  this  procedure  is  ex¬ 
tremely  dubious.  Under  the  law,  if  you 
have  mined  your  land  from  fence  to 
fence,  you  get  a  decent  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  If  you  have  fanned  wisely,  rotated 
your  crops,  tried  to  prevent  surplus  pro¬ 
duction,  you  are  penalized.  If  a  farm 
boy  put  his  farm  in  grass,  went  away  to 
service,  or  because  he  was  ill,  and  he 
comes  back,  he  has  no  guarantee  of  any 
base  acreage.  Oh,  yes,  there  is  an  appeal. 

What  do  we  offer  the  farmer  who  has 
a  normal  production  of  100  bushels  per 
acre  on  his  40-acre  allotment,  but  be¬ 
cause  he  has  severe  weather  conditions 
produces  nothing,  or  half  a  crop?  We 
have  appeals,  and  these  people  have  told 
us  we  have  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
who  will  do  a  wonderful  job  of  admin¬ 
istering  the  program.  But  I  wish  to  re¬ 
mark  that  this  is  a  long-range  program 
to  be  administered  for  a  long  time  by 
many  secretaries.  So  I  ask  these  pro¬ 
ponents  who  have  been  castigating  the 


previous  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  would 
you  favor  this  program  if  that  Secretary 
were  now  in  charge? 

How  do  you  know  what  the  next  Sec¬ 
retary  will  like  or  dislike,  or  how  he  will 
operate?  And  here  again  you  see,  we 
emphasize  government  by  man  rather 
than  government  by  law.  This,  too,  is 
frightening.  And,  finally,  we  find  that 
the  proponents  with  so  little  logic  to  sup¬ 
port  their  views,  resort  to  the  old  political 
technique  of  saying  if  you  do  not  go  along 
with  us,  if  you  cannot  compromise  with 
us,  then  you  are  obstructionists.  They 
assume  all  change  is  progress.  They 
assume — as  it  is  so  often  assumed  in 
these  days — that  their  idea  is  the  one 
infallible  idea.  Just  as  it  was  last  year, 
and  the  year  before,  and  the  year  before, 
and  they  choose  to  forget  that  they  made 
the  same  arguments  then  even  though 
they  admit  that  they  were  wrong.  They 
want  no  cooperation;  they  want  no  com¬ 
promise.  They  want  us  to  play  follow 
the  leader  and  blind  man’s  bluff.  They 
remind  us  of  the  man  who  said  he 
wanted  a  new  car  and  his  wife  wanted 
a  new  fur  coat,  so  they  compromised. 
She  got  the  new  fur  coat  and  they  kept 
it  in  the  garage. 

Jonathan  Swift,  whom  I  have  quoted 
before,  perhaps  offered  the  wisest  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  situation  today,  though  he 
said  it  two  centuries  ago : 

And  he  gave  it  for  his  opinion,  that  who¬ 
ever  could  make  two  ears  of  corn,  or  two 
blades  of  grass,  to  grow  upon  a  spot  of 
ground  where  only  one  grew  before,  would 
deserve  better  of  mankind,  and  do  more 
essential  service  to  his  country,  than  the 
whole  race  of  politicians  put  together. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remaining  time  on  this  side  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  PoageI. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
again  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  fact  that  the  question  involved  is: 
How  do  we  deal  with  the  surplus  pro¬ 
duction  which  the  United  States  is  now 
facing?  It  is  not  a  question  of  how  we 
deal  with  National  Defense  or  something 
else.  The  question  is,  How  do  we  deal 
with  the  problem  which  is  now  before 
us? 

The  problem  before  us  involves  some¬ 
thing  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  billion 
bushels  of  feed  grains  for  which  there 
is  no  market  which,  if  placed  on  the 
market,  would  be  converted  into  live¬ 
stock  or  livestock  products.  It  is  just 
that  simple. 

Basically  feed  grain  is  always  con¬ 
verted  into  livestock  or  livestock  prod¬ 
ucts  when  it  goes  on  the  market.  What 
are  you  going  to  do  with  the  more  than 
a  quarter  of  a  billion  bushels — actually 
it  is  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  billion 
bushels,  it  is  around  400  million  bushels 
of  feed  grains  every  year — for  which  you 
have  no  market?  The  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  taking  it  and  put¬ 
ting  it  in  warehouses,  paying  storage 
on  it,  and  it  is  stilj  paying  storage  on  it. 
Are  you  going  to  increase  the  amount 
which  is  going  into  the  warehouses  each 
year?  Are  you  going  to  continue  to  keep 
that  which  is  presently  in  the  ware¬ 
houses? 

If  you  vote  against  this  bill  that  is 
what  you  vote  for,  because  if  you  kill 
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this  bill  you  are  not  simply  voting  that 
we  not  pass  this  measure  but  you  are 
voting  to  bring  back  into  operation  the 
discredited  Benson  program  of  1958.  I 
want  everybody  to  understand  that — 
that  if  you  vote  this  bill  down  the  Act 
of  1958  automatically  becomes  effective 
again,  and  it  provides  for  supports  on 
feed  grains  to  be  from  65  to  90  percent 
of  parity  on  unlimited  production. 

That  means,  of  coui'se,  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  probably  cut  supports  down  to 
65  percent  of  parity.  That  is  not  enough 
to  make  agriculture  prosperous  but  it  is 
enough  to  keep  people  in  the  business, 
keeping  them  on  the  starvation  level, 
lowering  the  level  of  the  U.S.  economy, 
and  at  the  same  time  building  up  sur¬ 
pluses  at  the  rate  of  400  million  to  half  a 
billion  bushels  a  year  of  feed  grains  on 
which  you  have  to  pay  storage. 

I  understand  that  our  Republican 
friends  over  here  are  going  to  be  able 
to  explain  why  they  voted  to  continue 
this  unnecessary  expense — but  I  am  not, 
and  I  am  not  going  to  try — I  understand 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  explain  be¬ 
cause,  they  say,  they  have  no  responsi¬ 
bility,  that  there  is  no  responsibility  on 
their  part  except  to  hold  secret  meetings 
to  be  leaked  by  some  former  assistant 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  which 
they  agree  that  there  is  no  responsibility 
on  the  Republican  Party  except  to  try  to 
embarrass  the  administration. 

This  attitude  of  irresponsibility  is  in 
the  record.  It  is  in  the  reports.  It  is 
in  the  findings  of  the  investigating  com¬ 
mittee.  It  is  in  the  letter  written  by  Mr. 
Martin  Sorkin.  No  one  has  denied  it 
and  the  record  of  yesterday  and  today 
certainly  confirms  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  that  not  exactly  the 
position  the  minority  took  in  our  com¬ 
mittee,  and  after  the  vote  was  over,  and 
I  said  so,  they  had  been  negative  and 
irresponsible? 

Mr.  POAGE.  You  did,  Mr.  Chairman, 
you  pointed  that  out.  We  did  not  at 
that  time  know  that  they  had  entered 
into  a  secret  agreement;  that  they  would 
not  offer  anything  constructive.  But  we 
know  today  and  this  debate  today  has 
proven  it  beyond  any  question.  You 
have  not  heard  one  word  of  constructive 
suggestion.  You  have  heard  nothing  but 
criticism.  You  have  heard  carping 
criticisms  and  you  are  going  to  hear 
more,  but  you  have  not  heard  our  Re¬ 
publican  friends  explain  how  they  were 
going  to  stop  the  buildup  of  unneeded 
surpluses. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  am  sorry,  I  cannot 
yield,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 


and  fifty-one  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  This  is -the  third  time  in  2  days 
that  the  minority  has  done  me  the  com¬ 
pliment  of  trying  to  get  a  quorum  to  hear 
what  I  have  to  say,  and  I  am  delighted 
that  they  so  appreciate  my  comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going  to  have 
a  substitute  offered.  We  have  not  seen 
that  substitute.  We  do  not  know  what 
is  going  to  be  in  it  except  we  are  prom¬ 
ised  it  will  be  an  extension  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  temporary  law,  the  law  that  the 
leader  of  the  minority  voted  against 
just  last  year — the  law  they  then  said 
was  bad. 

I  just  want  to  point  out  the  utter  irre¬ 
sponsibility — now  they  come  up  here  and 
talk  about  responsibility — the  utter  ir¬ 
responsibility  of  a  group  of  Congress¬ 
men  who  will  come  in  here  and  talk 
about  how  they  are  trying  to  protect  the 
taxpayer,  and  then  vote  against  the  only 
program  which  has  been  offered  to  re¬ 
duce  the  accumulation  of  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  and  unneeded  surplus. 

I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  one 
more  thing  and  then  I  will  conclude.  It 
has  been  charged  that  these  surpluses 
somehow  are  needed  by  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry.  The  livestock  industry  has  a 
greater  stake  in  stabilizing  feed  grain 
supplies  than  any  other  segment  of 
American  agriculture  because  the  min¬ 
ute  you  produce  excessive  surpluses  of 
feed  grains,  you  know  that  sooner  or 
later  you  are  going  to  have  those  sur¬ 
pluses  converted  into  surpluses  of  live¬ 
stock,  and  the  price  of  livestock  is  bound 
to  be  reduced  just  as  your  feed  grain 
prices  are  reduced. 

I  leave  you  with  this  thought.  Every 
one  of  you  farmers  and  livestock  pro¬ 
ducers  answer  for  yourselves.  If  we  can 
assure  you,  as  the  minority  program  of 
a  return  to  the  Benson  Act  of  1958  would 
assure  you,  that  for  the  next  2  years  the 
price  of  corn  will  be  down  to  50  cent  a 
bushel,  then  we  can  assure  you  that  the 
price  of  calves  will  be  down  to  15  cents 
a  pound.  Cheap  corn  makes  cheap  hogs, 
and  in  just  a  little  longer  time,  cheap 
feed  makes  cheap  livestock  of  all  kinds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
does  the  time  stand? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  has  40  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
rather  amusing  to  me  to  have  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  make  the 
statement  about  my  vote  on  the  feed- 
grain  bill  last  year.  In  my  colloquy  with 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass!  I  stated  that  I  did  vote  for  the 
conference  report  on  the  feed  grain  bill 
after  section  3  had  been  eliminated. 
Therefore,  it  is  incorrect  and  unfair  to 
charge  that  I  voted  against  the  bill. 

I  am  also  interested  in  an  item  I  just 
read  on  the  ticker  tape  as  follows: 

Tb.e  Kennedy  administration  today  set  up 
lobbying  headquarters  a  few  feet  from  the 
House  floor  in  an  attempt  to  line  up  votes 
needed  to  enact  the  toughest  Government 
controls  ever  imposed  on  grain  farmers. 


Installed  in  the  headquarters — behind 
closed  doors — were  Agriculture  Secretary 
Freeman  and  President  Kennedy's  top  legis¬ 
lative  troubleshooter,  Larry  O’Brien. 

I  was  opposed  to  section  3  of  the  bill 
because  it  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  dump  surplus 
grain  at  17  percent  below  the  support 
level  for  corn.  The  conference  commit¬ 
tee  sti’uck  section  3  and  thereafter  I 
voted  for  the  conference  report.  So  let 
us  keep  the  record  straight. 

Apparently  the  White  House  has 
moved  the  “Rose  Garden”  to  the  Halls 
of  Congress,  I  understand  that  majority 
Members  are  being  called  into  the  “holy 
of  holies”  to  receive  their  instructions. 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
House  has  before  it  today  a  bill  which 
is  both  controversial  and  essential  to 
the  welfare  of  the  country.  Much  of  the 
controversy  has  been  removed  from  the 
bill  through  amendments.  It  still,  how¬ 
ever,  contains  areas  where  sincere  men 
can  find  room  for  honest  disagreement. 
Before  we  are  through,  the  House  will 
be  asked  to  cast  one  of  the  most  ci-ucial 
votes  of  the  session.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  H.R.  11222  in  its  present  form 
passes. 

H.R.  11222  is  by  no  means  a  perfect 
piece  of  legislation.  I  don’t  think  we 
could  write  a  bill  which  pleases  every¬ 
body,  every  farmer,  evei'y  rancher,  every 
fai’m  organization,  or  every  taxpayer. 
The  man  who  can  devise  that  piece 
of  legislation  can  retire  and  take  his  place 
with  Solomon  and  Moses  and  the  great 
lawgivers  of  history. 

However,  in  H.R.  11222,  we  do  have  a 
program.  We  are  offering  something. 
We  are  attempting  to  fill  a  void  and  a 
■vacuum  which  have  existed  for  far  too 
long  in  the  field  of  farm  economics. 

The  farmers  of  today  in  the  great 
Midwestern  breadbasket  are  hurting. 
They  are  hurting  hard.  They  have  seen 
their  once-prosperous  position  vanish. 
They  see  in  their  own  willingness  to  work 
and  labor  their  undoing.  Every  extra 
hour  spent  in  the  fields  means  the 
farmer  is  drawing  just  1  hour  closer 
to  destruction.  They  have  the  feeling 
that  every  extra  effort  is  pxxshing  them 
closer  to  doom.  In  short,  they  feel  that 
they  have  embarked  on  a  long  fool’s 
errand  to  extinction. 

Americans  take  great  pride  in  our 
abundance.  One  of  our  great  patriotic 
songs,  “America,  the  Beautiful,”  makes 
note  of  the  “amber  waves  of  grain.” 

And  yet  this  very  abundance  has  come 
to  haunt  us.  And  those  who  have  made 
this  abundance  possible  are  the  ones 
who  have  been  forced  to  suffer  the  most 
for  their  efforts. 

Costs  of  farming  have  risen  sharply  as 
our  production  rate  has  risen.  In  the 
years  since  World  War  II  all  of  us  have 
suffered  from  the  eroding  influence  of 
inflation.  But  none  has  suffered  as 
badly  as  has  the  American  farmer.  In¬ 
dustrial  workers,  officeworkers,  Govern¬ 
ment  employees — and  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress — have  all  been  able  to  meet  the 
rising  costs  of  living  through  wage  and 
salary  increases  and  adjustments. 

While  these  costs  have  gone  up,  and 
other  segments  of  the  economy  have  been 
able  to  cope  with  them,  the  farmer  has 


10398 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  20 


not.  His  prices  received  have  remained 
steady  or  have  declined  during  the  post¬ 
war  years. 

Industrial  profits  have  risen.  The 
profits  of  service  companies  have  gone 
up.  All  segments  of  the  economy  have 
shown  marked  gains,  with  the  sole  ex¬ 
ception  of  commercial  agriculture. 

This  is  a  strange  phenomenon  since 
the  welfare  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole  de¬ 
pends  directly  on  farming.  We  cannot 
grow  and  prosper  unless  we  have  a  vital, 
competent  and  active  farm  base.  New 
Yoi’k  cannot  continue  to  prosper  unless 
the  farmers  of  Richardson  County,  Nebr., 
prosper.  Our  industrial  economy  still 
must  have  its  roots  in  agriculture  or  it 
will  collapse. 

Additionally,  American  agriculture  is 
the  largest  single  customer  of  American 
industry.  Farmers  use  more  petroleum 
products  than  do  truckers,  for  instance. 

These  basic  facts  must  be  understood 
if  we  are  to  come  to  a  realistic  under¬ 
standing  of  the  problems  of  farming — 
and  what  those  problems  mean  to  a  dy¬ 
namic  and  growing  American  economy. 

Much  has  been  made  by  some  econ¬ 
omists  of  the  fact  that  our  national 
economic  growth  rate  has  slowed  down. 
Could  this  not  be  traced,  one  wonders, 
to  the  fact  that  the  very  basis  for  all  eco¬ 
nomic  growth — agriculture — has  fallen 
on  hard  times  during  the  past  15  years 
and  faces  such  a  bleak  future. 

Our  problem  in  the  Midwest  is  not  like 
that  of  some  other  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  In  cotton,  for  instance,  one  of  the 
basic  problems  is  that  there  are  sub¬ 
stitute  fibers  developed  by  chemists 
which  have  taken  away  much  of  the 
market.  The  chemists  have  not  yet 
found  a  substitute  for  bread  and  meat. 

Our  product  is  in  demand.  The  Na¬ 
tion  needs  food.  But  where  we  have  run 
into  trouble  is  in  the  fact  that  we  can 
easily,  using  few  people,  produce  more 
than  enough  food  for  our  entire  popula¬ 
tion.  Agriculture  has  become  so  eco¬ 
nomic  and  the  return  on  time  and  labor 
in  the  way  of  crop  production  has  be¬ 
come  so  large  that  we  have  developed, 
despite  everything,  an  overabundance  of 
food. 

The  current  situation  is  by  no  means 
new.  We  have  been  doing  it  right  along 
since  the  end  of  the  war.  And  during 
these  years  many  schemes  have  been 
proposed  and  quite  a  few  tried  to  solve 
the  problem  of  keeping  production  in  line 
with  demand  and  income  at  a  reasonably 
high  and  stable  level. 

None  of  these  schemes  has  worked. 
We  can  recall  with  regret  the  Benson 
years  when,  we  were  told,  a  sliding  price 
support — which  always  seemed  to  slide 
down — and  acreage  reserve  or  soil  bank 
programs  were  the  solution.  The  result 
has  been  fantastic  growth  of  grain  stor¬ 
age  elevators  throughout  the  Midwest — 
and  an  equally  fantastic  growth  of  weeds 
in  the  retired  acreages. 

It  has  also  resulted  in  rapid  growth  of 
the  fertilizer  industry. 

Also  these  programs  have  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  growth  of  such  evil  practices 
as  those  of  one  Billie  Sol  Estes  down  in 
Pecos,  Tex. 


Although  the  Estes  scandal  is  not  in 
Mr.  Benson’s  lap,  the  programs  he 
espoused  and  pushed  made  Estes  possible. 

The  unpleasant  activities  of  this  young 
man  in  defrauding  his  neighbors  and 
mulcting  businessmen  with  whom  he  had 
dealings  are  in  themselves  bad  enough. 
The  fact  that  he  was  able  to  pull  off  this 
gigantic  fraud  and  hoax  through  the  use 
of  tax  dollars  is  even  worse.  It  is  shock¬ 
ing  to  know  that  money  which  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  assumed  was  going  to  the 
farmers  of  the  country  was  actually  lin¬ 
ing  the  pockets  of  a  scoundi'el  like  the 
man  from  Pecos. 

The  general  public  by  now  is  aware  of 
another  unpleasant  fact.  There  are  lit¬ 
erally  thousands  of  nonfarmers  who  are 
also  benefiting  from  these  Government- 
sponsored  farm  programs.  They  are  do¬ 
ing  business  honestly  and  do  not  give  in 
to  the  gnawing  greed  as  did  Estes  but 
they  are  still  making  money  through 
these  fai'm  programs  while  the  farmers 
are  not. 

A  great  proportion  of  the  money  ap¬ 
propriated  each  year  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  does  not  go  to  the  farm¬ 
ers.  It  goes  to  the  storage  people,  the 
elevator  operators,  and  the  handlers  of 
grain. 

To  me,  this  was  the  biggest  mistake  of 
all  past  programs,  this  decision  to  build 
up  our  storage  capacity  and  to  pay  such 
high  storage  rates  on  grain. 

It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  if  we  are 
to  spend  good  tax  dollars  on  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  then  by  rights  that  money  should 
go  to  the  farmers. 

In  this  bill  we  have  a  program  which 
attempts  honestly  to  do  just  that — to 
put  the  money  where  it  belongs,  in  the 
farmer’s  pocket,  not  that  of  the  storage 
men  and  the  handlers  of  grain. 

We  in  the  Midwest  are  particularly 
interested  in  two  commodities — wheat 
and  feed  grains;  that  is,  corn,  barley,  rye, 
oats,  and  grain  sorghums.  These  two 
categories  of  commercial  grain  are 
treated  in  this  bill  in  a  way  in  which 
the  farm  organizations  that  serve  only 
these  two  segments  of  agriculture  them¬ 
selves  want  to  be  treated. 

Now,  we  have  heard  much  during  the 
course  of  this  discussion  about  this  be¬ 
ing  a  shackles  placed  on  the  American 
farmer.  We  have  heard  much  about  it 
being  a  bill  to  steal  away  his  freedom. 
We  have  heard  about  compulsion,  and 
blackmail,  and  worse. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  com¬ 
mercial  grain  farmers  involved  are  under 
no  compulsion  in  this.  There  must  be 
a  referendum.  Two-thirds  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  voting  must  support  the  program 
before  it  can  go  into  effect.  This  is  im¬ 
portant.  It  takes  more  than  a  mere 
majority — a  two-thirds  majority  must 
approve. 

The  farms  in  this  way  can  decide  their 
own  fate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  may  surprise  some 
Members  of  this  body  to  know  that  the 
two  organizations  in  Nebraska  which 
represent  only  wheat  and  feed  grain 
farmers  are  both  solidly  in  support  of 
this  bill. 

I  have  received  not  one  or  two,  but 
a  dozen  delegations  of  wheatgrowers  in 


my  office.  And  they  have  pleaded  with 
me  to  support  this  program  as  being 
their  only  hope.  I  have  visited  with  the 
wheatgrowers  in  previous  years  and 
have  worked  with  them — and  each  time 
it  is  this  program  which  they  have  ad¬ 
vocated  in  one  form  or  another. 

I  have  visited  with  representatives  of 
the  Feed  Grain  Growers  Association  of 
Nebraska  and  they,  too,  have  pleaded 
with  me  to  support  this  bill. 

I  grant  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  have 
received  mail  from  the  disti’ict  urging 
me  to  oppose  this  legislation.  But  the 
bulk  of  that  mail  bears  a  city  street  ad¬ 
dress — not  a  rural  route  number. 

And  none  of  that  mail,  and  none  of 
those  telegrams  is  as  simple  and  to  the 
point — and  as  sincere — as  one  I  received 
last  week  from  a  constituent  in  Western 
Nebraska.  The  telegram  said: 

Vote  yes  administration  farm  bill.  I  am 
weary  of  being  cussed  for  overproducing. 

Last  year  when  the  emergency  feed 
grain  program  was  before  the  House  I 
heard  dire  predictions  from  many  that 
this  would  be  the  ruination  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer,  that  it  would  not  work,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  supported  by  the 
farmers. 

I  listened  to  those  predictions;  but  I 
also  listened  to  farmers  themselves  and 
they  told  a  different  story.  Since  this  in¬ 
volved  farmers,  I  took  their  advice  and 
supported  that  program. 

We  now  find  that  many  of  those  who 
in  1961  were  extremely  opposed  to  the 
feed- grain  program  now  advocate  that 
program  instead  of  the  present  admin¬ 
istration  bill.  They  have  found  that  the 
program  does — at  least  to  a  limited  ex¬ 
tent — work.  They  have  found  to  their 
surprise  a  great  deal  of  support  for  the 
program.  I  believe  that  it  will  be  offered 
as  a  substitute  for  H.R.  11222,  and  if  it 
is  the  will  of  the  House  that  it  be  writ¬ 
ten  into  law  instead  of  the  committee 
bill,  I  shall,  of  course,  support  it. 

However,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  emergency  program  is  just  that — 
an  emergency  program.  It  is  not  by  any 
means  the  solution  and  it  has  not  worked 
100  percent  perfectly. 

The  reason  it  has  not  been  100  percent 
successful  in  cutting  the  surpluses  and 
increasing  farm  income  is  simply  because 
it  is  not  100  percent  adhered  to  by  farm¬ 
ers.  Although  the  signup  under  that 
program  has  been  amazingly  large 
throughout  the  feed-grain  area,  there 
are  still  many  farmers  who  have  chosen 
not  to  come  under  the  program. 

While  the  farmers  who  have  cooper¬ 
ated  have  been  cutting  back  their  acre¬ 
ages  and  cutting  their  production,  those 
who  chose  not  to  comply  have  planted 
to  the  fences  and  have  increased  their 
production.  While  none  of  this  excess 
production  is  supported,  in  itself,  by  tax 
dollars,  it  is  sold  on  the  market. 

Now  every  bughel  of  corn  sold  by  a 
noncompliance  farmer  on  the  open  mar¬ 
ket  diminishes  that  market  by  a  bushel 
of  corn,  and  it  means  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  have  to  buy,  with  tax  dollars, 
a  bushel  of  corn  from  a  compliance 
farmer. 

Everyone  agrees  that  if  we  are  to  have 
a  price  support  program  of  any  kind, 
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there  must  be  some  control.  The  argu¬ 
ment  here  is  over  the  degree  of  control, 
not  the  question  of  control  itself. 

The  farmers  who  have  been  growing 
tobacco,  peanuts,  rice,  and  other  prod¬ 
ucts  for  quite  some  time  supported  a 
tighter  degree  of  supply  management 
than  the  grain  farmers  have  had  avail¬ 
able  to  them.  They  have  been  able  to 
live  and  prosper  with  these  programs  and 
some  of  the  groups  and  individuals  who 
most  bitterly  attack  the  present  bill 
would  just  as  strongly  support  the  to¬ 
bacco  and  peanut  provisions*  of  existing 
law  and  would  violently  oppose  any 
changes. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  this  legislation  involves  the 
old  cliche  about  having  cake  and  eating 
it  too.  We  cannot  have  price  supports 
and  permit  at  the  same  time  reckless 
and  irresponsible  production  of  crops 
already  in  surplus.  We  have  tried  that 
and  it  has  resulted  only  in  a  drain  on 
the  Treasury,  a  burden  to  the  taxpayers 
and  potential  disaster  to  the  farmers  of 
the  American  breadbasket. 

If  we  are  to  have  any  form  of  price 
support  at  all,  we  must  control  produc¬ 
tion  through  a  supply-management  sys¬ 
tem.  The  two  go  hand  in  hand. 

The  question,  in  essence,  before  the 
House  today  is  not  a  question  of  controls 
versus  no  controls;  it  involves  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  survival  of  American  grain  farm¬ 
ers  and  the  industries  which  depend  up¬ 
on  those  farmers.  The  alternatives  are 
not  complete  freedom  versus  regimen¬ 
tation- — although  that  is  the  emotional 
rallying  cry  of  those  opposed  to  this 
bill.  The  alternatievs  are  a  healthy,  vig¬ 
orous  and  growing  farm  economy  versus 
complete  chaos. 

The  warning  has  been  issued  and  it 
ought  to  be  repeated,  chaos  in  agricul¬ 
ture  will  create  a  completely  bankrupt 
American  economy.  If  we  permit  our 
farmers  to  go  under,  our  great  industries 
will  follow,  and  with  them,  our  urban 
population. 

Our  choice  this  week  is  between  a 
sound  supply-management  program — 
and  disaster. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
hearings  were  being  held  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  on  the  bill 
now  under  consideration,  many  presi¬ 
dents  and  other  executives  of  private 
power  companies,  across  the  country  all 
the  way  from  Colorado  to  Alabama,  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  and  testi¬ 
fied  and  complained  that  REA  had  ap¬ 
proved  many  ill-advised  and  unwise 
loans  which  resulted  in  unfair  compe¬ 
tition  to  privately  owned  power  com¬ 
panies. 

These  officials  further  complained  that 
applications  for  REA  loans  by  electric 
cooperatives  were  shrouded  in  secrecy, 
and  they  further  testified  that  privately 
owned  power  companies,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  were  prepared  to  provide  and 
furnish  electric  power  in  the  areas 
affected  at  a  much  lower  cost  than  such 
power  could  be  provided  by  REA  op¬ 
erated  generating  plants.  At  the  time 
these  officials  of  privately  owned  power 
companies  appeared  there  were  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  bill  dealing  with  REA. 


In  executive  session  all  provisions  of 
the  bill  then  under  consideration  relat¬ 
ing  to  REA  were  stricken  out.  Since 
much  time  had  been  consumed  and  many 
complaints  had  been  submitted  and  con¬ 
sidered  and  especially  so  much  had  been 
said  about  secrecy  in  star-chamber  ses¬ 
sions,  I  felt  that'  something  should  be 
said  in  our  committee  report  concerning 
the  matter. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  in  star  chamber  sessions  and  secret 
meetings  when  public  funds  and  func¬ 
tions  are  being  considered.  So,  I  pre¬ 
pared  an  amendment  which  if  adopted 
would  have  provided  for  open  hearings 
on  all  applications  for  REA  loans — hear¬ 
ings  which  would  have  required  REA  to 
make  full  disclosure  of  all  pertinent  in¬ 
formation  in  each  application  for  an 
REA  loan. 

Upon  further  consideration,  and  after 
a  discussion  of  the  amendment  with  the 
Administrator  of  REA,  Mr.  Norman 
Clapp,  and  after  submitting  the  proposed 
amendment  to  Mr.  Clyde  Ellis,  general 
manager  of  National  Rural  Electric  Co¬ 
operative  Association,  and  after  a  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  matter  with  REA  officials  in 
my  own  home  State,  and  after  obtaining 
their  views,  I  decided  not  to  propose  the 
amendment. 

After  I  had  drafted  the  amendment,  I 
first  submitted  it  to  Mr.  Ellis  and  asked 
him  to  consider  it  and  give  me  the  benefit 
of  his  views.  I  then  delivered  it  to  Mr. 
Clapp  in  the  committee  room  and  re¬ 
quested  him  to  consider  it  and  to  give  me 
the  benefit  of  his  views.  As  I  have  said, 
after  these  discussions  and  after  I  had 
received  the  views  of  Mr.  Ellis  and  Mr. 
Clapp  and  others,  I  decided  not  to  offer 
the  amendment. 

I  concluded  that  it  would  not  be  wise 
and  it  would  not  be  well  for  us  to  force 
REA  to  disclose  to  private  power  com¬ 
panies  technical  and  engineering  infor¬ 
mation,  studies,  research  and  conclusions 
which  REA  had,  at  its  own  cost,  obtained. 
This  would  give  the  power  companies  a 
decided  advantage  and  would  enable  the 
private  power  companies  to  underbid 
REA  and  thereby  handicap  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration. 

After  the  committee  report  was  filed, 
officials  of  REA  seemed  to  be  very  greatly 
disturbed.  All  of  this  occurred  because 
these  officials  did  not  understand  fully 
just  what  had  happened  in  the  commit¬ 
tee.  On  June  15,  1962,  I  wrote  a  letter 
to  a  very  close  personal  friend  of  mine, 
Mr.  Walter  E.  Fuller,  executive  manager, 
Tarheel  Electric  Membership  Associa¬ 
tion,  of  Raleigh,  N.C.,  and  here  I  submit 
a  copy  of  that  letter: 

June  15,  1962. 

Mr.  Walter  E.  Fuller, 

Executive  Manager,  Tarheel  Electric  Mem¬ 
bership  Association,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

Dear  Walter:  I  regret  that  apparently 
there  has  been  some  misunderstanding  con¬ 
cerning  my  views  on  requiring  REA  to  con¬ 
duct  public  hearings  and  to  make  a  full  dis¬ 
closure  of  information  contained  in  the  ap¬ 
plication  for  loans.  You  will,  of  course,  re¬ 
call  our  meeting  in  my  office  in  Nashville, 
at  which  time  the  matter  was  discussed  at 
great  length.  I  thought  that  I  made  my 
position  perfectly  clear  at  that  time.  The 
amendment,  copy  of  which  I  gave  to  you 
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was  completely  abandoned  by  me  and  wr.s 
not  offered  in  the  committee  nor  indeed  was 
any  other  amendment  relating  to  public 
hearings  considered  by  the  committee.  One 
amendment  was  offered  but  I  ruled  it  out 
on  a  point  of  order. 

Since  our  meeting  in  my  office  this  morn¬ 
ing  and  since  we  have  further  discussed  the 
matter,  X  concluded  that  I  should  write  to 
you  and  restate  my  views  concerning  the 
important  subject  of  public  hearings  by  REA. 

On  the  question  of  public  hearings  by 
REA  on  applications  for  loans  for  electric 
generating  plants,  I  have  said  and  X  repeat 
that  I  do  not  think  REA  should  be  required 
to  hold  public  hearings  which  would  re¬ 
quire  REA  to  make  available  to  private 
power  companies  information  which  REA 
has,  at  its  own  expense  acquired,  concern¬ 
ing  engineering  studies  and  research  and  re¬ 
ports. 

Before  asking  a  loan  to  a  rural  electric 
cooperative  for  an  electric  generating  plant. 
I  think  the  REA  Administrator  should  be 
convinced  that  private  power  companies  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  offer  to  provide  the 
power  to  the  rural  electric  cooperative 
under  a  wholesale  contract  and  if  the  REA 
does  not  make  a  generating  loan  it  should 
require  and  determine  first,  that  the  loan 
is  necessary  in  order  to  assure  a  rural  elec¬ 
tric  cooperative  of  adequate  and  dependable 
low-cost  source  of  power;  second,  that 
engineering  studies  indicate  that  the  rural 
electric  cooperative  can  generate  its  own 
power  cheaper  than  it  can  be  purchased  on 
a  wholesale  contract  from  a  private  power 
company;  and  third,  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  should  determine  that  gener¬ 
ation  and/or  transmission  facilities  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  protect  the  security  and  effective¬ 
ness  of  a  REA-financed  system  and  assure  the 
rural  electric  cooperative  of  a  continuing  and 
dependable  source  of  wholesale  power  suffi¬ 
cient  to  serve  all  the  needs,  loans  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  its  members. 

It  is,  of  course,  entirely  appropriate  and 
proper  for  rural  electric  cooperatives  to 
make  loans  to  its  members  for  the  purchase 
of  electric  wiring,  appliances,  water  systems, 
milk  equipment,  electric  crop  drying  and 
processing  equipment,  since  those  items  are 
part  of  the  normal  electric  appliances  and 
equipment  of  its  members  and  contribute 
to  a  better  rural  living  for  its  members,  add 
to  the  use  of  electricity,  strengthen  the 
rural  electric  cooperative  financially  and 
help  assure  funds  with  which  to  repay  REA 
loans  provided  by  Congress. 

As  the  need  for  electric  power  increases 
in  rural  areas  in  which  REA  cooperatives  are 
operating,  it  is,  of  course,  appropriate  for 
REA  to  make  loans  for  economic  and  com¬ 
munity  development  in  such  areas. 

With  kind  personal  regards  and  cordial 
good  wishes,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman. 

After  some  controversy  arose  over 
statements  contained  in  the  report  on  the 
farm  bill,  I  submitted  the  language  of  the 
report  to  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  language  in  the  report 
was  unanimously  approved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  aware  that 
any  committee  report  has  ever  been 
amended,  altered,  modified,  or  changed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  believe  that  when 
an  application  for  a  REA  loan  is  sub¬ 
mitted,  officials  of  REA  should  notify 
private  power  companies  operating  in  the 
area  of  the  application  for  the  loan,  of 
the  place  and  the  purpose  for  which  the 
loan  will  be  used  and  private  power  com¬ 
panies  an  opportunity  to  present  views. 


10400 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  20 


conclusions  and  proposals  concerning 
service  and  rates  in  the  area.  I  have 
been  assured  by  officials  of  REA  that 
power  companies  are  given  such  notice 
and  have  always  been  provided  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  submit  their  own  proposals. 
I  am  also  assured  by  officials  of  REA 
that  applications  for  loans  are  not  en¬ 
shrouded  in  secrecy  and  that  power  com¬ 
panies  always  have  been  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  present  their  views  and  con¬ 
tentions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be  read 
by  titles. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1962’’. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  address  the  House  for 
an  additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  shall  not  object,  but 
I  hope  this  is  not  a  precedent. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  am  sure  it  is  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thought  the  bill  was  to  be  read  by  title. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  read  the 
first  sentence.  We  have  not  got  down 
to  the  first  title  yet.  The  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  has  moved  to  strike  out 
the  last  word  of  the  first  section. 

The  gentleman  from  Kentucky  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in¬ 
tensely  interested  in  this  legislation  and 
for  good  reasons.  My  old  congressional 
district  comprised  17  counties.  All  17 
were  rural,  agricultural,  and  the  salt  of 
the  earth  good  people.  In  the  new  re¬ 
districting  of  Kentucky  I  have  a  portion 
of  my  old  rural  section  plus  an  addi¬ 
tional  group  of  fine  counties.  Out  of 
the  present  19  counties  in  my  new  dis¬ 
trict,  16  are  rural  and  3  are  urban.  Just 
across  the  river  from  Cincinnati  are  the 
counties  of  Kenton,  Campbell,  and 
Boone,  so  that  approximately  one-half 
of  all  the  nearly  one-half  million  people 
in  the  new  district  live  in  these  three 
counties.  Therefore,  I  am  interested  in 
how  this  bill  will  affect  both  my  farmers 
and  my  housewives’  budgets.  I  would 
like  at  this  particular  time  to  address 
some  questions  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  that  I  may  be  able  to  give  abso¬ 
lute,  positive,  and  unequivocal  answers 
for  the  guidance  of  all  my  fine  people, 
both  on  the  farm  and  in  the  cities.  For 
the  purpose  of  the  record  I  want  to  know, 
is  it  true  that  if  we  do  not  enact  this 
legislation,  we  will  automatically  revert 
to  the  old  Benson  farm  program  that  ran 
our  surpluses  from  about  $2  billion  in 
1953  to  almost  $9  billion  in  1960,  when 
the  present  administration  took  over? 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  we  are  so  assured. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  would  like  to  ask,  sec¬ 
ondly,  this  question:  Will  this  program 
save  the  taxpayers  of  America  $1  billion 
a  year? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  are  assured  that 
it  will. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  the  purpose  of  this 
legislation  to  apply  to  grain,  wheat  and 
feed  grains  the  same  program  that  has 
worked  so  successfully  in  the  case  of  to¬ 
bacco,  rice,  cotton,  and  peanuts? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Exactly  so. 

Mr.  CHELF.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  yesterday — and  I  sent  for  him, 
he  did  not  send  for  me — he  came  to  my 
office  at  my  request,  and  told  me  that 
this  program  on  feed  grains  and  wheat 
would  cost  the  public  $600  million  less 
for  1963  crops  than  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  now  in  effect.  Is  that  substantially 
correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  the  estimate 
given  to  our  committee  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  It  is  somewhere  near 
accui'ate. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Secretary  Freeman 
also  informed  me  that  if  we  did  not 
enact  a  new  farm  program — and  soon — 
that  we  would  eventually  undermine  our 
entire  farm  program — including  our 
splendid  tobacco  allotment  program  that 
has  been  such  a  wonderful  success  and 
often  used  as  a  model  of  what  can  be 
done  for  the  farmer. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture,  this  question:  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  an  inquiry  made  by  me  of 
Secretary  Freeman  on  yesterday,  I  was 
informed  by  him  first,  that  under  this 
bill  the  4-year  operation  savings  to  the 
public  would  amount  to  $4  billion.  Is 
this  true? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
bound  to  be  true.  We  are  reducing  the 
intake  of  surplus  commodities.  We  have 
been  taking  these  in  at  the  rate  of  400 
million  bushels  of  feed  grains  and  ap¬ 
proximately  a  quarter  of  a  billion  bushels 
of  wheat  every  year.  If  we  can  reduce 
that,  we  can  make  that  saving. 

Mr.  CHELF.  What  effect  will  this  bill 
have  on  my  dairy  farmers?  We  are  the 
milk  shed  of  Louisville.  We  have  Old¬ 
ham  County,  Bullitt  County,  Shelby, 
Spencer,  Hardin,  Nelson,  and  in  fact  all 
counties  surrounding  Louisville,  Ky. 
Again  I  ask,  what  effect  will  it  have  on 
my  dairy  people? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  will  give  your  dairy 
people  the  opportunity  to  reduce  their 
milk  production,  instead  of  putting  all 
of  it  into  Government  warehouses.  At 
the  present  time  the  U.S.  Government 
guarantees  your  milk  producers  about 
$3.10  a  hundred  for  the  milk  and  guar¬ 
antees  it  by  purchasing  the  products  of 
the  milk;  that  is,  cheese,  butter,  skim 
milk,  and  so  forth.  It  costs  the  Govern¬ 
ment  about  $4.80  a  hundred  to  do  that. 

Instead  of  spending  that  $4.80  a  hun¬ 
dred,  this  bill  provides  that  if  your  dairy¬ 
men  want  to  reduce  their  production  by 
100  pounds,  the  Government  will  pay 
$2.50,  which  is  a  saving  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  about  $2.30,  rather  than  letting 
him  produce  it,  then  the  Government 
buy  the  surplus.  He  will  get  $2.50  in 
cash  rather  than  spending  $3  to  $3.10. 


Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  true  an  amendment 
will  be  offered  to  takes  oats  out  of  this 
bill? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  will. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  true  an  amendment 
is  planned  to  increase  the  present  ex¬ 
emptions  from  25  acres  to  40  acres  on 
feed  grains  in  order  to  take  care  of  the 
small  farmers? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  understand  such  an 
amendment  will  be  offered. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  would  like  to  read  a 
letter  from  one  of  my  fine  little  dairy 
and  tobacco  farmers  who  resides  in 
Shelby  County.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  been  most  helpful  and  I  would 
appreciate  his  further  cooperation.  I 
read  as  follows: 

My  husband  and  I  operate  a  206-acre  dairy 
and  tobacco  farm.  *  *  *  With  the  high  cost 
of  labor  and  farm  equipment,  the  margin  of 
profit  is  extremely  slim.  We  raise  sufficient 
corn,  oats,  and  so  forth  to  feed  our  dairy 
stock.  We  raise  none  to  sell.  We  only  meet 
our  own  needs.  If  the  agriculture  bill  on 
feed  grains  passes  the  House,  according  to 
law  we  would  be  required  to  cut  our  corn 
acreage  even  though  we  do  not  market  said 
corn.  Such  laws  may  be  desired  by  many, 
but  for  us  would  be  almost  fatal. 

I  ask  you  to  consider  such  farmers  as  us 
when  you  cast  your  vote  for  this  proposed 
Freeman-Cochrane  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  lady  did  not  tell 
us  how  much  corn  acreage  she  has  been 
growing.  It  may  be  if  she  has  a  200-acre 
dairy  farm  she  probably  has  not  ex¬ 
ceeded  40  acres  of  corn,  a  substantial 
amount.  Certainly  80  acres  would  be 
more  than  you  would  expect  on  a  dairy 
farm  of  that  size.  If  the  oat  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  and  I  trust  it  will  be, 
the  probabilities  are  strong  that  even 
with  the  25 -acre  limitation  against  it, 
which  is  in  the  bill,  which  will  not  be  cut, 
certainly  40  acres,  which  is  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  would  not  affect  her  one  way  or 
the  other.  It  simply  would  give  her  a 
better  price  for  her  milk. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  true  that  an 
amendment  will  be  offered  to  exempt  si¬ 
lage  on  its  present  allocated  basis? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHELF.  If  we  can  reduce  our 
present  surpluses  in  an  orderly  disposi¬ 
tion  on  the  market,  can  we  weed  out  the 
Billie  Sol  Esteses  that  have  given  our 
farm  program  a  bad  name  and  created 
such  a  stench  in  the  nostrils  of  the  tax¬ 
payers? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course  nobody  can 
tell  for  certain  that  we  will  get  rid  of 
other  Billie  Esteses.  The  thing  that 
enabled  him  to  do  business  at  such  a 
profit  was  the  storage  matter.  If  we 
had  not  produced  the  huge  surpluses  he 
would  not  have  had  the  opportunity  to 
go  ahead  as  he  did.  If  it  were  not  for 
the  storage  program  there  would  not 
be  any  opportunity  to  build  these  mag¬ 
nificent  warehouses  that  Mr.  Estes  built. 
When  we  stop  the  accumulation  of  that 
surplus  grain,  there  will  not  be  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  anybody  else  to  get  into 
that  field,  and  under  those  circumstances 
you  will  stop  a  repetition  of  that  sort  of 
thing. 

Mr.  CHELF.  What  effect  will  this 
legislation  have  on  the  housewife’s 
pocketbook? 
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Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  will  have  about  the  same  effect 
that  legislation  of  this  type  always  has, 
and  that  is  to  stabilize  prices  and  to  keep 
them  as  near  where  they  are  as  we  can 
expect.  If  we,  on  the  other  hand,  allow 
unlimited  production,  obviously  we  are 
going  to  have  great  fluctuation  in  prices. 
Those  things  always  hurt  the  housewife; 
they  never  help  the  housewife,  because 
the  housewife  never  gains  when  the 
farm  price  goes  down,  as  we  have  seen 
with  our  experience  in  wheat.  When 
wheat  sold  for  $3  a  bushel,  bread  sold 
for  11  and  12  cents  a  loaf.  When  wheat 
sold  at  $1.18  a  bushel,  bread  sold  for  24 
cents  a  loaf.  So,  we  can  anticipate  with 
stabilized  prices  the  housewife  will  not 
be  faced  with  additional  charges  that  she 
would  have  been  faced  with  if  we  do  not 
pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  there  any  question  or 
doubt  in  your  mind  that  this  bill  will  not 
greatly  cut  down  our  vast  surpluses? 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Will  it  save  billions  of 
dollars  for  the  taxpayers? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  will,  unquestionably. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Strengthen  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  Nation? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Improve  the  economy  of 
our  farmers? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Help  the  housewife’s 
budget  and  give  a  better  break  to  the 
little  farmer? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Last  but  not  least,  does 
this  legislation  give  our  farmers  the 
right  in  a  referendum  in  August  to  vote 
to  adopt  or  to  completely  reject  this  en¬ 
tire  plan? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  does,  indeed,  and  it 
requires  two-thirds  of  the  farmers  vot¬ 
ing  to  vote  in  favor  of  it  before  you  can 
have  any  controls  under  this  bill.  Any¬ 
body  who  believes  sincerely  that  the 
farmers  are  opposed  to  this  kind  of  regu¬ 
lation  certainly  would  want  to  give  them 
a  chance,  because  it  will  take  two-thirds 
before  you  can  impose  any  kind  of  regu¬ 
lations. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  know  this  type  of  pro¬ 
gram  has  worked  very  well  indeed  with 
our  tobacco  farmers.  It  took  a  lot  of 
courage  on  their  part  to  ask  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  cut  their  acreage  and  their  to¬ 
bacco  bases  but  all  of  us  who  have  the 
honor  to  represent  our  tobacco  farmers 
knew  that  it  had  to  be  done  in  order 
to  save  the  entire  tobacco  program  no 
matter  how  distasteful  and  how  difficult 
it  was  at  the  time.  Thank  Heaven  we 
came  hi  and  voluntarily  asked  this  House 
and  the  other  body  that  our  allotments 
be  cut  because  we  have  about  whipped 
the  dreaded  nightmare  of  our  surpluses. 
As  a  result,  our  tobacco  farmers  today 
are  producing  less  and  receiving  far 
more  than  ever  before  in  cash  at  the 
tobacco  auctions  each  year.  I  sincerely 
trust  that  we  have  the  courage  to  give 
the  farmer  and  the  complete  farm  pro¬ 
gram  an  opportunity  to  at  least  vote  it 
up  or  down.  If  certain  amendments  are 
adopted  to  this  legislation,  I  believe  that 
I  can  support  it.  Again  let  me  thank 


my  friends  from  North  Carolina  and 
Texas  for  their  most  intelligent  and 
honest  views. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Gross  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  get  into  this  question-and-answer 
act  for  just  a  minute,  and  I  would  like 
to  address  a  question  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  Incidentally, 
I  do  not  have  a  long  list  of  prepared 
questions  such  as  we  have  just  heard. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman:  Do 
I  understand  that  you  are  a  farmer? 

Mr.  POAGE.  You  understand  that  I 
am  a  windshield  farmer,  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  there  are  other 
farmers,  as  I  understand,  who  have 
spoken  on  this  bill,  who  are  engaged  in 
operating  farms.  There  have  been  sev¬ 
eral,  have  there  not? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Those  who  are  engaged 
in  producing  feed  grains  will  have  the 
opportunity  to  vote  on  the  feed  grain 
referendum  and  those  who  are  produc¬ 
ing  wheat  will  have  the  •  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  wheat  referendum. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  it  is  your  conten¬ 
tion  that  this  bill  will  increase  the  in¬ 
come  of  farmers;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  the  bill  clearly 
increases  the  income  to  farmers,  because 
if  you  do  not  have  this  bill,  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  the  Benson  bill,  and  you 
know  what  that  means. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  and  other  farmers  who  have 
spoken  on  this  bill,  to  rule  VIII  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 

Every  Member  shall  be  present  within  the 
Hall  of  the  House  during  its  sittings,  unless 
excused  or  necessarily  prevented;  and  shall 
vote  on  each  question  put,  unless  he  has  a 
direct  personal  or  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
event  of  such  question. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  .  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
served  notice  that  I  would  object,  and 
I  am  compelled  to  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 
Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Tire  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
it  be  in'order  to  offer  an  amendment  at 
this  time  to  title  I? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  chair  will  state 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that  such 
an  amendment  would  not  be  in  order 
until  title  I  has  been  read.  I  might  re¬ 
mind  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that 
the  bill  will  be  read  by  title. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows  : 

TITLE  I - LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes¬ 
tic  Allotment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d), 
(e) ,  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  sec¬ 
tion  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as 
amended,  by  striking  out  the  language  “Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  the’’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the 
end  of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  -read  as 
follows : 

“(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  conservation  and  economic  use  of  land, 
the  Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  forego¬ 
ing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and 
local  committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during  such 
period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may 
determine,  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  providing  for  changes  in  cropping 
systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or 
measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands 
owned  or  operated  by  them  for  the  purpose 
of  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  for¬ 
est,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources.  Such 
agreements  shall  include  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  de¬ 
sirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  sub¬ 
section  and  may  provide  for  payments,  the 
furnishing  of  materials  and  services,  and  oth¬ 
er  assistance,  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  obligations  undertaken  by 
the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators 
and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate 
safeguards  to  protect  the  Interests  of  tenants 
and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for 
sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  pay¬ 
ments  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such 
modification  of  agreements  previously  en¬ 
tered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desir¬ 
able  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sub¬ 
section  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  program  carried  out  pursuant 
to  this  subsection. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

“(5)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  102.  Section  31  and  subsection  (e)  of 
section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525) ,  as  amended, 
are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  develop  a  program  of  land  con¬ 
servation  and  land  utilization,  including  the 
more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retire¬ 
ment  of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not 
primarily  suitable  for  cultivation,  in  order 
thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in  land 
use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil 
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erosion,  reforestation,  providing  public  recre¬ 
ation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protect¬ 
ing  fish  and  wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  pre¬ 
venting  impairment  of  dams  and  reservoirs, 
conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture, 
protecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable 
streams,  and  protecting  the  public  lands, 
health,  safety,  and  welfare. 

“Sec.  32.  To  effectuate  the  program  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  section  31  of  this  title,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  authorized — 

"(e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with,  or  to  furnish  financial  or  other 
aid  to,  any  Federal,  State,  territorial,  or  any 
other  agency,  governmental  or  otherwise, 
in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a 
program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utili¬ 
zation,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investigations 
relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting, 
and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most  ef¬ 
fectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to 
disseminate  information  concerning  these 
activities.’’ 

Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said 
Act  is  amended  by  changing  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following:  “ Provided ,  That  when  a  local  or¬ 
ganization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan 
for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  the  Secretary  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  two-thirds  of  the 
costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of- 
way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  local 
organization  for  such  reservoir  or  other  area, 
and  (b)  minimum  basic  facilities  needed  for 
public  health  and  safety,  access  to,  and  use 
of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  pur¬ 
poses;  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in  not  more 
than  one  recreational  development  in  a  wa¬ 
tershed  project  containing  less  than  seventy- 
five  thousand  acres,  or  two  such  develop¬ 
ments  in  a  project  containing  between  sev¬ 
enty-five  thousand  and  one  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres,  or  three  such  develop¬ 
ments  in  projects  exceeding  one  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres:  Provided  further,  That 
when  the  Secretary  and  a  local  organization 
have  agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition 
by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements, 
or  rights-of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  sites  for  works  of  improvement  in¬ 
cluded  in  a  plan  from  encroachment  by  res¬ 
idential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other 
development,  the  Secretary  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  to  the  local  organization  from 
funds  appropriated  for  construction  of  works 
of  improvement  the  amounts  required  for  the 
acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights- 
of-way;  and,  except  where  such  costs  are  to 
be  borne  by  the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall 
be  repaid  by  the  local  organization,  without 
interest,  prior  to  construction  of  the  works 
of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  construc¬ 
tion  funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4 
of  said  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in 
consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under 
other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of  in¬ 
stalling  any  works  of  improvement,  involv¬ 
ing  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  devel¬ 
opment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water 
or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  devel¬ 
opment,  and”. 

Sec.  104.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “more  than  twelve  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of  floodwater 
detention  capacity”. 


Sec.  105.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of 
section  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  por¬ 
tion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other  pur¬ 
poses  except  that  any  part  of  the 
construction  cost  (including  engineering 
costs)  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and 
features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid  for 
by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided, 
That,  in  addition  to  and  without  limitation 
on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  make 
loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the 
Secretary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water 
for  anticipated  future  demands  or  needs  for 
municipal  or  industrial  water  included  in 
any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or  mod¬ 
ified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not 
to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  such  reservoir  structure  where 
the  local  organization  gives  reasonable  as¬ 
surances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such 
demands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will 
be  made  within  a  period  of  time  which  will 
permit  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the  res¬ 
ervoir  structure:  Provided  further,  That 
the  local  organization  shall  agree  prior  to  in¬ 
itiation  of  construction  or  modification  of 
any  reservoir  structure  including  such  water 
supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such 
water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  future 
demands:  And  provided  further.  That  the 
entire  amount  of  the  cost  paid  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid 
within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but 
in  no  event  to  exceed  fifty  years  after  the 
reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes, 
except  that  (1)  no  repayment  of  the  cost 
of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  need  be  made  until  such 
supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest 
shall  be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  de¬ 
mands  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  but 
in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period 
exceed  ten  years.  The  interest  rate  used  for 
purposes  of  computing  the  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  106.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
and  the  interested  local  organization  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement, 
and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  has  met  the  requirements  for 
participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of 
improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the 
local  organization  may  secure  engineering 
and  other  services,  including  the  design, 
preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications, 
awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of 
construction,  in  connection  with  such  works 
of  improvement,  by  retaining  or  employing 
a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the 
Secretary  to  provide  such  services :  Provided, 
That  if  the  local  organization  elects  to  em¬ 
ploy  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the 
Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  for  the  costs  of  such  engineering  and 
other  services  secured  by  the  local  organ¬ 
ization  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such 
works  of  improvement  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan 
for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifica¬ 
tion  thereof :  Provided  further.  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such 
advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  im¬ 
provement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of 
the  estimated  installation  cost  of  such  works. 


“(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any 
contract  for  the  construction  of  any  struc¬ 
ture. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of 
improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  watershed 
or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000 
or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any 
structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess 
of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and 
the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or 
including  any  structure  having  a  total  ca¬ 
pacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre- 
feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irri¬ 
gation  works  or  which  affects  public  or 
other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which 
includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  de¬ 
tention  structures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to 
transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President.  The  views  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if 
received  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall 
accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in 
the  works  of  improvement  under  this  Act, 
the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desira¬ 
ble  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work 
authorized  under  this  Act  and  related  work 
of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the 
Army.” 

Sec.  107.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  " Provided 
further,  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven 
watershed  improvement  programs  authorized 
by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944 
(58  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and  supplement¬ 
ed,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
to  prosecute  additional  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  conservation,  development,  uti¬ 
lization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  4  of  this  Act 
or  any  amendments  hereafter  made  thereto”. 

Mr.  COOLEY  (interrupting  reading  of 
title  I) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  title  I  be  considered 
as  having  been  read  and  open  for 
amendment  at  all  points. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection.  - y 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McSween:  On 
page  2,  line  24,  insert  after  the  word  "them” 
and  before  the  word  “for”  the  following: 
“and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of 
crops  (including  crops  such  as  tame  hay, 
alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which  do  not  require 
tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by  con¬ 
servation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  ”. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  actually  ^  minor  perfecting  amend¬ 
ment.  Its  only  purpose  is  to  restrict  the 
purpose  of  section  101  of  title  I  to  the 
promoting  of  conservation  and  economic 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


use  of  land  with  regard  to  land  that  is 
regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops. 
This  is  in  keeping  with  the  theory  of  the 
legislation  to  reduce  the  surplus  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  accepted. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Do  I  understand  that 
under  the  gentleman’s  amendment  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  will  be  appli¬ 
cable  only  to  those  lands  that  are  in  cul¬ 
tivation  of  these  particular  crops  insofar 
as  the  agreements  are  concerned  for 
land  use  purposes? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  in  other  words,  if  the  land 
has  not  been  cultivated  in  these  particu¬ 
lar  crops;  that  is,  wheat  or  feed  grains, 
corn,  barley,  and  so  forth,  then  the  Sec¬ 
retary  cannot  agree  to  pay  them  for  a 
different  use;  is  that  true? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  As  the  amendment 
says,  this  will  include  crops;  also  tame 
hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers  which  do  not 
require  tillage,  and  include  lands  covered 
by  conservation  reserve  contracts  under 
subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  the  land  has  been 
laying  out,  he  cannot  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  him? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can¬ 
not  speak  for  the  committee,  but  per¬ 
sonally  I  have  no  objection  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  McSween]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  once  again,  we  are  weighing 
the  important  question  of  what  long- 
range  legislative  changes  are  needed  in 
1962  to  keep  our  American  system  of 
agriculture  the  best  in  all  the  world. 

I  have  been  alarmed  over  the  past 
decade  at  the  inability  of  some  people 
to  understand  the  urgency  of  bringing 
about  a  reasonably  effective  manage¬ 
ment  of  our  ever-increasing  farm  pro¬ 
ductivity.  I  say  to  you,  if  we  do  not  act 
now  to  solve  this  problem,  we  are  en¬ 
dangering  the  whole  structure  of  family 
farming  in  America. 

It  is  to  me  a  sad  fact  that  there  are 
those  among  us  who  seem  to  attach  no 
particular  importance  to  the  question  of 
whether  the  family  farm  survives  or 
not.  They  are  so  lacking  in  their  sense 
of  history  that  they  are  willing  to  give 
up  this  basic  pattern  of  farm  life  which 
has  contributed  so  much  to  the  true  free 
enterprise  character  of  our  American 
economy,  and  so  much  to  the  building  of 
a  rugged,  self-reliant,  fi'ee  people. 

They  seem  to  have  no  insight  or  appre¬ 
ciation  of  what  is  happening  to  agricul¬ 
ture  or  its  meaning  to  the  millions  of 
people  whose  way  of  life  is  family  farm¬ 
ing,  or  its  implication  for  the  stability 
and  the  destiny  of  our  Nation. 


Mr.  Chairman,  unless  we  act  now  to 
pass  this  long-range  legislation,  we  will 
wake  up  some  morning  and  find  that  the 
family  farm  has  been  replaced  by  a  ver¬ 
tically  integrated  corporate  system  of 
agriculture  in  which  the  man  who  once 
tilled  his  own  soil  will  have  become  a 
landless,  seasonal  migrant  worker. 

To  continue  patchwork  and  temporary 
programs  only  prolongs  the  problem  and 
discriminates  against  the  thousands 
upon  thousands  of  farmers  who  are 
conscientiously  attempting  to  work  with 
the  Government  in  achieving  a  realistic 
balance  between  supply  and  demand. 

We  made  some  progress  in  1961,  but  it 
is  far  from  being  enough.  There  are  still 
millions  of  fann  people  in  serious  eco¬ 
nomic  condition,  and  they  cannot  hang 
on  forever.  It  has  been  well  said  that  for 
several  years  the  family  farmer  was  fed 
a  daily  diet  of  hopelessness.  His  demon¬ 
strated  ability  to  protect  our  Nation 
from  hunger  was  rewarded  with  misun¬ 
derstanding  and  economic  distress. 
Greater  success  often  brought  greater 
distress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  make  mattei's  worse, 
the  family  farmer  was  then  told  if  he 
could  not  make  a  decent  living  under 
those  circumstances,  he  could  get  out. 
He  should  become  efficient,  he  was 
wai-ned,  or  uproot  his  family  and  head 
for  the  city. 

Efficient  he  should  become.  And  the 
more  efficient  he  became,  the  more  he 
fell  behind  in  relation  to  the  economic 
-  position  of  other  groups. 

Farmers  have  tripled  their  output  per 
man-hour  since  1940 — yet  this  increase 
in  efficiency  has  been  accompanied  by 
a  steadily  declining  income. 

Output  per  man-hour  on  farms  has 
been  rising  almost  three  times  as  fast  as 
it  has  in  industry.  The  farmer’s  buying 
power,  however,  has  declined  to  the 
point  where  1  hour’s  work  will  earn  only 
a  third  as  much  as  most  other  Ameri¬ 
cans.  Yet  he  has  to  pay  the  same  price 
for  the  same  food,  clothing,  and  other 
necessities  for  his  family. 

The  farmer  has  raised  his  productivity 
to  the  point  whei'e  he  was  able  in  1961  to 
feed  himself  and  27  others,  compared 
with  himself  and  about  10  others  in  1940, 
and  himself  and  about  14  others  in  1950. 
Yet  his  economic  position  has  kept  slip¬ 
ping,  and  in  1960  he  was  working  for  an 
average  of  82  cents  an  hour,  compared 
with  $2.29  in  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  farmer,  instead  of 
benefiting  from  rising  efficiency  with  im¬ 
proved  income  and  living  standards, 
has  been  driven  off  the  land  in  ever-in¬ 
creasing  numbers.  The  movement  of 
farm  people  to  ux’ban  areas  has  been  one 
of  the  major  trends  in  our  Nation’s  his- 
tory.  Net  migration  from  the  farm  to 
the  nonfarm  population  totaled  6  million 
in  the  1920’s,  over  3.5  million  in  the 
1930’s,  and  over  9  million  in  the  1940’s. 
It  averaged  more  than  800,000  per  year 
in  the  1950’s. 

The  primary  beneficiary  of  the  rapid 
increase  in  pi-oduction  efficiency  has  not 
been  the  farmer;  rather  the  benefits 
have  gone  largely  to  others  who  are  not 
farmers.  So  it  is  apparent  that  effi¬ 
ciency  alone  is  not  the  answer ;  inci’eased 
efficiency  must  be  tied  with  a  reasonable 
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means  of  adjusting  production  and 
price. 

Finally,  on  top  of  all  this  the  farmer 
has  been  subjected  to  a  great  deal  of  un¬ 
justified  criticism.  He  has  been  scolded 
unfairly  as  a  burden  to  the  taxpayer, 
and  blamed  xmfairly  for  the  high  cost  of 
living.  This  latter  accusation  has  a  spe¬ 
cial  irony  in  a  land  that  has  never  known 
famine  and  where  food  is  really  a  bigger 
bargain  than  ever  in  history. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appeal  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  give  American  farmers  the 
tools  by  which  they  can  manage  their 
abundance;  tools  which  will  bring  to 
rural  America  the  prosperity  that  it  has 
so  long  deserved. 

Let  us  pass  this  legislation.  Let  us 
give  the  farmer  the  chance  to  look  to  the 
future  with  renewed  hope  and  confidence 
that  his  good,  free  way  of  life  may  yet 
survive. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  x-ead  as  -follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  Page 
3,  line  1,  immediately  before  the  word  “rec¬ 
reation”  insert  the  word  “nonsegregated” 

And  page  3,  line  9,  after  the  word  “Sec¬ 
retary”  change  the  period  to  a  colon  and 
insert  the  following:  “Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  shall  neither  make  payments,  nor 
funiish  materials  and  services,  nor  provide 
any  other  assistance  to  any  farm  or  ranch 
owner  or  operator  for  the  development  of 
recreation  resources  unless  (1)  he  finds  that 
any  recreation  facilities  established  under 
this  Act  will  be  available  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  all  persons,  regardless  of  race, 
creed,  or  color  on  a  nonsegregated  basis,  and 
(2)  such  farm  or  ranch  owners  and  operators 
agree  to  maintain  and  operate  such  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  on  a  nonsegregated  basis.” 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  so 
much  attention  has  been  dix-ected  to  the 
feed  grains  and  wheat  sections  of  this 
bill,  that  many  people  are  unaware  of 
the  broad  scope  of  Federal  spending  this 
bill  would  launch  for  l’ecreational  facili¬ 
ties,  both  publicly  and  privately  owned. 
It  would  authorize  spending  for  recrea¬ 
tion  under  four  existing  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress.  When  I  first  read  the  language 
of  this  title  I,  I  was  cuxious  as  to  who 
would  be  entitled  to  use  these  federally 
aided  facilities.  I  directed  a  question 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to  Mr. 
Gladwin  E.  Young,  the  Deputy  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Soil  Conseiwation  Service. 
I  asked  him  whether  the  recreational 
facilities  would  be  established  under 
policies  which  would  prohibit  segrega¬ 
tion.  He  said: 

I  think  that  we  have  not  worked  it  out 
specifically  in  that  respect. 

Then  later  on  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  I  directed  the  same  ques¬ 
tion  to  Secretary  Freeman  and  got  a 
similar,  very  evasive  answer.  Still  later 
I  directed  a  question  to  the  White  House, 
thinking  that  surely  the  man  who  was 
so  outspoken  in  behalf  of  civil  rights  in 
the  campaign  for  the  presidency  would 
not  hesitate  to  clarify  the  fundamental 
right  of  every  taxpayer  regardless  of  his 
color  to  equal  access  to  federally  aided 
facilities.  The  response  I  got  from  one 
of  his  assistants  was  that  the  matter  was 
before  congressional  committees  and  be- 
foi-e  the  Congx-ess,  and  I  would  be  hear¬ 
ing  from  the  Depai'tment  of  Agriculture 
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later  on.  Well,  I  had  already  heard 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  answer  was  evasion.  It  seems  in¬ 
credible  to  me  that  it  should  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  spell  out  in  the  language  of  the 
bill  this  fundamental  right  of  equal  ac¬ 
cess  to  federally  aided  facilities.  But  so 
it  is. 

That  is  my  reason  for  presenting  this 
amendment  to  clarify  the  right  of  all 
Americans,  regardless  of  race,  to  have 
equal  access  to  federally  aided  facilities. 
This  will  give  each  of  us  who  really  be¬ 
lieves  in  civil  rights  the  opportunity  to 
stand  up  and  be  counted. 

Mi\  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  House  to  this  splendid 
example  of  “responsibility”  and  of  “lead¬ 
ership,”  this  splendid  example  of  how 
the  minority  recognizes  its  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  work  out  an  agricultural  act.  Here 
is  an  amendment  that  has  fully  as  much 
relation  to  agriculture  as  the  Einstein 
theory  has  to  the  practice  of  law.  It  is 
so  closely  related  to  agriculture  that  I 
am  sure  you  will  all  understand  from  a 
reading  of  the  amendment  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  must  be  deeply 
“concerned”  for  the  welfare  of  his  farm¬ 
ers  and  that  he  is  making  a  fearless  fight 
to  protect  their  income.  He  could  hard¬ 
ly  think  of  an  amendment  which  would 
have  a  closer  relationship  to  farm  in¬ 
come  or  a  more  effective  way  to  stop  the 
buildup  of  surplus  stocks. 

It  has  no  effect  on  this  legislation  one 
way  or  the  other.  The  Supreme  Court 
has  already  passed  on  these  matters. 
This  amendment  has  not  a  thing  in  the 
world  to  do  with  anything  except  the 
pure  politics  of  the  matter.  The  hope  of 
course  is  that  somehow  or  other  he  will 
sow  the  seeds  of  dissension  over  here  on 
our  side.  He  heard  the  fire  alarm,  so  he 
comes  running  with  a  can  of  gasoline  in 
each  hand.  Surely  nothing  could  be 
more  helpful — especially  to  Illinois 
farmers. 

I  just  ask  you,  who  has  been  playing 
fair  with  you?  Several  times  I  have  told 
you  that  our  friends  on  the  minority 
have  held  a  secret  meeting  in  which  they 
agreed  that  they  had  no  responsibility 
for  working  out  a  farm  program  but  that 
their  only  purpose  would  be  to  try  to  em¬ 
barrass  the  administration.  Are  they 
now  trying  to  work  out  a  farm  program 
or  are  they  trying  to  embarrass  the  ad¬ 
ministration?  You  guess. 

I  submit  that  this  amendment  has 
nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  a  farm 
program,  but  I  believe  it  does  fit  very 
clearly  into  the  pattern  which  Mr.  Sorkin 
described  of  trying  to  embarrass  the  ad¬ 
ministration  on  every  occasion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  I  would  not  think  of 
yielding,  because  I  might  somehow  or 
another  disrupt  this  well  laid  plan  that 
the  gentleman  has  devised  for  trying  to 
create  dissension. 

I  want  to  call  my  friend’s  attention  to 
the  fact  that  this  has  not  a  thing  in  the 
world  to  do  with  this  bill,  not  a  thing 
in  the  world  to  do  with  agriculture.  The 
decision  has  already  been  made  that  this 
does  not  change  or  add  to  or  subtract 


from  anybody’s  rights,  but  there  is  a 
faint  hope  that  this  might  in  some  way 
be  disruptive  of  the  Democrats.  I  do 
not  believe  my  colleagues  are  going  to 
fall  for  this  kind  of  bait. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr. '  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  Mr.  Poage,  asked  what  this 
amendment  has  to  do  with  this  farm 
bill.  It  has  as  much  to  do  with  the 
farm  bill  as  do  golf  courses,  swimming 
pools,  ski  rides  and  what  have  you.  If 
you  are  going  to  put  a  so-called  recre¬ 
ation  provision  in  a  farm  bill,  then  you 
ought  to  be  ready,  willing,  and  able  to 
accept  a  perfecting  amendment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  might  also  be  interested  in  know¬ 
ing  that  this  so-called  farm  bill  even 
provides  for  sewer  systems.  I  realize 
it  is  rather  strange  that  we  are  bringing 
up  civil  rights  in  a  farm  bill,  but  this  is 
a  bill  that  has  civil  rights  brought  into 
it  by  the  nature  of  the  language  itself. 
Title  I  provides  for  recreational  facili¬ 
ties.  As  I  have  just  enumerated,  the 
administration  itself  is  obviously  unwill¬ 
ing  to  face  up  to  the  question  as  to 
whether  these  facilities  will  be  available 
to  all  Americans. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  gentleman  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  bill  as  introduced  prop¬ 
erly  belongs  in  the  sewer  system? 

Mr.  BRUCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BRUCE.  I  would  simply  like  to 
comment  that  in  the  time  I  have  been  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  I  have 
never  been  so  offended  by  a  roundabout 
attack  on  a  colleague  as  I  have  at  the 
moment.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
is,  as  was  pointed  out  earlier  by  a  gentle¬ 
man  on  the  other  side,  dedicated  in  his 
consistency.  We  happen  to  believe  in 
civil  rights  on  this  side.  Federal  funds 
for  recreational  facilities  are  included 
in  this  bill  and  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  has  offered  a  valid  amendment. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mi-.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  Findley  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  I 
have  always  supported  civil  rights  both 
in  my  talk  and  by  my  vote.  I  expect 
to  support  the  Findley  amendment.  I 
think  it  is  high  time,  if  this  embarrasses 
the  administration,  to  say  for  the  record 
that  it  is  opposing  civil  rights  in  this 
regard.  It  is  time  for  Members  of  this 
House  to  stand  and  be  counted  for  or 
against  civil  rights  regardless  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  position. 

Mr.  LINDSAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  not  intended  to 
take  the  floor  to  speak  in  behalf  of  this 
amendment,  but  I  cannot  help  doing  so 
in  view  of  the  attack  that  has  been  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  upon  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley].  The  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois  [Mr.  Findley]  is  one  of  the  most 


conscientious  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  He  is  a  man  who  has 
never  said  a  word  that  he  did  not  mean 
and  that  he  did  not  feel  in  his  heart. 
The  gentleman  from  Texas,  with  a  big 
smile  on  his  face,  got  up  and  attacked 
him.  Well,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  is 
very  willing  to  make  the  taxpayers’ 
money  available  for  the  acquisition  of 
Federal  land  or  for  the  support  of  land 
for  public  purposes  provided  it  is  avail¬ 
able  to  one  limited  group  only.  Well, 
this  is  using  taxpayers’  money  for  special 
interest  purposes,  not  public  purposes. 
And  that  is  the  reason  the  gentleman 
talks  the  way  he  does.  He  would  exclude 
one-half  the  public.  This  is  the  oldest 
story  in  the  world.  It’s  the  story  of  big¬ 
otry.  And  every  time  the  question  of 
doing  something  about  it,  of  giving  U.S. 
taxpayers  equal  opportunity  in  the  en¬ 
joyment  and  use  of  Federal  land  or  fed¬ 
erally  supported  institutions,  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  his  friends  get  up  and  say, 
“You  are  trying  to  rock  the  boat.”  What 
boat?  How  can  you  rock  a  boat  that  is 
already  sunk  in  a  muddy  sea  of  bigotry 
and  petty  bureaucracy?  I  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  owes  an  apology  to 
our  colleague  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Fin¬ 
dley]  . 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  point  out  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley]  has  announced  to  the 
House  that  he  is  against  this  bill  and  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  this  is  an  effort 
to  sabotage  the  bill.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Findley), 
there  were — ayes  101,  noes  145. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Findley  and  Mr. 
McSween. 

The  Committee  again  divided  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
fr06,  noes  142. 

1  So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  title  I. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gathings:  On 
page  3,  line  9,  change  the  period  to  a  colon 
and  add  the  following:  “Provided,  That 
agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments 
with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  five  years.” 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  deals  with  agreements  for 
the  establishment  of  tree-cover  crops. 
The  bill  provides  for  a  15-year  period 
of  time  that  a  farmer  may  obtain  pay¬ 
ments.  My  amendment  would  cut  that 
15 -year  period  down  to  a  maximum  of 
5  years. 

A  little  time  would  be  required  by 
these  farmers  to  make  the  transition 
from  row  crop  or  pasture  farming  over 
to  trees.  He  would  be  paid  during  this 
changeover  up  to  5  years,  but  not  to 
exceed  5  years. 
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I  hope  that  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  will  agree  to  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say  that  I  have 
discussed  this  matter.  I  see  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment,  and  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  agreed  to.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  will  also  accept  this 
amendment.  It  has  for  its  purpose  cut¬ 
ting  down  the  time  from  15  to  5  years, 
and  makes  the  program  much  less 
costly. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  find  no  objection  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Thanks  very  much. 
I  trust  that  the  amendment  will  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Ten- 
/  nessee:  On  page  4,  beginning  on  line  5,  strike 
out  all  of  lines  5  and  6  and  through  (culti¬ 
vation,”  on  line  7  and  on  line  14  strike  out 
the  period  and  add  ‘‘but  not  to  build  indus¬ 
trial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or 
commercial  enterprises.” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  think  the  wording  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  very  well  speaks  for  itself. 

This  amendment  strikes  out  lines  5,  6, 
and  7  on  page  4  through  the  word  “cul¬ 
tivation”  and  adds  the  following  at  the 
end  of  line  14:  “but  not  to  build  indus¬ 
trial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial 
or  commercial  enterprises.” 

This  amendment  will  insure  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  will  not 
acquire  or  enforce  Federal  management 
on  already  existing  private  commercial 
plantings  of  forests  and  privately  owned 
commercial  income-producing  outdoor 
recreation  enterprises  in  the  conduct  of 
land  use  improvement  and  adjustment 
projects  undertaken  under  section  102. 

The  revision  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Act  provided  in  section  102  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  undertake  a  program  of  technical 
service  and  financial  and  other  aid  to 
various  types  of  local  agencies  and  or¬ 
ganizations  to  establish  and  carry  out  a 
series  of  projects  for  rural  renewal  and 
land  use  improvement  and  adjustment. 
The  proposed  amendments  will  insure 
that  the  operation  of  these  projects  shall 
not  interfere  with  existing  privately 
owned  industrial,  commercial  and  recre¬ 
ational  enterprises. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  also 
to  make  certain  that  the  industrial 
aspects  of  rural  renewal  projects  under¬ 
taken  under  this  authorization  initiated 
by  local  public  authorities  under  this 


legislation  will  work  in  harmony  with 
the  rural  industrialization  program  es¬ 
tablished  under  the  Area  Redevelopment 
Act — Public  Law  87-27 — and  the  Small 
Business  Administration. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  would 
be  to  require  local  rural  renewal  author¬ 
ities  to  obtain  financial  resources  for 
rural  industrial  parks  and  rural  indus- 
ties  and  commercial  enterprises  from 
private,  commercial,  and  cooperative 
sources)  or  from  Small  Business  Admin¬ 
istration  or  Area  Redevelopment  Admin¬ 
istration. 

With  the  rapid  advances  of  automa¬ 
tion  and  the  great  variation  of  wage 
scales  and  local  tax  rates,  fear  was  ex¬ 
pressed  that  local  rural  renewal  author¬ 
ities  set  up  to  benefit  from  the  provisions 
of  section  102  might  become  so  enthusi¬ 
astic  in  attempting  to  attract  industry 
and  commercial  enterprises  to  their  areas 
that  the  strict  guidelines  Congress  wrote 
into  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  would 
be  difficult  to  enforce  if  such  activities 
were  not  subjected  to  the  provisions  of 
that  act. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  prevent  or  limit  bona  fide  new 
growth  of  rural  industry  and  commer¬ 
cial  enterprise.  Quite  the  contrary,  it  is 
expected  that  the  rural  renewal  projects 
will  explore  and  utilize  the  full  poten¬ 
tialities  of  new  industry  and  business 
growth.  The  amendment  merely  re¬ 
stricts  the  available  Federal  funds  to 
those  available  from  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  those  authorized  under 
the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  to  make 
certain  they  are  utilized  in  accordance 
with  the  so-called  antipiracy  provisions 
of  that  act.  _ _ _ 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  is  not 
complicated,  and  I  shall  make  my  other 
remarks  on  the  general  subjects  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  attempted  a  few 
moments  ago  to  acquire  the  necessary 
time  that  I  thought  it  would  take  to  dis¬ 
cuss  and  pinpoint  some  of  the  attitudes 
that  have  been  expressed  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  with  relation  to  the  Billie  Sol 
Estes  scandal  and  his  involvement  in  the 
agricultural  program.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  doubt  in  anyone’s  mind  here 
but  what  bad  legislation  will  encourage 
bad  business  and  bad  morals  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  business.  Now,  if  we  fail  to  act 
in  this  instance,  we  are  voting  to  return 
to  the  programs  which  Estes  and  those 
associated  with  him  have  found  so  much 
to  their  liking.  These  are  the  programs 
which  spawned  the  involved  and  unusual 
relationships  between  Estes  and  the 
Commercial  Solvents  Corp.,  the  supplier 
of  credit  and  fertilizer  for  Estes,  and  also 
the  former  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  under  the  prior  administra¬ 
tion  that  were  involved  in  this  unholy 
act  of  collusion. 

This  unique  combine  found  that  earn¬ 
ing  grain  storage  fees  was  much  more 
profitable  than  growing  the  grain  to  put 
in  his  elevators  and  that  selling  fertilizer, 
even  at  below  cost,  was  a  way  to  increase 
the  potential  amount  of  grain  in  those 
storage  facilities.  It  is  clear  that  Estes 
obviously  had  good  instructions  on  how 
to  do  business  with  the  Government. 
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He  may  have  added  a  few  ideas  of  his 
own,  but  he  learned  that  Commercial 
Solvents  could  hire  a  former  assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the 
Republican  administration  to  act  as  their 
eyes  and  his  ears.  This  corporation, 
Estes  could  see,  found  the  information 
it  wanted  from  a  consultant  who  not 
only  was  a  consultant  to  the  Republican 
policymakers  in  the  Department,  but  who 
actually  was  the  consultant  and  who  was 
a  paid  lobbyist  calling  on  the  staff  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  by  their  own 
admission  and  by  his  own  admission,  try¬ 
ing  to  influence  the  outcome  of  legisla¬ 
tion  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Yes.  members  of  the  committee,  this 
man,  Martin  Sorkin,  was  a  paid  lobbyist. 
And,  what  does  this  man  say  as  a  paid 
lobbyist?  He  said  that  he  had  attended 
secret  meetings  with  the  chairman  of 
the  Republican  National  Committee  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Republican  Cam¬ 
paign  Committee  in  which  it  was  decided 
by  these  distinguished  gentlemen  that 
the  course  to  be  followed  was  not  one  of 
offering  a  solution,  not  one  forming  a 
program  to  assist  the  farmers  and  to  re¬ 
lieve  the  taxpayers  of  this  burden  created 
by  the  surplus,  but  one  of  obstructionism 
and  one  of  opposition,  to  do  nothing  more 
than  to  embarrass  this  administration. 
It  is  unlikely  that  we  can  legislate  here 
to  reform  human  nature,  but  we  can 
legislate  programs  which  will  eliminate 
the  temptation  that  produces  the  kind 
of  people  that  have  been  exposed  in  the 
Estes  affair. 

As  surely  as  I  stand  before  you  today, 
I  am  sincerely  convinced  that  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  these  programs  which  have  built 
up  huge  surpluses  will  make  it  possible 
for  people  to  make  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  by  storing  the  commodities, 
without  the  farmer  having  a  chance  to 
get  the  profit  for  himself,  that  we  are 
encouraging  the  type  of  operation  that 
has  been  exposed  in  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
case.  Day  after  day  I  have  sat  on  the 
cpmmittee  and  listened  to  the  testimony 
of  how  this  unholy  alliance  built  up  this 
unique  program  and  received  huge  wind¬ 
fall  profits  under  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  never  helped  the  farmer, 
nor  the  housewife,  nor  the  taxpayer. 
On  every  occasion  I  asked  the  gentlemen 
who  testified:  “Do  you  believe  that  the 
agricultural  bill  that  is  being  proposed 
by  this  administration  would  eliminate 
the  possibility  of  future  Billie  Sol 
Esteses?” 

All  but  one  said  it  would  certainly  de¬ 
crease  the  possibility  of  future  Billie  Sol 
Esteses.  The  one  man  who  said  he  did 
not  think  the  program  would  work  was  a 
Mr.  Jackson,  the  sales  manager  for  Com¬ 
mercial  Solvents. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  has  expired. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  an  additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  “umpteenth” 
time  we  have  been  reminded,  and  there 
has  been  discussed  in  connection  with 
this  bill,  a  letter  and  some  evidence  that 
is  before  a  committee  on  which  I  serve 
which  has  absolutely  no  connection  with 
the  bill  that  is  before  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  rather  sad  and 
pathetic  thing  that  they  cannot  find  any 
kind  of  argument  or  support  for  a  bill 
that  is  any  more  substantial  than  those 
that  have  been  presented  on  the  previous 
occasions  and  at  this  moment  recently 
reemphasized  by  my  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass],  who 
is  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  remind  him  that 
I  also  sit  on  this  committee,  and  that  I 
have  been  listening  to  every  word  of 
testimony  that  has  come  before  that 
committee,  as  he  has. 

May  I  also  remind  him  that  there  are 
a  good  many  other  areas,  as  I  did  yester¬ 
day,  that  have  been  called  to  our  atten¬ 
tion,  both  by  witnesses  and  by  others, 
who  have  asked  that  these  areas  be  ex¬ 
posed.  I  am  going  to  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass],  now, 
that  if  we  want  to  encourage  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  men  such  as  Billie  Sol  Estes,  then 
I  say  the  enactment  of  the  present  bill 
is  the  way  to  do  it.  Actually,  the  biggest 
violations  which  we  have  are  in  the  area 
of  cotton  allotments.  Oh,  the  precau¬ 
tions  that  have  been  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  see  that  we  do  not  get  into 
that  area,  that  we  do  not  discuss  the 
matter  of  allotments,  that  we  do  not 
expose  them.  Here  was  an  area  where 
it  was  necessary  to  levy  a  fine  of  more 
than  one-half  million  dollars  which  no 
one  knows  whether  or  not  they  are  going 
to  collect.  May  I  remind  the  Members 
of  the  House  also  that  the  reason  that 
this  is  brought  up  in  this  manner  in 
order  to  encourage  the  passage  of  this 
bill  is  to  completely  whitewash  and  to 
cover  up  the  fact  that  it  has  become 
necessary  to  fire  both — yes;  an  Assistant 
Secretary  and  two  other  members  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  to  trans¬ 
fer  some  others.  This  is  the  item  that 
they  are  so  desirous  of  covering  up. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  going  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  compulsory  system  to  the  de¬ 
gree  that  is  advocated  here,  it  will  open 
the  door  wide  for  other  people  to  do 
exactly  the  same  thing  as  Mr.  Estes  has 
done  with  cotton  allotments  having  been 
transferred  to  him  because  of  the  great 
advantage  that  goes  with  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  recall  for  the 
Members  of  the  House  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  that  here  is  where  the  real  folly  lies 
in  this  entire  system,  and  I  want  to 
warn  the  Members  of  this  House  that 
unless  we  have  intentions  of  encouraging 
that  kind  of  practice,  we  had  better  be 
a  little  careful  in  enacting  this  kind  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Has  the  gentleman 
been  able  to  get  some  of  the  records  in 
the  Department  dealing  with  these 
quotas,  and  the  problems  involved 
around  them? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  have  not  been  able  to  get  those  wit¬ 


nesses  before  the  committee  yet.  We  are 
going  to  continue  to  insist  and  to  demand 
that  they  be  brought  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  so  that  this  area  can  be  exposed  to 
the  fullest  extent,  and  that  this  House  of 
Representatives  be  reminded  of  the 
dangers  that  are  prevelant  in  this  field 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  again 
that  the  cat  was  let  out  of  the  bag  yes¬ 
terday  by.  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
when  he  first  brought  this  matter  into 
the  point  of  discussion,  that  obviously 
these  actions  were  taken  in  order  that 
they  should  not  be  exposed  prior  to  the 
consideration  of  this  bill. 

Now  if  the  gentleman  is  sincere  in  his 
statement  he  will  assist  us  in  exposing 
the  discrepancies  that  now  exist  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  return  hon¬ 
esty  to  Government,  and  put  a  stop  to 
scandalous  affairs  like  that  of  Mr.  Estes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Ten¬ 
nessee)  there  were — ayes  197,  noes  9. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McSween:  Be¬ 
ginning  on  page  6,  line  23,  strike  out  all  of 
sections  104,  105,  106,  and  107. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  these  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 
There  is  at  the  same  time  a  great  deal  of 
concern  that  they  are  being  considered 
in  this  farm  bill  at  this  time.  It  is  only 
for  this  purpose  that  I  have  offered  the 
amendment  that  they  be  stricken  from 
the  bill.  It  is  my  understanding — and  I 
should  appreciate  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  verifying  what 
I  am  about  to  say — it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  will  at  a  very  early  date 
bring  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  in  separate  legislation  so  that 
the  committee  can  give  consideration 
to  these  amendments  to  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  at  this  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that  while 
I  am  not  authorized  to  speak  on  behalf  of 
the  committee,  I  have  discussed  these 
sections  with  many  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  personally  see  no  objection  to 
the  gentleman’s  amendment.  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  House  that  I  shall,  perhaps 
tomorrow,  introduce  a  separate  bill  con¬ 
taining  in  substance  these  provisions 
which  his  amendment  will  eliminate  from 
this  bill.  I  do  not  anticipate  any  diffi¬ 
culty  in  having  it  reported  by  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  handled 
this  matter,  may  I  say  that  while  I  think 
these  provisions  are  good,  and  I  want  it 
understood  that  I  think  this  is  a  sound 
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provision  of  law,  as  the  gentleman  has 
explained,  it  is  something  rather  ex¬ 
traneous  to  the  question  of  control  of 
agricultural  production  or  of  price  sup¬ 
port.  For  that  reason,  as  an  individual, 
I  feel  it  is  advisable  to  approve  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana,  and  then  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  to  pass  these  identical  sec¬ 
tions  through  the  House  as  separate  legis¬ 
lation.  In  that  event  I  shall  support 
the  existing  provisions  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
I  too  hold  membership  on  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
I  am  very  happy  to  concur  with  the 
gentleman  on  these  provisions  of  the  bill. 
However,  I  am  doing  this  in  the  context 
of  the  previous  statement  I  made,  that 
I  think  it  most  appropriate  to  consider 
these  amendments  as  separate  pieces  of 
agricultural  legislation,  separately  and 
not  in  an  omnibus  farm  bill,  and  con¬ 
currence  in  removing  this  section  from 
the  bill  proves  this  point.  I  only  wish 
there  were  other  sections  of  the  bill  that 
would  be  handled  the  same  way. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  agree  with  the  com¬ 
ments  of  the  gentleman  from  Maine  that 
we  ought  to  take  care  of  these  ideas 
separately  rather  than  in  an  omnibus 
proposal.  This  is  one  of  the  few  parts 
of  the  bill  with  which  I  agreed.  I  think 
it  should  be  in.  I  was  hoping  that  if  the 
bill  passed  we  would  have  something 
good  that  would  work. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  If  I  withdrew  my 
amendment  would  the  gentleman  sup¬ 
port  the  bill? 

Mr.  QUIE.  No,  I  did  not  say  I  would 
support  the  bill.  I  did  not  try  to.  I 
did  not  even  give  the  impression  of  it. 
I  just  said  this  is  one  of  the  few  good 
portions  of  the  bill.  If  the  gentleman 
will  recall,  I  left  this  section  in  the  sub¬ 
stitute  I  offered  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  says  this  section  you  are  striking 
is  extraneous  to  a  price-support  bill.  Is 
not  all  of  title  I  extraneous  to  a  price- 
support  bill? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  Page 
4,  line  9,  after  the  words  “public  recreation,” 
insert  the  phrase  “available  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  all  persons,  regardless  of  race, 
creed,  or  color,  on  a  nonsegregated  basis,”. 
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Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
an  amendment  which  would  have  the 
same  effect  for  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act  in  assuring  that  rec¬ 
reational  facilities  developed  under  it 
would  be  accessible  to  all  taxpayers  re¬ 
gardless  of  race  as  was  the  case  with  my 
first  amendment  earlier  rejected.  The 
same  arguments  would  hold  here.  This 
gives  each  Member  of  the  House  who 
believes  in  civil  rights  the  opportunity  to 
stand  up  and  be  counted. 

I  might  add  that  as  one  of  the  tellers 
counting  those  who  passed  down  the  cen¬ 
ter  of  the  aisle  I  failed  to  observe  any 
Member  on  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
House  who  passed  down  the  aisle  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  amendment,  an  amendment 
which  would  have  assured  equal  access 
for  all  races  to  recreational  facilities  de¬ 
veloped  under  this  provision.  I  would 
be  glad  to  yield  to  any  Member  who 
wishes  to  correct  the  Record  on  that 
point. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  was  adopted,  he  still  would 
not  vote  for  this  bill;  would  he? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  .  All  right. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  That  is  correct,  but  I 
might  say  that  if  the  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  that  fact  is  that  mine  is  a 
crippling  amendment,  I  want  to  assure 
the  gentleman  that  the  only  thing  that 
would  be  crippled  by  this  amendment 
would  be  the  actions  of  those  who  would 
deny  equal  rights  to  all  people  regard¬ 
less  of  race. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  and  ask 
for  the  defeat  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Page  5,  after  line  2,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“(1)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  3  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  ‘Provided, 
That,  in  preparing  a  watershed  plan  which 
provides  for  works  of  improvement  which, 
alone  or  together  with  other  works  of  im¬ 
provement  developed  or  contemplated  under 
this  Act  In  the  same  river  basin  or  sub-basin, 
will  significantly  affect  water  resources  devel¬ 
opment  activities  in  areas  downstream  from 
the  watershed  for  which  such  plan  is  being 
prepared,  the  Secretary  shall  undertake  joint 
planning  with  the  heads  of  other  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  concerned  with  such  water 
resources  development  activities  to  assure 
coordinated  and  integrated  plans  and  pro¬ 
grams.’  ” 

Page  5,  line  3,  strike  out  “(1)”  the  first 
place  it  appears  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“(2)”. 

Page  6,  line  12,  strike  out  “(2)  ”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “(3)’’. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  amendment  is  designed  to 
bring  the  overall  amendments  to  the 
Watershed  Act  that  are  still  remaining  in 
the  bill  in  line  with  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  which  the  House  passed  unanimously 
last  summer  in  regard  to  the  overall 
planning  of  watershed  development.  I 


believe  this  will  contribute  to  the  benefits 
provided  in  the  watershed  section  re¬ 
maining  in  the  bill.  I  hope  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  adopt  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  per¬ 
sonally  have  no  objection  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  he  is  attempting  to  revise  the 
amendments  which  are  provided  in  this 
bill  in  the  Watershed  Act  which  were 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service?  Is  your  amend¬ 
ment  to  amend  those  amendments? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  It  is  to 
provide  for  an  amendment  to  the  re¬ 
maining  amendment  that  is  left  in  the 
bill,  section  103,  which  provides  that 
there  shall  be  coordination  in  the  wa¬ 
tershed  plans  with  the  other  Federal 
agencies  concerned  with  water  devel¬ 
opment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  In  the  committee  bill, 
does  it  now  contain  all  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Watershed  Act  which  were 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  A  large 
number  of  them  have  been  eliminated 
by  the  action  of  the  committee  a  few 
minutes  ago  on  the  McSween  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  And  you  are  simple  try¬ 
ing  to  reinsert  that  portion? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  No,  I  am 
merely  trying  to  bring  out  the  necessity 
of  coordinating  any  type  of  watershed 
development  with  all  types  of  Federal 
watershed  developments  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  this  field  and  in  the 
planning  of  the  watershed  developments. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might 
tell  the  gentleman  and  the  members  of 
this  Committee  that  I  had  something  to 
do  with  formulating  the  amendments 
which  the  Chief  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  has  recommended  and  which  are 
in  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  other 
body,  the  farm  bill,  and  also  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  My 
amendment  does  not  change  their  basic 
purpose  in  any  way. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  If  I  may  direct  this  in¬ 
quiry  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley] — Do  I  understand  that  part  of 
these  amendments  or  all  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  have  been  stricken  from  the  bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  amendments  after 
section  103  have  been  stricken  from  the 
bill  and  I  said  that  tomorrow  I  will  in¬ 
troduce  a  separate  bill  and  bring  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  Committee  and  I 
do  not  anticipate  any  difficulty  in  hav¬ 
ing  it  reported.  It  will  be  back  before 
the  House. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  You  will  introduce  an 
amendment  to  reinsert  those  amend¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  introduce  a  sep¬ 
arate  bill  touching  these  watershed  items 
which  have  been  stricken. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Why  strike  these 
amendments  out  of  this  bill?  In  my 
judgment  these  amendments  are  more 
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•  important  to  the  American  farmer  and 
to  America  than  the  rest  of  your  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  just  trying  to  tell 
my  friend  that  I  propose  to  introduce  a 
bill  containing  these  amendments  which 
have  already  been  stricken  out. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Were  you  in  favor  of 
the  amendments  being  stricken  out  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  in  favor  of  their 
being  stricken  out  of  the  bill  with  the 
assurance  to  the  House  that  I  will  bring 
them  back  in  a  separate  bill  at  an  early 
date.  Action  has  already  been  taken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reuss  :  Page  2, 
line  13,  after  line  12,  strike  out  lines  13, 
14,  and  15  and  insert  the  following: 

“(4)  by  adding  the  following  new  sub¬ 
sections  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said 
Act: 

“  ‘(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
not  enter  into  an  agreement  in  the  States 
of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minne¬ 
sota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  as¬ 
sistance  for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm 
under  authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding 
that  wildlife  preservation  will  be  materially 
harmed  on  that  farm  by  such  drainage 
and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 
farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  the  finding  was  made,  has 
been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
within  90  days  after  the  filing  of  the  ap¬ 
plication  for  drainage  assistance:  Provided, 
That  the  limitation  against  offering  such 
financial  and  technical  assistance  shall  ter¬ 
minate  one  year  after  the  date  on  which 
the  adverse  finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that  time 
an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  a  State  government  agency 
to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wetland  area  from 
the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource. 
The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  July  1,  1962. 

“'(f)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  conserva-’  ”. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  May 
I  ask  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  if 
this  is  not  the  same  amendment  that  has 
already  been  passed  on  by  the  House  and 
is  now  lying  over  in  the  Senate  in  the 
form  of  a  separate  bill? 

Mr.  REUSS.  The  language  of  this 
amendment  is  identical. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
this  particular  amendment  has  already 
cleared  the  House  and  is  awaiting  action 
in  the  other  body  which  does  not  care  to 
act  upon  the  matter.  It  has  no  place  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  REUSS.  A  point  of  order  against 
the  amendment  on  July  23,  1961,  was 
overruled. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  rule. 

The  question  raised  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  was  raised  when  the 
same  question  came  up  last  year.  The 
Chairman  at  that  time  overruled  the 
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point  of  order  holding  that  it  was  ger-  < 
mane. 

The  point  of  order  is  overruled. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  will  stop  the  further  use  of 
taxpayers’  money  to  subsidize  the  drain¬ 
age  of  farm  wetlands  where  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  finds  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  drainage  will  materially  harm 
wildlife.  One  of  the  objectives  of  the 
bill,  H.R.  11222,  is  “to  conserve  natural 
resources.”  Our  North  American  popu¬ 
lation  of  wild  ducks  and  geese  is  in  seri¬ 
ous  danger,  and  this  amendment  will 
help  to  conserve  this  natural  resource. 

My  amendment  is  in  the  exact  lan¬ 
guage  of  H.R.  8520,  which  was  unani¬ 
mously  passed  by  the  House  on  Septem¬ 
ber  12,  1961,  but  has  unfortunately  not 
been  acted  upon  by  the  Senate.  H.R. 
8520  was  strongly  supported  by  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  and  was  unanimously  reported  out 
by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

There  never  was  a  time  when  it  was  as 
vital  as  it  is  today  to  protect  the  wetlands 
in  the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota,  where 
90  percent  of  our  United  States  water- 
fowl  are  bred.  In  a  report  of  June  13, 
1962,  by  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president 
of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute, 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  the  essential 
facts  are  set  forth: 

Nationally,  the  ■wintering  ground  counts 
indicated  that  the  overall  waterfowl  popula¬ 
tion  had  reached  its  lowest  point  of  the  past 
11  years.  Ducks  were  down  13  percent  from 
last  year  and  10  percent  below  the  average  of 
the  past  13  years.  Geese  declined  8  percent 
from  last  year,  but  remained  slightly  above 
the  long-range  average.  Scaup  and  Canada 
geese  showed  some  increase  over  last  year,  but 
mallards  and  pintails  were  at  a  9 -year  low. 
The  fewest  black  ducks  were  observed  since 
1950,  and  canvasbacks  continued  at  a  criti¬ 
cally  low  level.  This  gloomy  picture  is  not 
improved  by  reports  from  the  principal 
breeding  grounds  where  water  still  remains 
in  short  supply. 

Our  information  shows  that  nearly  half 
of  the  prairie  pothole  areas,  originally 
amounting  to  1,350,000  acres  of  wet  lands  in 
Minnesota,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota, 
have  been  drained  in  the  past  10  years.  The 
tristate  region  is  the  principal  waterfowl 
breeding  ground  in  the  continental  United 
States.  Most  of  that  drainage  undoubtedly 
was  accomplished  with  Federal  subsidy. 

It  is  virtually  impossible  to  get  a  reliable 
figure  on  the  Federal  cost  per  acre  of  land 
drained.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the 
Agriculture  Department  agencies  speak  in 
terms  of  acres  benefited,  which  include  the 
pothole  area  plus  all  surrounding  land  that 
might  be  improved  in  some  way  by  the  drain¬ 
age  project.  This  practice  makes  the  drain- 
age-per-acre  cost  a  lesser  figure  than  it 
would'  be  if  based,  perhaps  more  accurately, 
on  the  ratio  of  the  actual  area  drained  and 
the  cost  of  doing  it. 

Tire  continued  destruction  of  wet  lands  in 
the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota  and  in  the  prai¬ 
rie  provinces  of  Canada  is  a  serious  threat 
to  the  future  of  waterfowling. 

We  are  making  increasing  use  of  our  water- 
fowl  while,  at  the  same  time,  destroying  the 
specialized  kinds  of  wetland  habitat  that 
ducks  must  have  to  survive.  I  cannot  help 
but  think  that  if  this  trend  is  not  checked, 
waterfowl  hunting  ultimately  will  become 
even  more  restrictive  than  it  is  today.” 

I  recently  put  into  the  Congressional 
Record  evidence  which  shows  that  in  the 
last  2  years,  out  of  more  than  1,000 


cases  in  the  Minnesota-Dakota  area 
where  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  asked  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  refrain  from  subsidizing  a  pro¬ 
posed  farm  drainage,  on  the  ground  that 
the  drainage  would  materially  harm 
wildlife,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  gone  right  ahead  and  subsidized  the 
drainage  with  the  taxpayers’  money  in 
more  than  80  percent  of  the  cases — see 
Appendix  to  the  Congressional  Record 
for  May  29,  1962,  A3960-A3961. 

Under  my  amendment,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to  make 
a  prompt  survey  of  any  application  for 
subsidized  farm  drainage  in  the  “prairie 
pothole”  area.  If  the  Department  of  the 
interior  makes  a  finding  that  wildlife 
preservation  will  be  materially  harmed 
by  the  proposed  drainage,  and  makes 
an  offer  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wet¬ 
land  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a 
waterfowl  resource  within  1  year,  no 
drainage  subsidy  can  be  given  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  provision  of  my  amendment  re¬ 
quiring  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
make  an  offer  for  the  land  within  1 
year,  if  the  drainage  subsidy  is  to  be 
denied,  is  a  fair  one.  The  Department 
of  the  Interior  has  been  endowed  by 
Congress  with  the  power  and  the  finan¬ 
cial  means  to  lease  or  purchase  wet 
lands  for  waterfowl  preservation.  Under 
Public  Law  87-383,  of  October  4,  1961, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  been 
told  to  step  up  his  program  of  acquiring 
wet  lands,  with  the  proviso  that  wet 
lands  shall  not  be  acquired  “unless  the 
acquisition  thereof  has  been  approved  by 
the  Governor  of  the  State.”  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  Governor  of  the  State, 
by  withholding  his  consent,  can  stop  the 
acquisition  of  wet  lands  in  his  State  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior;  but,  of 
course,  this  does  not  prevent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  from  making  an 
offer  to  lease  or  purchase  the  land,  and 
thus  stop  the  granting  of  a  drainage 
subsidy,  as  provided  in  my  amendment. 

I  ask  for  a  vote  on  this  amendment, 
because  I  am  confident  that  this  House 
will  overwhelmingly  support  it,  and  that 
the  strength  of  that  support  will  insure 
that  the  amendment  is  retained  in  con¬ 
ference  between  the  two  bodies. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  not  this  proposition 
exactly  like  your  proposition  that  we  ac¬ 
cepted  last  year  unanimously  in  the 
House? 

Mr.  REUSS.  That  is  correct.  It  be¬ 
comes  necessary  to  attach  it  to  this  farm 
bill  in  order  that  the  conference  may 
proceed  on  it  and  in  hopes  that  it  may 
be  passed  and  sent  on  to  the  President’s 
desk  for  signature. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Speaking  for  myself, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned  I  would  be  glad 
to  accept  the  amendment  without  dis¬ 
cussion.  The  subject  was  thoroughly 
discussed  when  it  was  considered  last 
year. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  I  shall  certainly  take  the  hint  and 


not  unduly  delay  matters.  I  would, 
however,  like  to  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson]  who  has  put 
a  great  deal  of  work  into  this  effort  to 
protect  our  wildlife  in  this  country. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  May  I 
say  that  complete  hearings  were  held 
on  a  bill  that  I  introduced  similar  to 
this  amendment.  It  passed  the  House 
by  unanimous  consent  on  September  12, 
1961.  As  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  said,  it  has  laid  over  in  the  Senate 
ever  since.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
reason  is,  but  that  is  another  matter. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  hope  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
will  vote  in  favor  of  the  amendment  so 
that  our  view  may  be  clear  to  our  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  other  body,  and  the 
amendment  may  indeed  become  law. 

[Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Reuss]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  quite  evident  by 
now  that  a  number  of,  shall  we  say  ar¬ 
rangements,  have  been  made  in  respect 
to  the  bill  that  is  now  before  us,  the 
printed  bill  before  us,  and  the  bill  on 
which  a  rule  was  granted.  This  assump¬ 
tion  is  made  upon  the  colloquy  between 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chelf]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage],  who  responded,  that  all  of 
the  questions  put  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  by  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
had  been  previously  examined  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  As 
I  recall  it,  he  assured  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Chelf],  amendments 
would  be  offered  to  conform  to  all  ques¬ 
tions  in  the  letter  from  Mr.  Chelf’s  con¬ 
stituent,  and  also  the  objections  that  Mr. 
Chelf  raised  to  the  bill. 

Now  I  come  to  this.  If  these  amend¬ 
ments  have  already  been  agreed  upon,  if 
enough  so-called  “deals”  have  been 
made  to  pass  this  bill,  I  wonder  if  it 
would  not  be  fair  to  the  minority  for  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley], 
tonight  to  introduce  a  clean  bill,  carrying 
all  these  amendments  with  it,  or,  if  that 
is  not  acceptable,  could  he  not  submit  for 
printing  in  the  Congressional  Record 
tonight  all  of  the  amendments  that  he 
has  agreed  to  so  that  at  least  we,  the 
minority,  have  an  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
amine  them  in  detail  previous  to  their 
formal  introduction  on  Thursday? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  just  provided  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven] 
with  a  copy  of  the  amendments  referred 
to.  I  do  not  know  whether  we  can  put 
them  in  the  bill,  but  we  can  put  them  in 
the  Record  so  that  the  Members  will 
know  what  we  are  voting  on  tomorrow. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  certainly  think  that 
should  be  their  entitlement. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  All  the  amendments 
that  are  not  voted  on  tonight  will  be  put 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  am  told  that  we  can¬ 
not  write  a  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
but  apparently  that  is  what  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  do  on  this  particular  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  want  anyone 
to  get  the  impression  that  these  15  or  20 
amendments  have  been  agreed  to  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Will  the  gentleman 
state  how  many  there  were? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  know;  there 
must  be  15  or  20  that  we  knew  nothing 
about  until  today,  which,  I  think,  lends 
some  credence  to  my  suggestion  that  this 
bill  ought  to  go  back  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  so  that  all  of  these 
amendments  could  be  properly  con¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  It  is  obvious  that  we 
are  witnessing  a  rather  cynical  pro¬ 
cedure  as  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  majority  is  de¬ 
termined  to  bring  it  to  passage  at  what¬ 
ever  cost.  In  my  opinion  this  bill  is  so 
bad  that  one  day  the  majority  will  rue 
the  action  that  is  here  being  taken  today. 
Earlier  we  had  a  lot  of  conversation 
around  here  about  nonpartisanship  in 
connection  with  this  bill.  It  now  ap¬ 
pears  that  a  whole  series  of  amendments 
have  been  agreed  upon  by  the  majority 
obviously  to  work  here  and  there  to  get 
a  vote  or  two  on  their  side,  and  that 
has  all  been  done  without  any  consulta¬ 
tion  at  all  with  the  minority  members 
of  the  committee.  So,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  pretty  hollow  talk  coming  from 
downtown,  as  we  have  heard  it,  that 
there  should  be  no  partisanship  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  bill,  when  here  we  see 
probably  as  obvious  a  display  of  parti¬ 
sanship  as  I  have  ever  seen  in  my  time 
here. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  would  only  observe 
that  this  supports  the  statements  made 
by  myself  and  other  members  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  on  yesterday,  and  that  was  that 
this  was  a  bad  bill.  So,  by  virtue  of  all 
these  amendments,  it  appears  to  me  the 
majority  recognizes  it  is  a  bad  bill  and 
will  hope  to  improve  it. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
“It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  stimu¬ 
late  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through 
the  extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of 
such  commodities,  by  agreements  either 
with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of 
the  economies  of  friendly  nations  and  maxi¬ 
mizing  dollar  trade. 

“(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

“(a)  by  inserting  the  words  ‘including 
financial  institutions  acting  in  behalf  of 


such  nations’  after  the  words  ‘friendly  na¬ 
tions’;  and 

"(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  sentence:  ‘In  furtherance  of  the 
purpose  of  maximizing  dollar  sales  through 
the  private  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  and  United  States  pri¬ 
vate  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to 
provide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  over  such  periods  of  time 
and  under  the  terms  and  conditions  set 
forth  in  this  title.’ 

“(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

‘‘(a)  by  deleting  the  words  ‘approximate¬ 
ly  equal’  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and 
substituting  therefor  the  word  ‘reasonable’; 
and 

"(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  ‘agree¬ 
ment’  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘except  that  the  date  for  beginning 
such  annual  payments  may  be  deferred  for 
a  period  not  later  than  two  years  after  such 
date  of  last  delivery’:” 

“(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  ‘In  entering  into  such  agreements, 
the  Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements  with 
other  exporting  nations  of  such  commodi¬ 
ties  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on 
a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis’.” 

"(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  word  ‘Sections’  the  following:  ‘101 
(b)  and  (c)  ’.” 

Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  in  clause  (4)  after  the  words 
"needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit 
school-lunch  programs.”  , 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  pro¬ 
grams”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  6,  1958  (Public  Law  85-931) ,  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons” 
the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  school-lunch  programs  outside  the 
United  States  only  if  the  Secretary  receives 
assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will 
be  student  participation  in  the  financing  of 
such  programs  on  the  basis  of  ability  to  pay 
comparable  to  that  required  in  school-lunch 
programs  in  the  United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Page  12,  following 
line  2,  insert  a  new  section  201  to  read : 

“Sec.  201.  Title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows : 

“  ‘Section  201  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “out  of  its  stocks”.  ’ 

“  ‘Section  202  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stock”  and  substituting  “(as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  106  of  title  I)  made  available  by  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation”.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Tire  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Committee  amendment:  On  pages  12,  13, 
and  14  renumber  following  sections  in  title 
II  to  conform. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Page  14,  line  18, 
after  "may  be”  strike  out  “made  available” 
and  insert  "donated”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  return  to  title  I 
for  consideration  of  an  amendment 
which  is  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  we  have  the 
amendment  read? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  will  be  reported. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  right  to  so  object  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  may  be  read  for  the 
information  of  the  Members  of  the 
House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  read  for  information? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  reserve  the  right  to 
object  and  ask  that  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  be  read  for  the  information  of  the 
Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follow's: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cooley,  of 
North  Carolina:  On  page  3,  between  lines  9 
and  10,  add  the  following : 

“(2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  covering  land  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed 
in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first 
year  of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the 
new  ownership  was  acquired  by  will  or  sric- 
cession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the  previ¬ 
ous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of 
an  existing  farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land 
is  combined  with  other  land  as  a  farming  or 
ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
program :  Provided,  That  this  provision  shall 
not  prohibit  the  continuation  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has 
once  been  entered  into  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion.” 

Renumber  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  (4),  and 
(5)  as  (3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6) ,  respectively. 

The- CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  is  this  es¬ 
tablishing  a  precedent  that  you  can  come 
back  to  sections  previously  passed? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield - 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  author  of  the 
amendment  was  temporarily  absent 
from  the  Chamber  when  we  concluded 
the  reading  of  the  title.  For  that  rea¬ 
son,  this  amendment  was  not  called  up. 
Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  was  the  author  of 
the  amendment  and  intended  to  offer  it. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  controversial.  I  sup¬ 
plied  the  gentleman  from  Iowra  l  Mr. 
Hoeven],  with  a  copy  of  it.  It  is  de¬ 
signed  to  prevent  speculation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  would 
not  be  constrained  to  object  if  someone 
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else  wanted  to  go  back  to  another  pre¬ 
viously  passed  section  or  title  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  it  depends  upon  the  circumstances 
involved. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  what  I  thought. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  just  explaining 
the  circumstances  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  understand;  but 
the  same  circumstances  might  apply  to 
any  one  of  the  other  436  Members. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  same  situation 
prevailed,  certainly,  I  would  not  object. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Suppose  we  have  a  brief 
explanation  of  this  before  unanimous 
consent  is  obtained. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  brief  explanation 
is  this.  The  purpose  is  to  prevent  specu¬ 
lation,  to  prevent  some  lawyer  or  profes¬ 
sional  man  going  out  and  acquiring  land 
in  order  to  get  into  the  program  as  has 
happened  in  past  programs.  This  pro¬ 
vides  that  he  must  have  had  the  land  for 
at  least  2  years  in  his  own  ownership, 
before  he  can  participate. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  is  designed  to  stop 
promoters  and  speculators? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  May  of  Wash¬ 
ington:  Page  14,  line  23  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  207.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  President,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III 
of  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  should  take  immediate  and 
effective  steps  to  make  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  available  to  those  Chinese  refu¬ 
gees  who  have  fled  from  Communist  oppres¬ 
sion  on  the  mainland  of  China  to  the  Crown 
Colony  of  Hong  Kong.” 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
intent  of  this  amendment  is  quite  clear. 
I  should  like  to  say  in  the  beginning,  to 
make  it  very  clear  to  my  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  that  even  if 
the  amendment  should  prevail,  at  this 
point  I  have  no  intention  of  voting  for 
the  bill.  However,  I  believe  it  is  a  prece¬ 
dent,  in  this  body,  that  even  though  a 
Member  objects  to  overall  provisions  of 
a  bill,  there  is  nothing  improper  in  try¬ 
ing  to  perfect  it  in  certain  areas  by  vot¬ 
ing  for  desirable  amendments,  or  in  try¬ 
ing  to  add  something  that  seems  proper 
to  any  section  of  the  bill,  as  I  have  tried 
to  do  in  this  amendment. 

Our  President  has  already  announced 
that  he  intends  to  make  our  agricultural 
surplus  food  products  available  to  needy 
Chinese  refugees  in  Hong  Hong.  Here  is 
our  chance  to  express  the  intent  of  the 
Congress  on  this  question. 

I  ask  for  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 


Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Am  I  to  understand 
there  is  no  way  we  can  sweeten  this  bill 
up  to  prevail  upon  the  gentlewoman  to 
vote  for  it? 

Mrs.  MAY.  My  words  were,  when  I 
offered  this  amendment,  that  at  this 
point  in  the  bill,  I  would  not  vote  for  it. 
Of  course,  we  have  many  more  amend¬ 
ments  pending. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  lady  would  not 
object  to  my  accepting  her  amendment? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  should  like  very  much 
to  have  the  gentleman  accept  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ac¬ 
cept  it. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Does  this  amendment 
apply  just  to  the  Crown  Colony  of  Hong 
Kong? 

Mrs.  MAY.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
lady. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington  [Mrs.  May]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Derwinski: 

“Sec.  201.  Section  104  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  colon  at 
the  end  of  subsection  (s)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  by  inserting 
immediately  after  such  subsection  (s)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“‘(t)  For  farm  improvement  loans  on 
reasonable  terms  and  conditions  to  individ¬ 
uals  who  own  and  operate  farms  in  coun¬ 
tries  having  a  Communist  government  where 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  are  sold 
under  this  Act;  except  that  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  shall  be  avilable  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection  (in  addition  to  funds  other¬ 
wise  made  available  for  such  purposes)  only 
in  such  amounts  as  may  be  specified  from 
time  to  time  in  appropriation  Acts :  ’  ” 

Redesignate  the  following  sections  of  the 
bill  accordingly. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  could  more  effectively  be  described 
as  an  amendment  to  export  the  free 
enterprise  system  to  Communist  coun¬ 
tries,  and  could  test  the  sincerity  of  so- 
called  independent  Communist  govern¬ 
ments  in  their  claim  to  provide  practical 
assistance  to  their  citizens  through  the 
generosity  of  the  American  Government 
and  its  taxpayers. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
provide  from  accumulated  American 
funds  under  Public  Law  480,  a  loan  pro¬ 
gram  to  farmers  who  own  and  operate 
individual  free  enterprise  farms  in  coun¬ 
tries  having  Communist  governments. 

Prom  statistics  at  our  disposal,  we 
find  that  86  percent  of  the  farmland  in 
Poland  is  in  private  hands  and  that  90 
percent  in  Yugoslavia  is  in  private  hands. 
We  could,  therefore,  provide  practical 
assistance  to  free  enterprise  operators 
in  these  countries,  at  least  to  the  per¬ 
centages  reflected  by  individual  farm 
ownership. 

Therefore,  the  counterpart  funds  ac¬ 
cumulated  through  the  disposal  of  our 


surplus  agricultural  commodities  could 
be  used  to  advance  free  enterprise  in  the 
farm  economy  of  those  Communist 
countries. 

We  know  from  history,  as  well  as  from 
current  reports,  that  the  rural  regions 
in  Communist  countries  are  the  hard 
core  of  opposition  to  the  atheistic  ideol¬ 
ogy  of  communism.  Love  for  the  soil, 
the  spirit  of  freedom,  the  virtue  of  per¬ 
severance,  that  are  found  in  farmers 
of  all  lands,  are  found  in  farmers  behind 
the  Iron  Curtain. 

By  accepting  this  amendment,  we  will 
provide  practical  assistance  from  the 
U.S.  Government  to  the  farmer  who  still 
maintains  his  individual  property  in  the 
face  of  Communist  pressures  to  collectiv¬ 
ize  the  farm  economy.  It  would  repre¬ 
sent  a  practical  and  typically  American 
use  of  funds,  and  would  be  a  dramatic 
demonstration  of  American  interest  in 
the  oppressed  people  behind  the  Iron 
Curtain. 

May  I  repeat,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
another  nonpartisan  amendment.  The 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  provide 
specifically  that  the  funds  that  have  been 
accumulated  from  oversea  sales  to 
Communist  countries  be  made  available 
on  a  loan  basis  to  the  owners  of  privately 
operated  farms  in  those  countries.  The 
background  for  the  amendment  I  repeat 
is  this. 

In  Yugoslavia  and  Poland,  which  are 
the  two  Communist  countries  now  bene¬ 
fiting  from  Public  Law  480,  substantial 
funds  have  been  accumulated.  In  Yugo¬ 
slavia  90  percent  of  the  farmlands  are  in 
private  hands.  In  Poland  86  percent  of 
the  farmlands  are  in  private  hands. 
The  governments  of  these  countries  are 
trying  to  collectivise  these  farms.  In 
each  of  these  countries  the  peasants  are 
the  background  of  the  resistance  against 
communism.  My  purpose  is  to  help 
private  enterprise  in  the  Communist 
areas  of  the  world,  and  make  the  sur¬ 
plus  funds  available  under  Public  Law 
480  available  to  sustain  private  enter¬ 
prise  in  Communist  countries.  I  have  no 
illusion  about  the  fact  that  the  Com¬ 
munist  governments  of  Yugoslavia  and 
Poland  might  accept  the  provisions,  but 
I  do  think  it  would  be  a  dramatic  gesture 
of  American  interest  in  private  enter¬ 
prise  behind  the  Iron  Curtain. 

I  believe  this  is  a  practical  amend¬ 
ment.  I  feel  it  would  be  an  effective 
extension  of  our  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  it  is  worthy  of  Committee 
consideration. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  amendment 
is  too  far  reaching  and  too  important  to 
be  considered  under  these  circumstances. 
It  is  unfortunate  that  the  gentleman  did 
not  submit  it  to  our  committee  during 
the  long  time  this  matter  was  under  con¬ 
sideration.  If  he  will  submit  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  us,  I  assure  him  we  shall  take  it 
into  consideration.  At  the  moment, 
however,  I  think  it  would  be  very  unfor¬ 
tunate  and  very  dangerous  for  us  to  ac¬ 
cept  an  amendment  of  this  importance. 
After  all,  it  involves  the  expenditure  of 
money  in  Communist  countries.  So  I  ask 
the  Committee  to  vote  down  the  amend¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  '  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Can  the  gentleman 
advise  me  if  any  plan  at  the  moment  is 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to  pre¬ 
sent  a  bill  revising  Public  Law  480?  This 
is  the  only  chance  I  have  to  approach 
the  issue. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  but  I  understand 
there  is  a  possibility  that  an  amendment 
to  the  Battle  Act  will  be  considered  by 
some  committee  in  the  House,  so  this 
amendment  might  be  germane  to  that. 
But  if  the  gentleman  will  send  me  a  copy 
of  the  amendment,  I  assure  him  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  take  a  look  at  it  and  con¬ 
sider  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  III - MARKETING  ORDERS 

Sec.  301.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
as  reenacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended.  Is  further  amended  as  follows: 

Section  8c (2)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  In  (A)  thereof  "not  in¬ 
cluding  vegetables,  other  than  asparagus, 
for  canning  or  freezing)”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “(not  including  vegetables,  other 
than  asparagus,  for  canning  or  freezing,  or 
potatoes  for  dehydrating)  and 

(2)  inserting  in  (B)  thereof  after  "fruits 
and  vegetables  for  canning  or  freezing”  the 
following  ",  potatoes  for  dehydrating”. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McIntire:  Page 
15,  line  1,  strike  out  all  of  title  III  including 
lines  1  through  14  and  renumber  the  sub¬ 
sequent  sections  accordingly. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  Committee,  I  realize  that 
the  marketing  agreement  provisions  of 
agricultural  legislation  are  very  compli¬ 
cated.  However,  I  am  moving  to  strike 
this  provision  because  this  amendment 
was  not  given  consideration  except  in 
executive  session  of  the  committee. 
There  are  in  the  potato  industry  the  so- 
called  late  States,  a  tier  of  northern 
States  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific. 
Seventy  percent  of  the  production  and 
marketing  of  the  potato  crops  come  un¬ 
der  the  marketing  agreement  regula¬ 
tions. 

These  are  agreements  under  which 
growers  have  participated  and  which 
were  established  through  exhaustive 
hearings.  To  amend  this  legislation  at 
this  point  without  giving  the  growers  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  is,  I  think,  im¬ 
proper  legislative  procedure.  I  am  famil¬ 
iar  with  the  background  of  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  quarreling  with  the 
sincerity  of  those  who  are  proposing  the 
amendment,  but  I  do  object  to  the  pro¬ 
cedure.  I  think  the  growers  ought  to  be 
heard.  They  have  a  very  deep  interest 
in  these  marketing  agreements  and,  in 
my  opinion,  this  type  of  procedure  is  not 
the  constructive  way  to  amend  such 
complicated  legislation. 


I  would  point  out  to  the  members  of 
this  Committee  that  the  marketing  or¬ 
ders  used  by  the  potato  industry  in  the 
Lake  States,  from  California  to  Maine, 
are  not  price  orders  in  any  sense  of  the 
word.  They  are  grade  and  size  orders 
which  are  used  to  help  market  the  best 
portion  of  the  crop  and  reserve  for  other 
uses,  particularly  nonfood  uses,  those 
portions  of  the  crop  which  are  not  of 
high  marketability.  What  the  processors 
have  in  mind,  and  this  is  a  legitimate 
request,  of  course,  is  to  have  access  to 
those  off  grades  and  sizes,  particularly 
to  those  potatoes  which  are  not  required 
to  be  in  their  original  form  or  are  mashed 
or  dehydrated.  This  is  a  matter  in  which 
both  the  processors  and  the  growers  have 
an  interest. 

I  do  not  think  this  legislative  proce¬ 
dure  in  this  context  is  constructive;  nor 
is  it  in  the  growers’  interest.  If  you  are 
interested  in  the  growers  and  processors 
having  an  equal  opportunity  to  present 
their  views  before  amendments  of  this 
type  are  made,  I  sincerely  urge  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  approve  the  amendment  and 
to  strike  this  provision  in  order  that  this 
subject  matter  can  be  presented  in  a 
sound,  legislative  way,  giving  all  parties 
concerned  an  opportunity  to  express 
their  views. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
heartily  in  accord  with  the  gentleman’s 
amendment.  I  certainly  agree  with  him. 
The  growers  have  had  no  proper  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard  and  no  hearings  were 
held  before  our  committee.  This  is  a 
matter  that  could  well  be  postponed  until 
a  later  date.’ 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  want  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  I  have  had  a  call  from 
our  potato  producers  in  Colorado,  of 
which  we  have  many.  They  are  very 
concerned  over  the  implications  of  this 
proposal. 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  want  to  join  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  position  of  the  gentleman 
from  Maine.  We  seek  to  help  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  this  legislation.  I  am  sure  the 
overwhelming  number  of  potato  growers 
would  oppose  this  amendment.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Johnson]  has  introduced  a 
bill  which  would  go  exactly  in  the  op¬ 
posite  direction  to  the  language  in  this 
bill.  I  think  at  least  until  after  there 
have  been  hearings  on  the  Johnson  bill 
this  language  should  be  stricken  from 
the  bill. 

I  want  to  concur  in  the  position  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maine.  Potato  proc¬ 
essors  are  very  much  worried. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
likewise  support  the  gentleman’s  posi¬ 
tion.  The  potato  growers  certainly 
should  be  consulted  before  this  policy  is 
enacted. 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  adopted  this  amendment  after 
thoroughly  debating  it  in  committee. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  as  the  situation 
presently  exists,  we  have  part  of  our 
processors  covered  by  marketing  orders 
and  part  exempt.  Packers  who  can  or 
freeze  potatoes  are  exempt  from  mar¬ 
keting  orders.  Dehydrators  are  subject 
to  marketing  orders.  This  could  pro¬ 
mote  unfair  competition  between  a  proc¬ 
essor  who  cans  and  freezes  potatoes  and 
is  not  subject  to  marketing  orders  and 
one  who  dehydrates  potatoes  and  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  orders.  This  section 
of  the  bill  clarifies  this  situation.  It  is 
not  right  for  a  processor  who  is  a  can- 
ner  and  freezer  and  dehydrator  to  have 
half  of  his  line  subject  to  the  marketing 
orders  and  half  exempt.  Think  of  the 
Confusion  and  unworkability.  This  sec¬ 
tion  merely  puts  dehydrators  in  exactly 
the  same  exempt  position  as  canners  and 
freezers. 

I  concur  in  what  has  been  said  about 
the  Johnson  bill  and  would  like  to  see 
the  report  come  to  the  committee  for 
hearings.  Certainly  the  treatment  of 
the  potato  processors  should  be  uniform 
and  there  should  be  no  inequalities. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Maine  will  be 
voted  down. 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARDING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MclNTIRE.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  agree  that  while  this  was  discussed 
for  the  usual  length  of  time  accorded 
such  things  during  consideration  in  ex¬ 
ecutive  session,  would  the  gentleman  not 
agree  that  the  potato  processors  have  a 
very  great  interest  in  the  marketing 
legislation,  that  their  views  ought  to  be 
heard  before  we  pass  legislation  of  this 
type? 

Mr.  HARDING.  I  most  certainly 
would  agree  that  the  growers  have  a 
real  stake  in  marketing  order  legisla¬ 
tion.  We  should  give  them  a  chance  to 
come  in  and  testify  before  we  decide 
whether  all  processors  or  no  processors 
should  be  covered.  However,  as  it  is  at 
the  present  time  we  are  in  a  situation 
where  we  are  half  covered  and  half  ex¬ 
empt. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARDING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  gentleman  opposes  striking  this 
language  out?  Or  is  the  gentleman  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  strike  it  out  if  he  can 
be  assured  of  hearings  on  the  subject? 

Mr.  HARDING.  There  again,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  going  to  face  the  same 
situation  if  we  do  not  get  hearings  and 
we  do  not  get  passage  of  other  legisla¬ 
tion;  we  will  continue  to  go  on  half 
subject  and  half  exempt.  Until  I  see 
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action  taken  on  the  Johnson  bill,  I 
would  like  to  see  this  provision  clarified. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  did  not  know  that  the  provision  in 
the  bill,  which  this  amendment  proposes 
to  strike  out,  was  in  the  least  controver¬ 
sial.  It  was  adopted  by  the  committee. 
I  hope  the  House  will  defeat  the  pending 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Maine  [Mr.  McIntire]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  McIntire) 
there  were — ayes  127,  noes  84. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  title  IV  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  having  been  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  follows : 

TITLE  IV - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

Subtitle  A — Feed  grains 

Sec.  401.  Subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
after  part  VI  a  new  part  VII  as  follows: 

"PART  VII - MARKETING  QUOTAS - PEED  GRAINS 

"Legislative  Findings 

"Sec.  360a.  The  production  of  feed  grains  is 
a  vital  part  of  the  agricultural  economy  of 
the  United  States.  Feed  grains  move  almost 
wholly  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  the  form  of  grains,  livestock,  and  live¬ 
stock  products. 

"Abnormally  excessive  and  abnormally  de¬ 
ficient  supplies  of  feed  grains  on  the  na¬ 
tional  market  acutely  and  directly  burden, 
obstruct,  and  affect  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  When  the  available  supply  of 
feed  grains  is  excessive,  the  prices  of  feed 
grains  are  unreasonably  low  and  farmers 
overexpand  livestock  production  to  find  out¬ 
lets  for  feed  grains.  Excessive  supplies  of 
feed  grains  cause  the  marketing  of  excessive 
supplies  of  livestock  in  interstate  and  for¬ 
eign  commerce  at  sacrificial  prices,  endanger 
the  financial  stability  of  producers,  and  over¬ 
tax  the  handling,  processing,  and  transpor¬ 
tation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  feed 
grains,  livestock,  and  livestock  products  is 
directed.  Deficient  supplies  of  feed  grains 
result  in  substantial  decreases  in  livestock 
production  and  in  an  inadequate  flow  of 
livestock  and  livestock  products  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  with  the  con¬ 
sequence  of  unreasonably  high  prices  to 
consumers  and  loss  of  markets  for  products. 

"The  principal  grains  used  for  livestock 
feed  are  corn,  barley,  grain  sorghums,  and 
oats.  Although  certain  feed  grains  are  bet¬ 
ter  suited  for  production  in  some  areas  than 
other  feed  grains,  in  general,  one  of  several 
feed  grains  can  be  grown  on  the  same  land. 
A  marketing  program  which  provides  for  a 
single  quota  applicable  to  feed  grains  and 
which  permits  producers  to  determine,  within 
the  quota,  which  feed  grains  they  shall  pro¬ 
duce  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the 
Act  and  will  permit  producers  the  maximum 
amount  of  freedom  of  choice  consistent  with 
the  attainment  of  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

"The  conditions  affecting  the  production 
and  marketing  of  feed  grains  are  such  that, 
without  Federal  assistance,  farmers,  individ¬ 
ually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot  effectively 
provide  for  a  balanced  supply  of  feed  grains 
and  the  orderly  marketing  of  feed  grains  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  at  prices 
which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and 
consumers. 


“The  national  public  interest  and  general 
welfare  require  that  the  burdens  on  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  above  described 
be  removed  by  the  exercise  of  Federal  power. 
Feed  grains  which  do  not  move  in  the  form 
of  feed  grains  outside  of  the  State  where 
they  are  produced  are  so  closely  and  sub¬ 
stantially  related  to  feed  grains  which  move 
in  the  form  of  feed  grains  outside  of  the 
State  where  they  are  produced,  and  have 
such  a  close  and  substantial  relation  to  the 
volume  and  price  of  livestock  and  livestock 
products  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  regulate  feed  grains 
which  do  npt  move  outside  of  the  State  where 
they  are  produced  to  the  extent  set  forth 
in  this  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages 
from  feed  grains  to  the  production  of  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or 
which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age  would  burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely 
affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
such  commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect 
the  prices  of  such  commodities  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in 
the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a 
sufficient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price 
of  such  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  supply  of 
such  commodity  could  have  a  more  accute 
effect  on  the  price  of  the  commodity  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  and,  also,  could 
overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  through  which  the  flow 
of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodity  is  directed.  Such  adverse  effects 
caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the 
commodity  in  the  succeeding  year,  causing 
excessive  increases  in  the  price  of  the  com¬ 
modity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  such  year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to 
prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  to  be  used  to  produce 
commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply 
or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age. 

“National  Marketing  Quota 

"Sec.  360b.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  June  20 
in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  supply  of  feed  grains 
in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next 
succeeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence 
of  a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  ex¬ 
cessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a 
national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains 
shall  be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year 
and  for  either  the  following  marketing  year 
or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such 
proclamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year 
marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
feed  grains  has  been  proclaimed  for  any 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  deter¬ 
mine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  such  marketing 
year  not  earlier  than  January  1  or  later 
than  June  20  of  the  calendar  year  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  be¬ 
gins.  The  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year 
shall  be  an  amount  of  feed  grains  which, 
during  such  marketing  year,  the  Secretary 
estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized  in  the  United 
States  in  the  production  of  the  volume  of 
livestock  (including  poultry)  and  livestock 
products  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet 
domestic  consumption  and  export  require¬ 
ments,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  United  States  as  food,  food 
products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or 
partly  of  feed  grains,  (iii)  will  be  utilized  in 
the  United  States  for  seed  and  industrial 
uses,  and  (iv)  will  be  exported  either  in  the 
form  of  feed  grains  or  products  thereof;  less 
(A)  an  amount  of  feed  grains  equal  to  the 


estimated  imports  of  feed  grains  into  the 
United  States  during  such  marketing  year 
and,  (B)  if  the  stocks  of  feed  grains  owned 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive, 
an  amount  of  feed  grains  not  to  exceed  7  per 
centum  of  items  (i),  (ii),  (iii),  and  (iv) 
above,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a 
desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing  year 
in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the 
Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  stocks  of  feed  grains  in 
the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding 
marketing  year,  the  national  marketing 
quota  otherwise  determined  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  the  amount  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for 
any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason 
to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emer¬ 
gency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the 
demand  for  feed  grains,  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the 
amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause 
an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made  to 
determine  whether  such  action  is  neecssary 
in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase 
in  the  demand  for  feed  grains.  If,  on  the 
basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secretary 
finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall 
immediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the 
amount  of  any  such  increase  found  by  him 
to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 
marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or 
terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing 
quota  is  increased  under  this  subsection, 
the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase 
by  increasing  acreage  allotments  established 
under  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage. 

“National  Acreage  Allotment 

“Sec.  360c.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains 
is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the 
Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim 
a  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage 
allotment  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which 
the  Secretary  determines  on  the  basis  of 
expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings 
of  farm  acreage  allotments  will,  together 
with  the  expected  production  on  increased 
acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm  ex¬ 
emption  pursuant  to  section  360f,  make 
available  a  supply  of  feed  grains  equal  to 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains 
for  such  marketing  year. 

“Apportionment  of  National  Acreage 
Allotment 

“Sec.  360d.  (a)  The  national  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  less  a 
reserve  acreage  of  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  among  the  several  States 
on  the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed 
grains  for  each  State.  The  State  base  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  in  the  State  during  the 
base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  subsection 
(d)  of  this  section. 

“(b)(1)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acre¬ 
age  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for 
use  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  (2)  of  this 
section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  among  the  counties  in  the  State  on  the 
basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for 
each  county.  The  county  base  acreage  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of 
feed  grains  in  the  county  during  the  base 
period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  subsection  (d) 
of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  subjection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
be  used  by  the  Secretary  to  make  increases 
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in  county  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis 
of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  share  of  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  because  of  new  areas  coming  into  the 
production  of  feed  grains. 

“(c)  (1)  The  county  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary,  through  the  county  com¬ 
mittee,  among  the  farms  in  the  county  on 
the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains 
for  each  farm.  The  farm  base  acreage  of  feed 
grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed 
grains  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period, 
adjusted  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this 
section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  this  section 
shall  be  available : 

“(A)  For  apportionment  to  farms  which 
were  eligible  to  receive  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  under  this  part,  but  which  through 
error  did  not  receive  such  allotments; 

“(B)  For  making  increases  in  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  on  the  basis  of  any  one  or 
more  of  the  following  factors:  tillable  acres, 
type  of  soil,  topography,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  hardship,  in¬ 
equities  in  allotments,  and  such  other  fac¬ 
tors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should  be 
considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
fair  and  equitable  farm  acreage  allotments; 
and 

“(C)  For  apportionment  to  farms  for 
which  farm  acreage  allotments  were  not  de¬ 
termined  because  there  were  no  acreages  of 
feed  grains  on  such  farm  during  the  base 
period  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 
the  suitability  of  the  land  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains,  the  past  experience  of 
the  farm  operator  in  the  production  of  feed 
grains,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm  op¬ 
erator  is  dependent  on  income  from  farming 
for  his  livelihood,  the  production  of  feed 
grains  on  other  farms  owned,  operated,  or 
controlled  by  the  farm  operator,  and  such 
other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  fair  and  equitable  farm  acreage 
allotments. 

“(d)  In  determining  the  State,  county, 
and  farm  base  acreages — 

"(1)  the  base  period  shall  be  the  calendar 
years  1959  and  1960  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  acreage  allotments  for  the  1968, 
1964.  and  1965  crops  of  feed  grains;  and  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  subsequent  crops  of  feed  grains, 
the  base  period  shall  be  the  two  most  recent 
calendar  years  during  which  a  marketing 
quota  program  was  in  effect  for  which  sta¬ 
tistics  of  the  Federal  Government  are  avail¬ 
able; 

“(2)  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  upward 
adjustments  as  he  determines  are  necessary 
for  abnormal  conditions  affecting  the  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest,  land 
which  is  regarded  as  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  under  the  conservation 
reserve  and  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the 
farm,  hardships,  and  such  other  factors  as 
the  Secretary  determines  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair  and 
equitable  base  acreages; 

“(3)  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the 
average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  the  State, 
county,  or  farm. 

“(4)  the  acreage  of  wheat  produced  on  the 
farm  pursuant  to  the  exemption  provided  in 
section  335(f),  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  part  VII,  shall  be  considered  as 
an  acreage  of  feed  grains  in  determining  the 
average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  the  State, 
county,  or  farm. 

“(e)  Any  part  of  any  farm  feed  grain 
acreage  allotment  on  which  feed  grains  will 
not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily 


surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such 
farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the 
county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same 
county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts  de¬ 
termined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage 
of  feed  grains,  land,  labor,  equipment  avail¬ 
able  for  the  production  of  feed  grains,  crop 
rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physi¬ 
cal  facilities  affecting  the  production  of  feed 
grains.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  volun¬ 
tarily  surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the 
county,  the  county  committee  may  surrender 
the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to 
be  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State 
reserve  acreage  under  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section.  Any  allotment  released  under  this 
provision  shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes 
of  establishing  future  allotments  as  having 
been  planted  on  the  farm  and  in  the  county 
where  the  release  was  made  rather  than  on 
the  farm  and  in  the  county  to  which  the 
allotment  was  transferred,  except  that  this 
shall  not  operate  to  make  the  farm  from 
which  the  allotment  was  transferred  eligible 
for  an  allotment  as  having  feed  grains 
planted  thereon  during  the  base  period. 

“Acreage  released  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  credited  to  the  State  in  determining 
future  allotments.  The  producers  on  a  farm 
on  which  any  part  of  the  farm  allotment  for 
feed  grains  is  released  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection,  or  on  a  farm 
whose  allotment  for  feed  grains  is  increased 
due  to  reapportionment  to  such  farm  of  al¬ 
lotments  released  by  other  farms  under  this 
subsection,  shall  not  be  eligible  for  payments 
under  subsection  (b)  of  section  360j.  The 
producers  on  a  farm  on  which  any  part  of 
the  farm  allotment  for  feed  grains  is  released 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  required 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  crops,  an 
acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  acreage 
allotment  released,  and  shall  be  subject  to  a 
penalty  on  any  crop  produced  on  such  acre¬ 
age  unless  the  crop  is  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage.  Such  penalty  shall  be  in 
the  amount  provided  in  section  360J  and 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such 
section. 

“Geographical  Applicability 

“Sec.  360e.  This  part  VII  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  continental  United  States  ex¬ 
cluding  Alaska. 

“Small  Farm  Exemption 

“Sec.  360f.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  part,  no  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  base 
acreage  of  twenty-five  acres  or  less  if  the 
acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  does  not 
exceed  the  farm  base  acreage  determined  for 
the  farm,  unless  the  owner  or  operator  elects 
in  writing  on  a  form  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 
the  farm  acreage  allotment.  If  the  owner  or 
operator  or  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such 
election  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed 
grains,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  section  360h, 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  farm 
base  acreage  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  exceeded  the  farm  base  acreage, 
(ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  section  360J 
shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm,  and  (iii) 
such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

“Referendum 

“Sec.  360g.  If  a  national  marketing  quota 
for  feed  grains  for  one,  two,  or  three  market¬ 
ing  years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall, 
not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  procla¬ 
mation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of 
farmers  to  determine  whether  they  favor  or 


oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any 
producer  who  has  a  feed  grain  base  shall  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  held 
pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  producer 
who  has  a  farm  feed  grain  base  of  twenty- 
five  acres  or  less  and  who  does  not  elect,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  360f,  to  be  subject  to  the 
farm  acreage  allotment.  The  Secretary  shall 
proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held 
hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date 
of  such  reefrendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted 
against  marketing  qoutas.  the  Secretary 
shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will 
not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of 
feed  grains  produced  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  following  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of 
the  farmers  voting  in  a  referendum  approve 
marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or 
three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall 
be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of 
such  period. 

“Compliance 

“Sec.  360h.  (a)  (1)  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  of  feed 
grains  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing 
excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  acerage  of  feed  grains  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop :  Provided,  That  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
the  actual  production  of  the  number  of 
acres  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  if 
the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  on  the 
farm:  Provided  further,  That  if  there  is  an 
acreage  of  more  than  one  feed  grain  on  the 
farm,  in  determining  which  acreage  is  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  the  feed  grain  or  grains  which  has  the 
highest  value,  based  on  the  normal  yield  of 
the  feed  grain  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the 
basic  county  support  rate  for  the  feed  grain, 
shall  be  considered  as  the  acreage  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  (i) 
‘actual  production’  of  any  number  of  acres 
of  a  feed  grain  on  a  farm  means  the  actual 
average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such 
feed  grain,  and  (ii)  ‘normal  production’  of 
any  number  of  acres  of  a  feed  grain  on  a  farm 
means  the  normal  yield  of  such  feed  grain 
on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
acres  of  such  feed  grain.  The  normal  yield 
of  any  feed  grain  for  a  farm  shall  be  the 
average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  determined 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  farm  during  the 
base  period  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)(1) 
of  section  360d)  adjusted  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production. 

“(3)  In  determining  the  farm  marketing 
quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  (i)  any 
acreage  of  a  feed  grain  remaining  after  the 
date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  excess  acres  of  such  feed  grain  shall 
be  included  as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  on 
the  farm,  and  the  production  thereof  shall 
be  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  ac¬ 
curate  estimate  of  such  production,  (ii)  any 
acreage  of  any  feed  grain  classified  as  wheat 
acreage  pursuant  to  section  337  shall  not 
be  considered  feed  grain  acreage,  and  (iii) 
any  acreage  of  feed  grains  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded 
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in  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota 
and  farm  marketing  excess.  Marketing 
quotas  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in 
effect  with  respect  to  feed  grains  harvested 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  market¬ 
ing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the 
feed  grains  are  marketed  prior  to  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  such  marketing  year. 

“(b)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed 
grains,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any 
feed  grain  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  producers  on  a  farm 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  at  a  rate 
per  bushel  on  the  amount  of  feed  grains  in 
the  farm  marketing  excess  equal  to  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  particular 
feed  grain  involved  as  of  May  1  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 
Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
of  feed  grains  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm 
marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  is  deter¬ 
mined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable 
for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the 
farm  marketing  excess. 

“(c)  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  ad¬ 
justed  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided,  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
computed  upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal 
production  and  as  computed  upon  the  basis 
of  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer. 

“(d)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm 
pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the  entire 
crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm 
and  any  subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a 
lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the 
amount  of  the  penalty. 

“(e)  Until  the  penalty  on  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  feed  grains  is  paid,  each 
bushel  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm 
shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  specified  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  and  such 
penalty  on  each  bushel  of  feed  grains  which 
is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person  within 
the  United  States  shall  be  paid  by  the  buyer, 
who  may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to 
the  penalty  from  the  price  paid  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer.  If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such 
penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled 
to  share  in  the  feed  grains  marketed  from 
the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be 
Jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty. 

“(f)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment 
or  collection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  liable  also  for  in¬ 
terest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  be¬ 
comes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of 
such  penalty. 

“Substitution  of  Wheat  for  Feed  Grains 

“Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit 
producers  of  wheat  to  have  acreage  devoted 
to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as 
devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  to 
such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  will 
not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  this 
subtitle  B. 

“Land  Use 

“Sec.  360j.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in 
which  marketing  quotas  for  feed  grains  are 
in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm  (except 
a  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d(c) 
(2)  (C) )  on  which  any  crop  is  produced  on 
acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from  the 
production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  subject 
to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any 
marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such 
crop,  as  provided  in  this  subsection,  unless 
(i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  hereof  or  (ii) 
no  feed  grains  are  produced  on  the  farm, 


and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an  agree¬ 
ment  or  a  statement  of  intention  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  payment  program  formulated 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 
The  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from 
the  production  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm 
shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  base  acreage  of  feed 
grains  for  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  feed  grains.  The  actual 
production  of  any  crop  subject  to  penalty 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as 
available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on 
such  crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual 
acreage  of  such  crop  at  the  rate  of  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel,  as 
of  May  1,  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
crop  is  harvested,  of  the  feed  grain  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the  principal 
feed  grain  produced  in  the  county,  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  normal  yield  for  such  feed  grain 
as  defined  in  section  360h(a) .  Until  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such 
crop,  the  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced 
on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
feed  grains  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall 
be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  or 
crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains 
shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the 
entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  require  the  penalty  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  crops  on  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  collected  by  the  purchaser  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  the  farm.  The  persons 
liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the 
penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable 
also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  pen¬ 
alty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment 
of  such  penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the 
acreage  on  any  farm  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  feed  grains  be  land  which  was 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains 
in  the  previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  requirement  is  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  form¬ 
ulate  and  carry  out  a  program  with  respect 
to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  feed 
grains  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 
Payments  shall  be  in  an  amount  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  estimated  normal  production  of  feed 
grains  for  the  acreage  diverted,  multiplied 
by  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic 
county  support  rates  for  feed  grains  in  the 
case  of  the  1963  crop,  40  per  centum  of  the 
estimated  basic  county  support  rate  for  feed 
grains  in  the  case  of  the  1964  crop,  and  30 
per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  for  feed  grains  in  the  case  of 
the  1965  crop.  The  Secretary  may  permit  the 
producers  on  the  farm  to  divert  from  the 
production  of  feed  grains  an  acreage,  in 
addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains : 
Provided,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm 
may,  at  their  election,  divert  such  acreage, 
in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total 
acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  twenty-five 
acres.  Such  program  shall  require  (1)  that 
the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary; 
(2)  that  the  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  exclud¬ 
ing  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 
and  acreage  diverted  under  the  land-use 
provisions  for  wheat  pursuant  to  section  339, 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average 
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acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
rises  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land 
on  the  farm  during  the  base  period  used  in 
determining  the  farm  acreage  allotment  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  for  (i)  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions  or  other  factors  affecting  production, 
(ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on 
the  farm,  (iii)  participation  in  the  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  and  other  Federal  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of 
land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses, 
and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary 
determines  should  be  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil- 
conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3) 
that  the  producers  shall  not  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  ef¬ 
fect  for  any  commodity  produced  on  the 
farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage 
allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop 
in  which  the  producer  has  a  share.  The 
producer  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  is  established  pursuant  to 
section  360d(e)  (2)  (C)  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  payments  hereunder.  Payments  may  be 
made  in  cash  or  in  feed  grains.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment 
among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis.  The  following  factors  shall 
be  given  consideration  in  arriving  at  the 
division  of  payment : 

“(1)  The  basis  on  which  producers  would 
have  shared  in  the  production  of  feed  grains 
had  feed  grains  been  produced  on  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage; 

“(2)  The  savings  or  benefits  accruing  to 
each  producer  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

“(3)  The  respective  contribution  of  each 
producer  to  the  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  conservation  use  on  the  acreage 
designated  as  diverted  from  production;  and 

“(4)  The  respective  relationship  of  the 
diverted  acreage  and  increased  conservation 
acreage  to  the  various  ownership  tracts 
comprising  a  farm. 

“(c)  Where  a  producer  is  not  entitled  to 
receive  full  payment  under  the  program  for¬ 
mulated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
because  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  program,  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  make  partial  payment  to  the 
producer  proportionate  to  the  performance 
rendered. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower, 
castor  beans,  malting  barley,  and  flax,  when 
such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  di¬ 
verted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop 
shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
production  of  such  crops;  Provided,  That  in 
no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half 
the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation 
uses. 

“(f)  If  the  Secretary  permits  the  diverted 
acreage  to  be  grazed  before  October  1  or  after 
April  1,  no  payment  shall  be  made  for  the 
acreage  which  is  grazed. 

“(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  include 
such  terms  and  conditions,  In  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  desir¬ 
able  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 
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“(i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds 
and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and 
to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in 
carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses. 

“(J)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  performance  rendered  in  good  faith 
in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an  au¬ 
thorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
this  section,  or  of  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
of  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  any 
payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in  order  to 
provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

“Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  part,  in  any  feed  deficit 
area  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  (1) 
that  the  application  of  the  provision  of  this 
Act  would  result  in  hardship  to  producers 
in  such  area,  would  unduly  increase  the  price 
of  feed  grains  in  such  area  relative  to  other 
areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal  farming 
practices  in  such  area,  and  (2)  that  the  ex¬ 
ception  provided  by  this  section  would  not 
impair  the  effective  operation  of  this  Act,  he 
may  provide  in  accordance  with  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  prescribe  that  no  farm  mar¬ 
keting  quota  (that  is,  production  on  the 
acreage  allotment)  for  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in  such 
area,  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed 
grains  does  not  exceed  the  farm  base  acre¬ 
age  determined  for  the  farm.  If  the  Secre¬ 
tary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land-use 
provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be  inappli¬ 
cable  to  the  farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of  feed 
grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support, 
and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such  farm  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  on 
marketing  quotas  for  such  crop.’’ 

Sec.  402.  Section  2  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  by  striking  out  "and”  immediately 
following  the  last  semicolon,  by  changing 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  semicolon, 
and  by  adding  immediaely  following  such 
new  semicolon  the  following:  “and  to  reduce 
the  annual  carryover  of  feed  grains,  to  sta¬ 
bilize  the  supply  of  feed  grains,  and  to 
provide  for  an  adequate  and-balance  flow  of 
feed  grains  sothat  the  prices  of  feed  grains 
are  fair  to  producers  and  consumers  and  the 
total  supply  of  feed  grains  available  for  util¬ 
ization  for  livestock  feed  is  maintained  at  a 
level  which  is  consistent  with  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  quantieies  of  livestock  and  the 
products  thereof  that  will  be  consumed  and 
exported  at  prices  which  are  fair  to  pro¬ 
ducers  and  consumers. 

Sec.  403.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  items: 

“(10)  The  term  ‘feed  grains’  means  corn, 
oats,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  The  term 
‘feed  grains’  shall  also  include  rye  if  the 
Secretary  designates  such  commodity. 

“(11)  The  term  ‘acreage  of  feed  grains’ 
means  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  (including  self-seeded  feed  grains) . 

“(12)  the  term  ‘crop’  as  applied  to  ‘feed 
grains’  means  all  of  the  crops  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  which  comprise  feed 
grains  and  which  are  produced  for  harvest 
in  the  same  calendar  year.” 

(2)  Subsection  (b)(6)(A)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(6)  (A)  ‘Market,’  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
rice,  tobacco,  wheat,  and  feed  grains,  means 


to  dispose  of,  in  raw  or  processed  form,  by 
voluntary  or  involuntary  sale,  barter,  or  ex¬ 
change,  or  by  gift  inter  vivos,  and,  in  the 
case  of  wheat  and  feed  grains,  by  feeding  (in 
any  form)  to  poultry  or  livestock  which,  or 
the  products  of  which,  are  sold,  bartered  or 
exchanged  or  to  be  so  disposed  of.” 

(3)  Subsection  (b)  (7)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(7)  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case 
of  the  following  commodities,  the  period  be¬ 
ginning  on  the  first  and  ending  with  the 
second  date  specified  below: 

“Barley,  July  1-June  30; 

“Corn,  October  1-September  30; 

“Cotton,  August  l-July  31; 

“Oats,  July  1-June  30; 

“Grain  sorghums,  July  1-June  30; 

“Peanuts,  August  l-July  31; 

“Rice,  August  l-July  31; 

“Rye,  July  1-June  30; 

“Tobacco  (flue-cured) ,  July  1-June  30; 

“Tobacco  (other  than  flue-cured),  October 
1-September  30; 

“Wheat,  July  1-June  30; 

“  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case  of 
‘feed  grains’,  the  marketing  years  for  the 
agricultural  commodities  comprising  the 
feed  grains.” 

Sec.  404.  Sections  361,  362,  and  363  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  are  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  361  is  amended  by  adding 
“feed  grains,”  after  “wheat,”,  and  by  chang¬ 
ing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  section  to  a 
comma  and  adding  the  following:  “and  to 
the  review  of  land-use  penalties  assessed 
pursuant  to  sections  339  and  360j.” 

(2)  Section  362  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following :  “Notice  of  the 
land-use  penalty  assessed  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  339  or  360j  shall  be  mailed  to  the 
farmer.” 

(3)  Section  363  is  amended  by  adding 
“or  land-use  penalty”  after  the  word  “quota” 
wherever  it  appears  in  such  section. 

Sec.  405.  Section  372  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  adding  “feed  grains,” 
after  “wheat,”  in  subsection  (a)  thereof. 

Sec.  406.  Sections  373,  374,  and  375  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  are  hereby  amended  by  deleting 
“corn”  wherever  it  appears  and  by  substitu¬ 
ting  in  lieu  thereof  “feed  grains”;  and  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  375  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  the  sentence  and  inserting  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “or  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  provisions  thereof.” 

Sec.  407.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first 
sentence  after  “Soil  Conservation  Act  pay¬ 
ment,”  the  following:  “payment  under  sec¬ 
tion  360j,”. 

Sec.  408.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
made  by  sections  401  through  407  of  this 
Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to 
programs  applicable  to  crops  planted  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any 
subsequent  year  and  to  the  marketing  years 
beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any 
subsequent  year. 

Sec.  409.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  section  105  by  deleting 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  substituting  the 
following: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1963  crop — 

“(1)  price  support  for  each  crop  of  corn 
shall  be  made  available  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  determines  appropriate  after  con¬ 
sideration  of  (i)  the  factors  specified  in  sec¬ 
tion  401(b)  of  this  Act,  (ii)  the  supplies  of 


feed  grains  that  would  be  available  during 
the  marketing  year  at  prices  approximating 
the  support  prices  of  feed  grains,  and  (iii) 
consumption  goals  during  the  marketing 
year  for  livestock  and  livestock  products, 
taking  into  consideration  consumption  under 
special  governmental  programs,  and  imports 
and  exports  of  livestock  and  livestock  prod¬ 
ucts; 

“(2)  price  support  for  each  crop  of  barley, 
grain  sorghums,  oats,  and  rye,  respectively, 
shall  be  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  is  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to 
the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made 
available  for  corn,  taking  into  consideration 
the  feeding  value  of  such  feed  grain  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  corn,  location,  and  buyer  preference; 

“(3)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  any  feed  grain,  price  support  for 
such  crop  shall  be  made  available  only  to 
cooperators; 

“(4)  no  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  any  crop  of  a  feed  grain  for  which 
a  marketing  quota  is  not  in  effect  because 
of  disapproval  by  producers;  and 

“(5)  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any 
crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  a  farm  shall 
be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly 
exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
feed  grains  or  any  other  commodity  on  the 
farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by 
regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  com¬ 
modity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a 
producer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land- 
use  requirements  of  section  360j  of  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.” 

(2)  By  amending  section  105  by  redesig¬ 
nating  subsection  (c)  thereof  as  subsection 
(b). 

(3)  By  amending  section  401(b)  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  the  comma  before  “(2)”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “(2)  the  income  needed  to  provide 
a  farm  operator  and  his  family  with  a  return 
for  his  labor  and  investment  equal  to  the 
return  earned  by  comparable  resources  in 
other  occupations”,  and  by  renumbering  (2) , 
(3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  and  (8)  as  (3),  (4), 
(5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  and  (9),  respectively. 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407 
the  following:  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  if  a  marketing  quota  for 
feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year  is  dis¬ 
approved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  at  market  prices  during 
such  marketing  year  not  to  exceed  ten  mil¬ 
lion  tons,  or  the  equivalent  in  bushels,  of 
feed  grains. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  410.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  following  paragraphs : 

“Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed 
of  prior  to  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of 
wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price 
of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the 
circumstances,  wheat  not  disposed  of  prior 
to  such  date  must  be  considered  in  the  same 
manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in 
order  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages 
from  wheat  to  the  production  of  commodi¬ 
ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which 
will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage 
would  burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely  affect 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the 
prices  of  such  commodities  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in  the 
supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  suffi- 
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cient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price 
of  such  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  supply  of 
such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute 
effect  on  the  price  of  the  commodity  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and,  also, 
could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
transportation  facilities  through  which  the 
flow  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  adverse 
effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  X  year 
could  further  result  in  a  deficient  supply 
of  the  commodity  in  the  succeeding  year, 
causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  in  such  year.  It  is,  therefore, 
necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from 
the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  pro¬ 
duce  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
they  are  permitted  .to  be  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a 
cooperative  plant  to  wheat  producers  are  nec¬ 
essary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  sur¬ 
pluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies 
thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate  and  or¬ 
derly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  at  prices  which 
are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely 
affecting  other  commodities  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce.” 

Sec.  411.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  by  striking  out  the  provisions  of 
such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  following : 

"National  Marketing  Quota 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15 
in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the 
marketing  year  beginning  In  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence 
of  a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  ex¬ 
cessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be 
in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for 
either  the  following  marketing  year  or  the 
following  two  marketing  years,  If  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  and  declares  in  such  procla¬ 
mation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing 
quota  program  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the 
policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  has  been  proclaimed  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier 
than  January  1  or  later  than  April  15  of  the 
calendar  year  preceding  the  year  in  which 
such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  an  amount  of 
wheat  which  the  Secretary  estimates  (i) 
will  be  be  utilized  during  such  marketing 
year  for  human  consumption  in  the  United 
States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages, 
composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  (ii) 
will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year 
in  the  United  States  for  seed,  (iii)  will  be 
exported  either  In  the  form  of  wheat  or 
products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average 
amount  which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (in¬ 
cluding  poultry)  feed  in  the  marketing  years 
beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less  (A)  an 
amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  im¬ 
ports  of  wheat  into  the  United  States  during 
such  marketing  year  and,  (B)  if  the  stocks 
of  wheat  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  are  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of  wheat,  not  to 
exceed  16  per  centum  of  items  (1),  (li),  (iii), 
and  (iv)  above,  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  a  desirable  reduction  in  such  market¬ 
ing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy 
of  the  Act:  Provided ,  That  if  the  Secretary 


determines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in 
the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  mar¬ 
keting  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by 
the  amount  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to 
believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emer¬ 
gency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in 
the  demand  for  wheat,  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the 
amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an 
immediate  investigation  to  be  made  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  such  action  is  necessary 
in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase 
in  the  demand  for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis 
of  such  investigation,  the  Secretary  finds 
that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall  im¬ 
mediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the 
amount  of  any  such  increase  found  by  him 
to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 
marketing  quota  shall  be  so  Increased  or 
terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing 
quota  is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by 
increasing  acreage  allotments  established  un¬ 
der  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage.” 

Sec.  412.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“National  Acreage  Allotment 

"Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  pro¬ 
claimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields 
and  expected  underplantings  of  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  will,  together  with  (1)  the 
expected  production  of  wheat  on  the  in¬ 
creases  in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based 
upon  small-farm  base  acreages  pursuant  to 
section  335,  and  (2)  the  expected  produc¬ 
tion  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from 
the  small-farm  exemption  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  335,  make  available  a  supply  of  wheat 
equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  413.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  “ten”  wherever  it 
appears  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  thereof 
and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “five”. 

(2)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof 
by  inserting  the  following  sentence  imme¬ 
diately  following  the  eighth  sentence  there¬ 
of:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving 
an  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection, 
and  the  producers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be 
required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as 
a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support.” 

(3)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof 
and  by  redesignating  subsections  (h)  and 
(i)  thereof  as  (g)  and  (h)  respectively. 

(4)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof, 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  subsection 
(h) ,  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  seventh  sentence 
thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  re¬ 
ceiving  an  additional  allotment  under  this 
subsection.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  of 
subsection  (i)  thereof  (added  by  Public  Law 
87-357,  87th  Congress,  1st  session) ,  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  subsection  (h),  “or 
1963”. 

Geographical  Applicability 

Sec.  414.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 


as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  of  section  334  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection:  “(i)  This  part  III 
shall  be  applicable  to  the  continental  United 
States  excluding  Alaska.” 

Sec.  415.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Small  Farm  Exemption 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota 
for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable 
to  any  farm  with  a  base  of  fifteen  acres  or 
less  (hereinafter  called  ‘small-farm  base 
acreage’)  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed  the  small- 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm, 
unless  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  farm 
elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  mar¬ 
keting  quota.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  small-farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm 
shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
years  1957,  1958,  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  with 
adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  established  crop-rotation  practices  on 
the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  should  be  considered  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  small-farm  base  acreage.  If  the  owner 
or  operator  elects  to  be  subject  to  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  the 
acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  shall  be  the 
larger  of  (i)  the  allotment  otherwise  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  farm,  or  (ii)  the  small-farm 
base  acreage  for  the  farm  established  on 
the  basis  of  the  crops  for  the  calendar  years 
1957,  1958,  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  reduced  by 
the  same  percentage  by  which  the  national 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced 
below  fifty-five  million  acres.  If  the  owner 
or  operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make 
such  election  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340), 
as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
the  larger  of  the  acreage  allotment  or  the 
small-farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the 
farm,  (ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm,  (iii) 
such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing 
certificates  applicable  to  such  crop  shall  not 
be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage 
allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm 
base  acreages  under  this  section  shall  be 
in  addition  to  National,  State,  and  county 
acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  416.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Referendum 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing 
years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not 
later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclamation 
is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  con¬ 
duct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farm¬ 
ers  to  determine  whether  they  favor  or  op¬ 
pose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any 
producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  has  a  small-farm  base  acreage 
for  such  crop  of  wheat  and  who  does  not 
elect,  pursuant  to  section  335,  to  be  subject 
to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary 
shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  referen¬ 
dum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  marketing 
quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 
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the  crop  of  wheat  produced  for  harvest  in 
the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If 
the  Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or 
more  of  the  farmers  voting  in  a  referendum 
approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of 
two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  referendum 
shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or 
years  of  such  period.” 

Sec.  417.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  deleting  the  provisions 
thereof  and  substituting  the  following: 

“Substitution  of  feed  grains  for  wheat 

“Sec.  337.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit 
producers  of  feed  grains  to  have  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  con¬ 
sidered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat 
and  the  Secretary  shall  permit  producers  of 
wheat  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  considered  as  devoted  to  the 
production  of  feed  grains,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  not  adversely  affect  the  op¬ 
eration  of  this  program.” 

Sec.  418.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by 
adding  after  section  338  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

“Land  use 

“Sec.  339.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which 
marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in  effect, 
the  producers  on  any  farm  (except  a  new 
farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve 
for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  pro¬ 
duced  on  acreage  required  to  be  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition 
to  any  marketing  quota  penalty  applicable 
to  such  crops,  as  provided  in  this  subsection 
unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the 
Secretary  under  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(f)  of  this  section,  or  (ii)  no  wheat  is 
produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers 
have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement 
of  intention  to  participate  in  the  payment 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage  required 
to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland 
equal  to  the  number  of  acres  determined  by 
multiplying  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by 
the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing 
the  number  of  acres  by  which  the  national 
acreage  allotment  is  reduced  below  fifty-five 
million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres  in  the 
national  acreage  allotment.  The  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  avail¬ 
able  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage 
of  such  crop  at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal 
yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the 
farm.  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay 
the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  sub¬ 
sequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest 
shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 
Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the 
crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required 
to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the 
entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  persons 
liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the 
penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable 
also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty 
becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of 
such  penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the 
acreage  on  any  farm  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the  previous 
year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such 


requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of 
wheat  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desir¬ 
able  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  payments  shall  be  made  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
Payments  shall  be  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  the  estimated  normal  production  of 
wheat  for  the  acreage  diverted,  multiplied, 
(1)  in  the  case  of  the  1963  crop,  by  50  per 
centum  of  the  higher  of  the  estimated  basic 
county  support  rate  for  wheat  or  the  na¬ 
tional  average  support  rate  for  wheat,  (2)  in 
the  case  of  the  1964  crop,  by  40  per  centum 
of  the  higher  of  such  support  rates,  and 
(3)  in  the  case  of  the  1965  crop,  by  30  per 
centum  of  the  higher  of  such  support  rates. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any 
farm  to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat 
an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  di¬ 
verted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  equal  to 
20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat:  Provided,  That  the  produc¬ 
ers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election,  divert 
such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  as  will 
bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on  the  farm 
to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program  shall  require 
(1)  that  the  diverted,  acreage  shall  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the 
Secretary;  (2)  that  the.total  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land 
but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  pro¬ 
vided  above,  and  acreage  diverted  under  the 
land-use  provisions  for  feed  grains  pursuant 
to  section  360j,  shall  be  not  less  than  the 
total  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted 
to  soil-conserving  uses  including  summer 
fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  a 
representative  period,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnor¬ 
mal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors 
adversely  affecting  production,  (ii)  estab¬ 
lished  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm, 
(iii)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm 
programs,  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of 
land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses, 
and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary 
determines  should  be  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing  a  fair  and-  equitable 
soil-conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and 
(3)  that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly 
exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in 
effect  for  any  commodity  produced  on  the 
farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any 
crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a  share. 
The  producers  on  a  new  farm  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  Payments 
may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  pay¬ 
ment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  following  factors 
shall  be  given  consideration  in  arriving  at 
the  division  of  payment: 

“(1)  The  basis  on  which  producers  would 
have  shared  in  the  production  of  wheat  had 
wheat  been  produced  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age; 

“(2)  The  savings  or  benefits  accruing  to 
each  producer  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

“(3)  The  respective  contribution  of  each 
producer  to  the  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  conservation  use  on  the  acreage 
designated  as  diverted  from  production;  and 

“(4)  The  respective  relationship  of  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  and  increased  conservation 


10417 

acreage  to  the  various  ownership  tracts  com¬ 
prising  a  farm. 

“(c)  Where  a  producer  is  not  entitled  to 
receive  full  payment  under  the  program 
formulated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  because  of  unintentional  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
program,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  partial  payment  to  the  producer  pro¬ 
portionate  to  the  performance  rendered. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  If  the  Secretary  permits  the  diverted 
acreage  to  be  grazed  before  October  1  or 
after  April  1,  no  payment  shall  be  made  for 
the  acreage  which  is  grazed. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower, 
castor  beans  and  flax  when  such  crops  are 
not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on 
the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted 
acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no 
event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the 
rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if 
such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation 
uses. 

“(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  include 
such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  desir¬ 
able  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

“(i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in 
carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administra¬ 
tive  expenses. 

“(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  performance  rendered  in  good  faith 
in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an 
authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  section,  or  of  section  124  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  297- 
298) ,  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in 
accordance  with  such  action  or  advice  to 
the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable 
in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treat¬ 
ment.” 

Sec.  419.  Public  Law  74,  Seventh-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows: 

( 1 )  By  amending  paragraph  ( 1 )  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop 
of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal 
yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  es¬ 
tablishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary, 
the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  produc¬ 
tion  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual 


10418 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  20 


production  of  the  number  of  acres  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining 
the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess,  ( 1 )  any  acreage  of  wheat  remain-  . 
ing  after  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of 
wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat 
on  the  farm,  and  the  production  thereof 
shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reason¬ 
ably  accurate  estimate  of  such  production, 
and  (2)  any  acreage  of  any  crop  of  wheat 
classified  as  feed  grain  acreage  pursuant  to 
section  360i  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  acreage  planted  to  wheat.  Any 
acreage  of  wheat  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary 
prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm 
marketing  excess.  Self-seeded  (volunteer) 
wheat  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any 
marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect 
to  wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  such  marketing  year  begins  notwith¬ 
standing  that  the  wheat  is  marketed  prior 
to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year.” 

(2)  By  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat,  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to 
65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  corp  is  harvested.  Each  producer 
having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  wheat  on 
any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 
of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess.” 

(3)  By  amending  paragraph  (3)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for 
wheat  shall  be  considered  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  penalty  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  upon  twice  the  normal  production  of 
the  excess  acreage.  Whereupon  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  producer  for  an  adjustment  of 
penalty,  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  that  the  actual  production  of 
the  excess  acreage  is  less  than  twice  the 
normal  producting  thereof,  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  amount  of  the  penalty  as  com¬ 
puted  upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal 
production  and  as  computed  upon  the  basis 
of  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer.” 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay 
the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 
any  crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat 
produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent 
crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas 
in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall 
be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5-)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  para¬ 
graph  (5). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  para¬ 
graph  (6). 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by 
renumbering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11) 
as  (7)  through  (10),  respectively. 

(8)  By  amending  the  first  sentence  of 
paragraph  (8)  redesignated  by  this  section 
as  paragraph  (7)  to  read  as  follows:  “Until 
the  penalty  is  paid  on  the  marketing  excess 
of  wheat  each  bushel  of  wheat  produced  on 
the  farm  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to 
any  person  within  the  United  States  shall 
be  subject  to  the  penalty  as  specified  in 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  resolution.”;  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  the 
following  sentence: 


“If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such  penalty, 
such  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share 
in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the 
proceeds  thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  sev¬ 
erally  liable  for  such  penalty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by 
adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  to 
follow  paragraph  (11),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  (10): 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment 
or  collection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount 
of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per 
annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes 
due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are 
not  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  pre¬ 
vious  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wheat 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first 
day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termina¬ 
tion  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer 
of  the  duty  to  remit  penalties  previously 
collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  420.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting 
“corn,  wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b.)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “any  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  corn  or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in 
order  to  effect  the  declared  policy  of  this  Act 
or”. 

Sec.  421.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  following: 
“payment  under  section  339,”. 

Sec.  422.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  to  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  410 
through  421  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only 
with  respect  to  programs  applicable  to  the 
crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year 
1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the  market¬ 
ing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963 
or  any  subsequent  year. 

Wheat  Marketing  Allocation  Program 

Sec.  423.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  (1)  by  designating  subtitles  D 
and  E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and 
(2)  by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  neW 
subtitle  D  as  follows: 

“Subtitle  D — Wheat  marketing  allocation 
“Legislative  Findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being 
a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the  great  export 
crops  of  American  agriculture  and  its  pro¬ 
duction  for  domestic  consumption  and  for 
export  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of 
a  sound  national  economy  and  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat 
from  producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of 
the  commodity  or  any  of  the  products 
thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  low  prices 
of  wheat  to  producers  impair  their  pur¬ 
chasing  power  for  nonagricultural  products 
and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  dis¬ 
parity  with  other  industrial  groups.  The 
conditions  affecting  the  production  of  wheat 
are  such  that  without  Federal  assistance, 
producers  cannot  effectively  prevent  disas¬ 
trously  low  prices  for  wheat.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat  producers  in 
obtaining  fair  prices,  to  regulate  the  price 
of  wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for 
exports  in  the  manner  provided  in  this 
subtitle. 

“Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 

“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for 
which  a  marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for 
wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year 
for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 


cation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided 
in  this  subtitle.  Whenever  a  wheat  market¬ 
ing  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  any 
marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  deter¬ 
mine  (1)  the  wheat  marketing  allocation, 
which  shall  be  the  amount  of  wheat  used 
during  the  marketing  year  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  United  States  and  exports 
on  which  marketing  certificates  shall  be  is¬ 
sued  to  producers  in  order  to  achieve,  inso¬ 
far  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  ob¬ 
jectives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national 
allocation  percentage  which  shall  be  the  per¬ 
centage  which  the  national  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota 
of  wheat  during  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  marketing  year  begins.  Each  farm 
shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation 
for  such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number 
of  bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the 
number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat  by  the  estimated  yield  of 
wheat  for  the  farm  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  and  multiplying  the  resulting 
number  of  bushels  by  the  national  alloca¬ 
tion  percentage. 

“Marketing  Certificates 
“Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat  marketing 
certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers 
on  any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certifi¬ 
cates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition  to 
the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  such  certifi¬ 
cates.  The  wheat  marketing  certificates  is¬ 
sued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the 
farm  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such 
year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing 
year  begins  multiplied  by  the  estimated  yield 
of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the  amount 
of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  mar¬ 
keting  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from 
storage  during  the  marketing  year  on  ac¬ 
count  of  underplanting  or  underproduction. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing 
of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced 
on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  wheat  marketing  certificates  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year 
in  which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is  as¬ 
sessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or 
in  which  the  farm  has  not  complied  with 
the  land-use  requirements  of  section  339  to 
the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 
which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regu¬ 
lation  prescribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  in¬ 
terest  as  a  producer. 

“(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The 
face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of 
price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by 
certificates  (noncertificate  wheat). 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers 
thereof  shall  be  represented  by  such  docu¬ 
ments,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts, 
certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“Marketing  Restrictions 
“Sec.  379d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited 
from  acquiring  marketing  certificates  from 
the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are 
issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such 
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producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat 
equivalent  to  the  marketing  certificates. 
Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable 
only  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any  unused  cer¬ 
tificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  Issued 
shall  be  purchased  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the  forego¬ 
ing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  pur¬ 
chase  from  producers  certificates  not  ac¬ 
companied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  that  it  would  constitute 
an  undue  hardship  to  require  the  producer 
to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  process¬ 
ing  of  wheat  into  food  products  composed 
wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  mar¬ 
keting  any  such  product  for  human  food  in 
the  United  States,  acquire  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels 
of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and 
(ii)  all  persons  exporting  wheat  or  food 
products  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat 
shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  marketing 
certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  so  exported.  Marketing  certificates 
shall  be  valid  to  cover  only  sales  or  exporta¬ 
tions  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 
respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after 
being  once  used  to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of 
a  food  product  or  an  export  of  wheat  shall 
be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other 
undertaking  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary, 
and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  pay¬ 
ment  for  such  marketing  certificates  as  may 
be  required,  any  person  required  to  have 
marketing  certificates  in  order  to  market  or 
export  a  commodity  may  market  any  such 
commodity  without  having  first  acquired 
marketing  certificates. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term 
‘food  products’  means  any  product  to  be  used 
for  human  consumption,  including  beverage. 
“Assistance  in  Purchase  and  Sale  of  Market¬ 
ing  Certificates 

“Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing  certi¬ 
ficates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  market¬ 
ing  certificates  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Such  reg¬ 
ulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation  to 
issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the 
quantity  of  certificates  which  it  purchases 
and  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing 
certificates  to  make  such  discounts  and 
charge  such  premiums  not  exceeding  5  per 
centum  of  the  face  value  of  the  certificate  as 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  necessary  to 
encourage  the  purchase  and  sale  of  such 
certificates  through  commercial  channels. 

“Conversion  Factors 

“Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish 
conversion  factors  which  shall  be  used  to 
determine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in 
any  food  product.  The  conversion  factor 
for  any  such  food  product  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 

“Authority  To  Facilitate  Transition 

“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
take  such  action  as  he  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from 
the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or 
a  portion  of  the  wheat  or  food  products  made 
therefrom  in  the  channels  of  trade  on  the 


effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  sub¬ 
title  from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  379d,  or  to  sell  certi¬ 
ficates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or  food 
products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine.  Any  such  certificate  shall  be  is¬ 
sued  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

“Reports  and  Records 

"Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to 
warehousemen,  processors,  and  exporters  of 
wheat  and  food  products  containing  wheat, 
and  all  persons  purchasing,  selling,  or  other¬ 
wise  dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certificates. 
Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to  time  on 
request  of  the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  such  information  and  keep  such  records 
as  the  Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be 
reported  and  such  records  shall  be  kept  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 
For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  cor¬ 
rectness  of  any  report  made  or  record  kept, 
or  of  obtaining  information  required  to  be 
furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  fur¬ 
nished,  the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized 
to  examine  such  books,  papers,  records,  ac¬ 
counts,  correspondence,  contracts,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  reason 
to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within  the 
control  of  such  person. 

“Penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates 

or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates 
or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of 
this  Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
a  sum  equal  to  two  times  the  face  value  of 
the  marketing  certificates  involved  in  such 
violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recover¬ 
able  in  a  civil  action  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  who 
is  subject  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section, 
who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who 
participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regula¬ 
tion,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition, 
or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  who 
fails  to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record 
as  required  by  section  379h  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of 
not  more  than  $5,000  for  each  violation. 

“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as 
a  producer,  knowingly  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the 
violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing 
certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report  or 
keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 
shall,  (i)  forfeit  any  right  to  receive  market¬ 
ing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in  part  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to 
the  farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing 
year  with  respect  to  which  any  such  act  or 
default  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if  such  market¬ 
ing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay 
to  the  Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount 
of  the  face  value  of  such  certificates,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with 
respect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  to  be  forefeited  or  the  amount  to  be 
paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the 
act  or  default  committed  and  the  seriousness 
of  such  act  or  default. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues, 
alters,  forges,  or  counterfeits  any  marketing 
certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  intent  pos¬ 
sesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counter¬ 
feited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  conviction  there¬ 
of  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more 
than  ten  years,  or  both. 


“Regulations 

“Sec.  379 j.  Tire  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  regulations  gov¬ 
erning  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  han¬ 
dling  of  marketing  certificates.” 

Sec.  424.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

"Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1963  crop — 

“(1)  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such 
level  not  less  than  75  per  centum  or  more 
than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
taking  into  consideration  the  factors  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  401(b); 

“(2)  price  support  for  wheat  not  accom¬ 
panied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  taking  into  consideration  competitive 
world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of 
wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the 
level  at  which  price  support  is  made  available 
for  feed  grains; 

“(3)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat,  price  support  shall  be 
made  available  only  to  cooperators; 

“(4)  no  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  because  of  dis¬ 
approval  of  quotas  by  producers; 

“(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  for  which  a  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  shall  be  as 
provided  in  section  101;  and 

“(6)  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop 
of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed 
(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm  or  (B) 
except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation 
prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any 
other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he 
has  an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii)  com¬ 
plies  with  the  land-use  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of 
the  third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon 
and  adding  the  following :  " Provided ,  That  if 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect,  the  current  support  price  for  wheat 
shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat 
accompanied  by  a  certificate  and  wheat  sold 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  certificate.” 

(3)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407 
the  following  new  sentence:  “Notwithstand¬ 
ing  any  other  provision  hereof,  if  a  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year 
is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  at  market  prices  dining 
the  marketing  year  not  to  exceed  two  hun¬ 
dred  million  bushels  of  wheat.” 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  43d.  The  current  rate  of  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  in  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  is  such  as 
will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  sup¬ 
plies  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  dur¬ 
ing  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31, 
1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  the  means  by  which  they  can  on 
a  compensated  basis  voluntarily  adjust  their 
marketings  of  milk  during  the  marketing 
year  ending  March  31,  1963,  more  nearly  to 
equal  demand  and  thus  reduce  Government 
purchases  under  its  price  support  program, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized,  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  to  carry  out  for  the  marketing 
year  ending  March  31,  1963,  an  emergency 
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dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program 
as  set  forth  in  the  following  sections  of  this 
subtitle. 

Sec.  431.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  surplus 
reduction  payments  to  producers  in  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
who  agree  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more 
quarterly  marketing  periods  of  the  market¬ 
ing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  their  market¬ 
ings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum 
or  (ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum 
or  seven  thousand  five  hundred  pounds  of 
milk  below  their  normal  marketing  levels 
established  pursuant  to  section  434  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  pe¬ 
riod:  Provided,  That  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not 
to  effect  adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in 
excess  of  10  per  centum  of  the  estimated  total 
marketings  by  all  producers  in  such  district 
during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For 
this  purpose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the 
continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having  there¬ 
in  approximately  the  same  proportion  of 
total  milk  production.  Such  payments  shall 
not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per  hundredweight  of 
milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  effectuate  voluntary  reduction  in 
marketings  by  producers,  or  (iii)  the  cost  of 
acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A 
producer  who  fails  to  reduce  his  marketings 
to  the  extent  required  by  his  agreement  shall 
be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually 
reduced  his  marketings  below  his  normal 
marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 
much  as  10  percentum  of  his  normal  market¬ 
ing  level,  but  the  amount  of  such  payment 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20 
per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the 
payment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he 
failed  to  reduce.  Agreements  entered  into 
hereunder  may  contain  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program 
and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s  reduction 
in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for 
the  production  and  marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  432.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
normal  marketing  level  for  each  producer  in 
the  continental  United  States,  excluding 
Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pursuant  to  section  433  of  this  Act.  Such 
normal  marketing  level  shall  be  the  number 
of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of  pounds 
of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for 
the  administration  of  this  subtitle  which 
is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  marketings 
during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  mar¬ 
keted  in  a  calendar  year  by  the  producer 
based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings  when 
he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal 
variation.  In  establishing  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such 
adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  market¬ 
ings  as  he  deems  necessary  for  food,  drought, 
disease  of  herd,  personal  health,  or  other 
abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
ducer  may  have  commenced  production  and 
marketing  after  January  1,  1961.  A  pro¬ 
ducer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  among  quarterly  marketing  periods 
thereof  in  accordance  with  the  producer’s 
marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such 
adjustments  as  the  Secretary  determines 
necessary  to  enable  the  producer  to  carry  out 
his  herd  management  plans  for  the  market¬ 
ing  year.  The  quantity-thus  apportioned  to 


a  quarterly  marketing  period  shall  be  the 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  such 
period. 

Sec.  433.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  conversion  factors  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  for  use  in  determining  the  quantity  of 
milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated 
cream,  butterfat,  and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  434.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by 
a  producer  pursuant  to  his  agreement  under 
this  Act  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  mar¬ 
keting  history  under  any  farm  program  in 
which  such  history  may  become  a  factor. 
A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe,  transfer  his  normal 
marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any 
other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer 
who  agrees  to  utilize  such  normal  market¬ 
ing  level  for  the  disposition  in  commercial 
channels  of  milk,  butterfat,  or  dairy  products 
produced  in  the  same  State  as  that  in  which 
the  transferor  engaged  in  production  or  any 
State  adjacent  thereto.  A  producer  who 
moves  from  one  area  to  another  and  there 
engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of 
milk  may  take  with  him  all  or  any  portion 
of  his  normal  marketing  level. 

Sec.  435.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  are  necessary  for  the  en¬ 
forcement  and  the  effective  administration 
of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  borne 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  436.  Whenever  normal  marketing 
levels  are  established  under  this  subtitle, 
notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937 
(7  U.S.C.  601  et  $eq.),  any  order  issued  un¬ 
der  section  8c  thereof  may  in  addition  to 
the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5)  and  (7) 
contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the 
uniform  price  for  producers  receiving  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  for  marketings  be¬ 
low  their  normal  marketing  levels.  Under 
such  provisions  the  total  payments  to  such 
producers  under  an  order  shall  be  equal  to 
(1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by  their 
normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest 
class  price  under  the  order  multiplied  by 
the  amount  by  which  such  producers  have 
reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the 
uniform  price  there  shall  be  included,  at  the 
lowest  class  price,  the  volume  of  milk  upon 
which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  market¬ 
ing  adjustment  payments.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  a  producer’s  normal 
marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on  a 
monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer, 
part  of  whose  normal  marketing  level  is 
based  on  marketings  which  were  not  subject 
to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the 
representative  period,  the  Secretary  shall 
apportion  such  producer’s  normal  marketing 
level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the 
reduction  in  deliveries  from  the  amount  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  marketing  area  shall  be 
considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform 
price  and  payment  under  such  order.  The 
incorporation  of  provisions  in  an  order  here¬ 
under  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  procedural 
requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions 
under  section  8c. 

Sec.  437.  No  person  engaged  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  or  handling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy 
products  shall  discriminate  against  any 
producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  not  purchase  dairy  products 
from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  practices  such  discrimination.  The 
several  district  courts  of  the  United  States 


shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this 
section,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in 
controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and  restrain  any 
person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or 
conspiring  to  discriminate  against  any  pro¬ 
ducer  in  violation  of  this  section. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  the  amendments 
referred  to  during  the  debate,  copies  of 
which  have  been  filed  with  the  minority 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  matter  referred  to  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings: 
On  page  41,  line  19,  change  the  period  to  a 
comma  and  add  the  following:  “but  exclud¬ 
ing  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  harvested  for 
silage  not  in  excess  of  the  acreage  of  feed 
grains  harvested  for  silage  during  the  base 
period  as  defined  in  section  360(d)  if  the 
operator  of  the  farm  elects  in  writing  to 
have  such  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage 
excluded.  The  review  provisions  applicable 
to  marketing  quotas  in  sections  361-367  shall 
apply  to  the  determination  of  the  acreage  of 
silage  exempt  under  this  subsection.” 

Amendment  proposed  by  Mr.  Matthews: 
On  page  36,  beginning  on  line  4,  and  page  60, 
beginning  on  line  21,  strike  out  item  (1)  and 
insert : 

“(1)  that  the  diverted  acres  shall  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  that  will  maintain 
the  land  free  from  erosion,  weeds,  insects, 
and  rodents  as  approved  by  the  Secretary: 
Provided,  That  summer  fallow  and  idle  land 
will  not  be  considered  a  conservation  use  of 
farms  that  did  not  follow  such  conservation 
uses  during  1959  and  I960;”. 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Matthews:  On 
page  16,  beginning  with  line  21,  strike  out 
down  through  the  period  in  line  22. 

On  page  41,  line  13,  strike  out  “oats.” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings:  On 
page  27,  line  16,  and  on  page  28,  line,  14, 
strike  out  “twenty -five”  and  substitute 
“forty.” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McSween:  On 
page  47,  line  1,  beginning  after  the  comma, 
strike  out  down  through  line  6  and  sub¬ 
stitute  the  following:  “if  a  marketing  quota 
for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year  is 
disapproved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  during  such  marketing 
year  not  to  exceed  ten  million  tons,  or  the 
equivalent  in  bushels,  of  feed  grains  at  not 
less  than  2  per  centum  above  the  current 
support  price  for  such  commodity,  plus  rea¬ 
sonable  carrying  charges.” 

On  page  81,  line  16,  beginning  after  the 
comma,  strike  out  down  through  line  21  and 
substitute  the  following:  “the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  during  the  marketing 
year  not  to  exceed  two  hundred  million 
bushels  of  wheat  at  not  less  than  2  per 
centum  above  the  current  support  price  for 
such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges.” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Poage:  On  page 
40,  between  lines  18  an  19,  insert  the 
following : 

“Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  subject  to  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe,  an  acreage  equal  to  that  part  of  a 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  commodity 
which  is  not  utilized  for  the  production  of 
such  commodity  because  of  adverse  weather 
conditions  may  be  devoted  to  the  production 
of  feed  grains  under  the  following  conditions : 
(1)  any  acreage  so  devoted  to  feed  grains 
shall  not  be  considered  as  feed  grain  acreage 
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*  for  purposes  of  determining  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess,  (2)  price  support  shall  be  re¬ 
stricted  to  that  percentage  of  the  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  equal  to 
the  percentage  that  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  feed  grains  bears  to  the  total 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  (3)  the 
land-use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be 
inapplicable  to  a  farm  on  which  any  acreage 
is  so  devoted  to  feed  grains,  and  (4)  any 
acreage  so  devoted  to  feed  grains  shall  not 
be  considered  as  feed  grain  acreage  in  de¬ 
termining  whether  the  producer  exceeded 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains 
for  purposes  of  sections  339,  360j,  379c  of  this 
Act  and  sections  105  and  107  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Poage:  On  page 
38,  line  8,  insert  immediately  after  “malting 
barley,”  the  following:  “other  annual  field 
crops  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available,”. 

On  page  38,  line  18,  change  the  period  to 
a  comma  and  add  the  following:  “and  no 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  di¬ 
verted  acreage.” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Breeding:  On 
page  36,  line  22,  after  “farm”  insert  a  colon 
and  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  this  re¬ 
quirement  to  devote  such  acreage  to  soil- 
conserving  uses  shall  not  operate  to  prevent 
the  use  which  would  otherwise  be  permitted 
under  this  title  of  any  acreage  allotment  in 
effect  for  any  commodity  on  the  farm”. 

On  page  61,  line  14,  after  “farm”  insert 
a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That 
this  requirement  to  devote  such  acreage  to 
soil-conserving  uses  shall  not  operate  to 
prevent  the  use  which  would  otherwise  be 
permitted  under  this  title  of  any  acreage 
allotment  in  effect  for  any  commodity  on  the 
farm”. 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings: 

On  page  53,  beginning  with  line  1,  strike 
out  down  through  line  8  and  substitute  the 
following: 

“(2)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof 
by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  there- 
'of  ‘any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops’ 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘the  1962  crop’.” 

On  page  53,  between  lines  21  and  22,  add 
the  following: 

“(6)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“  ‘(i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  Secretary  finds  that  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  of  farms  producing  any  kind  of  wheat 
are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of 
wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the 
wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  for 
each  farm  located  In  a  county  designated 
by  the  Secretary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is 
capable  of  producing  such  kind  of  wheat, 
and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of  wheat 
for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or 
more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preced¬ 
ing  the  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested, 
shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  percent¬ 
age  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such 
quantity.  No  increase  shall  be  made  under 
this  subsection  in  the  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat 
other  than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted 
on  such  farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases 
in  wheat  acreage  allotments  authorized  by 
this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
National,  State,  and  county  wheat  acreage 
allotments,  and  such  increases  shall  not  be 
considered  in  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions 
of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (6)),  and 
section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the  re¬ 
duction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall 
apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  estab¬ 
lished  without  regard  to  this  subsection  and 
not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this 
subsection..  The  land-use  provisions  of  sec¬ 


tion  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
receiving  an  increased  allotment  under  this 
subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms 
shall  not  be  required  to  comply  with  such 
provisions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support.’  ” 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Ten¬ 
nessee:  On  page  88,  line  15,  strike  out  “or 
sewer”  and  insert  “or  outside  metropolitan 
areas,  municipalities  and  adjacent  areas 
within  50  miles  sewer”. 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  McSween: 

On  page  45,  line  3,  strike  out  “price  sup¬ 
port  for  each  crop  of  corn”  and  substitute  “if 
marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains 
are  not  disapproved  by  producers,  price  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  of  such  crop”. 

On  page  45,  between  lines  15  and  16,  insert 
the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(2)  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of 
feed  grains  are  disapproved  by  producers, 
price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall  be 
at  such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor  as  will  not  result 
in  a  net  increase  in  stock  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  appropriate  after  consideration  of 
the  factors  specified  in  section  401  (b) .” 

On  page  45,  line  16,  renumber  paragraph 
(2)  as  paragraph  (3). 

On  page  45,  beginning  with  line  23  strike 
out  down  through  line  25,  and  substitute 
the  following: 

“(4)  price  support  for  feed  grains  shall  be 
made  available  only  to  cooperators.” 

On  page  46,  beginning  with  line  1,  strike 
out  down  through  line  3. 

On  page  46,  line  4,  insert  at  the  beginning 
of  paragraph  (5)  the  following:  “if  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  feed 
grains”. 

On  page  46,  line  13,  after  the  period  in¬ 
sert  the  following:  “if  marketing  quotas  are 
not  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains,  a 
‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.” 

On  page  46,  between  lines  13  and  14,  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

“(6)  the  term  ‘feed  grains’,  as  used  in  this 
section,  means  feed  grains  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.” 

On  page  80,  line  6,  immediately  preceding 
“price  support”  insert  “if  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  for  wheat". 

On  page  80,  lines  12-13,  strike  out  “if 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat”. 

On  page  80,  beginning  with  line  15,  strike 
out  down  through  line  17  and  substitute 
the  following : 

“(4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  dis¬ 
approved  by  producers  shall  be  at  such  level 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  will  not  result  in  a  net 
increase  in  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  as  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  after  consideration  of  the  factors 
specified  in  section  401(b),”. 

On  page  80,  line  21,  at  the  beginning  of 
paragraph  (6)  insert  the  following:  “if 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,”. 

On  page  81,  line  6,  after  the  period  insert 
the  following : 

"If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly 
exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat.” 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings: 

On  page  38,  line  19,  strike  out  subsection 
(f)  and  substitute  the  following: 

“(f)  During  the  crop  years  1963,  1964,  and 
1965  the  diverted  acreage  may  be  grazed  at 
the  producer’s  option,  but  no  payment  shall 
be  made  for  acreage  which  is  grazed.” 


On  page  35,  line  5,  strike  out  paragraph 
(3)  and  substitute  the  following: 

“(3)  Beginning  with  the  crop  year  1966, 
the  Secretary  may,  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  permit  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age  to  be  grazed  in  order  to  alleviate  hard¬ 
ship  arising  from  drought,  flood,  or  other 
emergency  conditions.” 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  although 
there  is  not  one  farm  in  my  district,  I 
feel  impelled  to  state  my  position  on  the 
farm  legislation  which  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering. 

In  my  community,  there  is  general  dis- 
gust  with  the  high  cost  and  the  great 
waste  of  our  annual  agricultural  sur¬ 
pluses.  I  suppose  most  people  would  like 
to  eliminate  the  entire  program,  includ¬ 
ing  what  remains  in  the  law  from  the 
Brannan  program,  the  Benson  program, 
and  what  is  promised  under  the  Free¬ 
man  program.  The  general  feeling  is 
that  enough  is  enough. 

Personally,  I  am  not  so  discouraged. 
While  the  agricultural  programs  of  this 
country  have  been  wasteful  and  extrav¬ 
agant,  they  have  nevertheless  provided 
bountiful  reserves  of  food  which  are  the 
envy  of  the  entire  world.  In  this  cen¬ 
tury,  the  development  of  modern  agri¬ 
culture  in  the  United  States  ranks  per¬ 
haps  foremost  in  the  achievements  of 
mankind — outranking  our  progress  in 
mass  production,  the  development  of  air 
travel,  and  the  probes  of  space.  The 
scientific  development  of  agriculture  in 
the  United  States  and  the  conquest  of 
hunger  in  the  world  may  well  prove  to  be 
the  giant  step  of  this  century. 

These  plans — all  of  them — have  in  one 
way  or  another  contributed  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  agricultural  science.  There 
has  been  waste,  there  has  been  extrava¬ 
gance;  but  there  also  has  been  a  stimulus 
for  higher  productivity  on  less  land.  The 
farmer  as  a  businessman  is  second  to  no 
one  for  ingenuity.  Whatever  the  plan 
or  program,  he  has  always  managed  to 
find  a  path  to  farm  profits. 

Immoderate  surpluses  are  wrong.  If 
the  land  is  used  to  create  waste,  it  is 
being  abused.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
are  some  advantages  to  moderate  sur¬ 
plus  accumulations.  A  moderate  sur¬ 
plus  serves  to  depress  and  reduce  con¬ 
sumer  prices.  The  risk  of  shortage  is 
avoided.  The  risk  of  high  prices  and 
shortage  speculation  is  eliminated. 
Meat  and  poultry  prices  have  been  mod¬ 
erate.  If  the  entire  termination  of  sur¬ 
plus  programs  were  to  be  brought  about, 
it  could  result  in  substantial  increases 
in  the  price  of  beef,  pork,  veal,  lamb, 
and  poultry,  which  would  be  far  more 
costly  to  the  individual  consumer  than 
his  pro  rata  contribution  to  the  farm 
program.  With  sirloin  steak  at  79  cents 
a  pound  and  dressed  chicken  at  29  cents 
a  pound,  the  consumer  is  reaping  a  daily 
benefit  from  the  farm  program,  which 
must  not  be  overlooked  and  which 
should  not  be  eliminated. 

Frankly,  there  are  many  serious  ob¬ 
jections  to  the  farm  program  beyond 
the  problems  of  costly  surplus  accumu¬ 
lation  and  Government  subsidies.  For 
too  long  a  time  and  in  too  many  ways, 
the  farm  program  has  been  adminis- 
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tered  as  the  private  domain  of  “big 
business”  farm  operators.  If  the  price 
support  program  were  limited  to  the 
smaller  farmers  with  a  loan  limitation 
of  $25,000  or  even  $50,000,  the  program 
would  become  less  costly.  Neither  side 
seems  to  want  that  kind  of  an  approach. 

Nor  do  I  believe  that  farm  program 
should  be  adopted  by  a  vote  of  certain 
farmers  participating  in  a  farmer’s 
plebiscite  to  determine  what  kind  of  a 
program  should  be  adopted.  That  de¬ 
cision  ought  to  be  made  by  Congress  on 
the  basis  of.  what  is  good  for  America 
rather  than  what  is  good  for  the  farmer. 
Congress  should  not  be  permitted  to  di¬ 
vest  itself  of  the  ultimate  responsibility. 
If  we  believe  in  the  cutback  of  acreage 
or  the  reduction  of  surplus-producing 
parity,  we  ought  simply  to  cut  back  the 
levels  of  parity  payments. 

Under  our  agricultural  programs,  the 
farmer  with  acute  business  acumen  has 
devised  many  things  he  can  sell  besides 
agricultural  products.  When  the  cotton 
farmer  cut  back  cotton  production  for 
higher  prices,  he  converted  his  unused 
farmland  to  feed  grains.  When  his 
feed  grain  land  is  cut  back,  he  will  try 
to  convert  the  land  to  sugar  and  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  sugar  bill  we  just  passed. 
When  the  farmer  has  run  out  of  all 
other  uses  for  his  land,  he  will  simply 
apply  to  the  Area  Redevolpment  Admin¬ 
istration  and  seek  to  redevelop  it  as  an 
industrial  site.  In  the  meanwhile,  he 
may  have  sold  his  crop  allotment  to 
someone  else  and  earned  money  on  a 
franchise  or  license  on  land  which  is  not 
even  available. 

The  law  and  regulations  relating  to 
the  transfer  of  crop  allotments  have  cre¬ 
ated  rights  in  land  never  fully  antici¬ 
pated  by  Congress.  Thus,  in  addition  to 
•  the  commodity  markets,  we  have  cre¬ 
ated  markets  in  crop  allotments  and 
parity  credits  which  have  created  pri¬ 
vate  rights  unrelated  to  farm  productiv¬ 
ity  or  any  other  discernible  public 
purpose. 

In  spite  of  all  of  my  grave  concerns,  I 
expect  to  vote  for  the  Freeman  program. 
I  believe  it  deserves  a  trial — at  least  the 
same  kind  of  trial  we  gave  predecessor 
programs.  My  hope  is  that  it  will 
work — that  it  can  perform  the  “miracle” 
of  reduced  surplus,  reduced  public  costs, 
higher  farm  income,  and  low  consumer 
prices.  If  it  fails  to  move  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  right  direction,  we  can  aban¬ 
don  the  approach  next  year  and  search 
for  another  alternative.  Although  I  do 
not  expect  a  panacea,  I  do  hope  for  a 
solution  to  the  problem  which  the  farmer 
can  live  with  and  which  the  people  of 
America  can  accept. 

It  is  also  my  hope  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  his  entire  Depart¬ 
ment  will  come  to  the  realization  that 
the  farm  program  involves  every  Amer¬ 
ican — that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  can  no  longer  remain  as  the  farm¬ 
ers’  private  domain.  Time  is  running 
out  on  popular  support  for  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  In  order  to  watch  over  con¬ 
sumer  interests,  it  would  be  extremely 
helpful  to  establish  an  office  for  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for 
Consumer  Interests  to  be  headed  by  a 
responsible  leader  in  urban  affairs  to 


“watchdog”  activities  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  which  may  prove 
prejudicial  or  harmful  to  the  vital  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  urban  resident  who  pays  the 
bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter.  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  11222)  had  come  to  no  res¬ 
olution  thereon. 

HOUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

\  Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  can  the  gentleman 
telr\us  what  is  proposed  to  be  done  on 
Friday  of  this  week? 

Mr.NALBERT.  At  this  time  I  am  not 
able  to\dvise  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GAOSS.  Will  there  be  a  session 
on  Friday  7* 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  am  not  able  to  advise 
the  gentlemah  of  that  at  this  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  thA^entleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  oh  Minnesota.  Mr., 
Speaker,  reserving  tn^  right  to  ob7 
ject - 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  soi/y, 
but  the  gentleman  did  notlexercise/nis 
rights  under  the  rule.  His  s^serv/tion 
comes  too  late. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  put  the, 
question,  and  the  gentleman  did  not  re¬ 
serve  the  right  to  object. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  then  all  I  can  do  is  to  insist/on 
objecting  to  all  other  requests. 

The  SPEAKER.  If  the  gentlema^  will 
withdraw  his  objection  and  reserve  the 
right  to  object,  then  the  Chair  yill  rec¬ 
ognize  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Well, 
I  wanted  to  reserve  the  right  to  object 
to  the  preceding  request,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Unfortunately,  the 
gentleman  did  not  manifest  that  inten¬ 
tion,  and  the  unanimous -/onsent  request 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Weil, 
I  will  reserve  the  right  to  object  at  this 
time,  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  want 
to  be  obstinate. 

The  SPEAKER./  In  other  words,  the 
gentleman  reserves  the  right  to  object 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  It  was 
my  intention/Mr .  Speaker,  to  ask,  rela¬ 
tive  to  the/ll  o’clock  situation,  as  to 
what  was  going  to  be  the  attitude  of  the 
conferees  Zn  this  so-called  duck -hunters 
amendment  which  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Reuss]  put  in  the  bill 
and  cmttered  it  up  with,  but  I  did  not 
have  /the  opportunity.  At  least,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  now  withdraw  my  ob- 
jecj/on. 

the  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
id  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
)klahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  NO.  5  AND 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  STATE  T. 

iTON  OF  INTERSTATE  C0MMER 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask' 
unanimous  consent  that  ^Subcommittee 
No.  5,  and  the  Special  Subcommittee  on 
State  Taxation  of  Interstate  Commerce 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  may 
be  permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
for  the  balance  of  the:  week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  ANDERSE^  of  Minnesota.  I  ob¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Speake 

Mr.  Speaker /a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Could 
the  House  /evert  to  the  position  just  be¬ 
fore  the  lafst  objection  I  made  to  give  me 
an  oppo/tunity  to  say  what  I  wanted 
to  say?y 

The/SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  rec- 
ogniz/  the  gentleman.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man/reserve  his  right  to  object  to  this 
req/est? 

[r.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  was 
ljbserving  the  right  to  object  to  the  pre- 
rious  request. 


THE  99TH  BIRTHDAY  OF  THE  STATE 
OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 

(Mr.  BAILEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  tribute 
to  the  State  of  West  Virginia  is  appro¬ 
priate  on  any  date.  However,  the  99th 
anniversary  of  West  Virginia’s  statehood 
\is  a  highly  significant  occasion. 

On  June  20,  1863,  West  Virginia  en¬ 
tered  the  Union  with  a  constitution 
whibh  provided  for  gradual  emancipa¬ 
tion  <sf  slaves.  It  has  been  said  time 
and  tinm  again  that  West  Virginia  was 
born  ouK  of  the  struggles  of  the  Civil 
War.  Bu\actually  this  birth  was  not  a 
sudden  thing.  For  decades  the  rugged 
individuals,  who  occupied  the  mountain 
and  valley  regions  of  what  was  the  west¬ 
ern  portion  of \he  Commonwealth  of 
Virginia,  had  diligently  searched  for 
that  independence lof  mind,  body,  and 
soul  which  was  found,  in  the  hardy  and 
fearless  pioneer.  TheNpioneers  of  West 
Virginia  were  indeed  iterless  in  their 
endeavors  to  make  for  themselves  and 
their  families  a  way  of  lif /''dedicated  to 
the  principles  which  were  fhrnly  written 
into  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
and  the  Constitution  of  the\. United 
States. 

George  Washington  wrote  one  oh  the 
most  famous  of  West  Virginia’s  ea^ly 
journals.  This  was  done  in  1748  aft 
his  surveying  trip  through  the  moun- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  recommitted  /arm  bill.  Senate  comkdttee  reported  bills  to  ex¬ 
tend  time  for  filing  tobacco  allotment  lease  transfers/and  increase  number  of 
counties  in  crop  insurance  p/ogram.  Senate  committee  vob^d  to  report  bill  to  grant 
national  forest  status  to  certain  Taylor  Grazing  Act  lands 

/  SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE" report e d  the  followingNbills:  p.  10443 

S.  J.  Res.  201,/n.th  amendment,  to  extend  the  time  by  which  a  lease  trans¬ 
ferring  a  tobacco/allotment  may  be  filed  (S.  Rept.  1612). 

S.  2859,  without  amendment,  to  increase  from  100  to  150  thb.  number  of  new 
counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered  each  year  (S.  Kept.  1614). 

S.  3120,  w/thout  amendment,  to  grant  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  additional 
authority  tc/permit  the  interstate  movement  of  certain  diseased  livestock  and 
poultry  (S/  Rept.  1615). 

S.  2121,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
establish  and  maintain  Federal  agricultural  services  on  Guam  (S.  Rept.\613). 

2.  INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actual^ 
rep/rt)  the  following  bills:  pp.  D500-01 

H.  R,  9822,  to  grant  national  forest  status  to  certain  lands  acquired  undel 
The  exchange  provisions  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 


10. 


S.  3112,  with  amendment,  to  add  certain  lands  to  the  Pike  National  Foret 
inNkjlo.  and  to  the  Santa  Fe  and  Carson  National  Forests  in  N.  Mex. 

SX.2429,  with  amendment,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Virgin  Islt 
National  Park. 

S.  114^  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Waurika  reclamation  prefect,  Okla. 
S.  405, 


;o  authorize  construction  of  the  Mann  Creek  reclamation  project,  Ida, 


3.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  ''Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  11743,  to  extend^  to  June  30,  1966, 
the  emergency  authprity  of  the  President  under  the  Federal /Civil  Defense  Act  to 
deal  with  the  effect^  of  an  enemy  attack  on  the  Nation.  ^Tnis  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President^  p.  10498 


4. 


STOCKPILING.  Agreed  to,  without  amendment,  H.  Con.  Pfes.  473,  providing  the  ex¬ 
press  approval  of  the  Congress  for  the  disposition  of  certain  materials  from 
the  National  stockpile,  including  silk  noils,  abaca  fiber,  sisal  fiber, 
vegetable  tannins,  and  castor  oil.  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  10460-6 


5.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Passed  as  reported,^  3203,  to  continue  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  for  one  year,  until  June /30\  1963.  pp.  10466-7 


C 


6.  COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate/bn  H.  R.  11040,  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  commercial  communications  satellite\system.  pp.  10454-60,  10469-76 


7.  TAXATION.  At  the  request  of^Sen.  Smathers,  H.  R.  11879,  to  extend  for  one  year 
the  existing  corporate  normal  tax  rate  and  certain  excise  tax  rates,  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Finance  Committee  for  further  consideration,  p.  10498 


8.  PROCUREMENT.  Received  from  GAO  an  audit  report  on  the  genb^ral  supply  fund  of 
GSA  for  fiscal  year  1961.  p.  10442 


9.  CONFLICT  OF  MTEREST.  Sen.  Keating  submitted  amendments  intende'dL  to  be  submit¬ 
ted  to  H.  W.  8140,  the  conflict-of-interest  bill,  relating  to  a  system  of 
administrative  enforcement  for  the  conflict-of-interest  laws,  disclosure  of 
certaijr  ex  parte  communications  received  by  Government  agencies  from  Members  of 
Congress  or  congressional  staff,  and  gifts  to  Federal  employees  by  busihess  ( 
:acts.  pp.  10444-7 11 * * * * * * *  X 


EDERAL  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  inserted  a  Wall  Street  Journal  article 
"on  what  to  expect  from  Federal  deficit  financing."  pp.  10452-3 
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11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  215  to  205,  recommitted  H.  R.  11222,  the  proposed 

Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  to  the  Agriculture  Committee,  pp.  10501-70, 


Agreed  .  to  the  following  amendments  prior  to  the  recommittal: 

By  Rep.  Bass,  Tenn.,  to  provide  penalties  for  the  offering  or  receiving 

money  or  gifts  in  connection  with  the  storage  of  any  agricultural  product  or 

commodity,  p.  10511 

By  Rep.  Mahon  to  provide  that  in  establishing  farm  acreage  allotments  the 
the  Secretary  shall  give  special  consideration  to  farms  on  which  there  were 
acreages  of  feed  grains  during  1961  and/or  1962.  pp.  10514-5 

By  Rep.  Mahon  to  provide  that  the  reserve  acreage  under  the  national  acreage 

allotment  shall  not  exceed  4  percent,  p.  10514 


By  Rep.  Harding  to  provide  that  payments  for  diverted  acreage  shall  be 
based  on  the  higher  of  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  for  feed  grains 
or  the  national  average  support  rate  for  feed  grains,  p.  10515 

By  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  to  provide  that  the  dairy  provisions  of  the  bill  will 
run  until  October  1,  1963.  pp.  10525-8 

By  Rep.  Jennings,  160  to  98,  to  exempt  any  farm  with  a  base  acreage  of  forty 
acres  or  less  from  marketing  quotas  for  feed  grains,  pp.  10529-33 

By  Rep.  Jennings,  as  amended  by  a  substitute  by  Rep.  Taylor,  123  to  84,  to 
modify  the  definition  of  "acreage  of  feed  grains"  so  as  to  exclude,  at  the 
farmer's  option,  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage,  pp.  10533-6 
By  Rep.  Jennings,  150  to  76,  to  delete  from  the  bill  the  provision  exempting 
farms  receiving  increased  acreage  allotments  from  the  land  use  provisions,  and 
to  limit  to  the  1962  crop  the  provisions  of  existing  law  for  increasing  durum 
wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  to  provide  a  method  for  increasing  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  particular  kinds  of  wheat  for  which  the  Secretary  determines  there 
will  be  an  inadequate  supply,  pp.  10536-9 

By  Rep.  Matthews,  148  to  106,  to  delete  from  the  legislative  findings  of 
marketing  quotas — feed  grains  the  statement,  "The  principal  grains  used  for 
livestock  feed  are  corn,  barley,  grain  sorghums,  and  oats,"  and  to  delete  oats 
)  from  the  definition  of  the  term  "feed  grains,"  pp.  10541-5 

By  Rep.  McSween,  132  to  99,  to  modify  provisions  of  the  bill  regarding 
marketing  quotas  for  wheat  and  feed  grains,  pp.  10545-6 

By  Pvep.  Jennings,  126  to  109,  to  permit  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed  at  the 
producer's  option  during  the  crop  years  1963,  1964  and  1?65,  and  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  permit  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in  disaster  areas  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1966  crop  year.  p.  10547 

By  Rep.  Matthews,  103  to  89,  to  provide  that  diverted  acres  shall  be  devoted 
to  conservation  uses  that  will  maintain  the  land  free  from  erosion,  weeds,  in¬ 
sects,  and  rodents  as  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  providing  that  summer 
fallow  and  idle  lane  will  rot  be  considered  a  conservation  use  of  farms  that 
did  not  follow  such  conservation  uses  during  1959  and  1960.  p.  10557 

By  the  Agriculture  Committee,  267  to  151,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to 
exempt  feed  grain  producers  in  deficit  areas  from  the  marketing  quota  provisions 
of  the  bill.  p.  10569 

By  Rep.  McSween,  158  to  101,  to  delete  the  provisions  amending  the  Watershed 
|  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  which  would  have  increased  the  flood  pre¬ 
vention  capacity  limitation  from  5,000  acre-feet  to  12,500  acre-feet,  authoriz¬ 
ed  the  Secretary  to  assist  local  organizations  in  developing  water  supply  for 
future  use  in  watershed  projects,  clarified  the  Government's  authority  to  pro¬ 
vide  engineering  services  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  on  a  re¬ 
imbursable  basis,  and  restated  the  application  of  the  act  to  the  11  watershed 

iKBSTWffiiri. 

Rejected  the  following  amendments. 

By  Rep.  Latta  to  provide  that  producers  in  deficit  areas  who  have  been 
exempted  from  the  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  bill  will  be  eligible  to 
^ote  in  any  referendum  on  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop.  pp.  1508-9 

$y  Rep.  Dole,  40  to  81,  to  eliminate  the  provision  from  the  bill  providing 
foi;  declining  scale  diversion  payments  under  land-use.  pp.  10509-11 

By  Rep.  Abernethy  to  exempt  from  the  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  bill 
feed  grains  that  are  not  removed  from  the  farm  and  are  used  for  seed  on  the 
fata  or  fed  to  livestock  owned  by  the  producer,  pp.  10515-25 

fcy  Rep.  Dent,  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  by  Rep.  Abernethy,  to  re¬ 
define  the  exemptions  from  the  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains,  pp.  10519-25 
By  Rep.  Hemphill,  as  a  substitute  for  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  86 
to  108,  to  delete  the  dairy  provisions  from  the  bill.  pp.  10525-8 


improvement 
By  Rep. 
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By  Rep.  Poage,  88  to  136,  to  prescribe  conditions  under  which  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  any  commodity  which  is  not  utilized  for  the  production  of  that 
commodity  because  of  adverse  weather  conditions  may  be  devoted  to  the  productic 
of  feed  grains,  pp.  10539-41 

By  Rep.  Quie,  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  by  Rep.  McSween,  to  provide 
that  if  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  or  feed  grains  are  disapproved  by  producers, 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  at  50  percent  of  the  parity  price  to  all 
producers,  and  to  prohibit  CCC  from  selling  wheat  or  feed  grains  at  less  than 

80  percent  of  the  parity  price,  pp,  10545-6 

By  Rep.  Dominick,  as  an  amendment  to  the  amendment  by  Rep.  McSween,  to  pro¬ 
hibit  CCC  sales  of  wheat  or  feed  grains  except  as  authorized  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  195^ 

or  current  mutual  security  programs,  p.  10546 

By  Rep.  Dole,  to  modify  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  permit  producers 

of  wheat  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as  de¬ 
voted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains,  p.  10559 

By  Rep.  Dole,  109  to  169,  to  provide  that  wheat  producers  shall  not  be  deem¬ 
ed  to  have  exceeded  a  wheat  allotment  if  the  excess  wheat  is  delivered  to  the 

Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  post¬ 
pone  payment  of  penalties,  p.  10559  n 

By  Rep.  Dole,  to  provide  that  farm  wheat  allotments  shall  not  be  reduced  r-u 
any  farm  below  such  acreage  that  would  result  in  idling  more  than  one-half  of 
the  cropland  on  the  farm.  p.  10559 

By  Rep.  Dole.,  to  provide  that  payments  on  diverted  feed  grains  acreage  shal. 
be  the  same  for  the  1964  and  1965  crops  as  that  specified  for  the  1963  crop, 
p.  10559 

By  Rep.  Dole,  to  strike  out  language  providing  for  the  use  of  a  5-year 
(instead  of  the  present  10-year)  acreage  history  in  determining  State  and  couni 
wheat  allotments,  p.  10559 

By  Rep.  Dole,  to  provide  that  each  producer  shall  have  the  option  to  retain 
and  carry  forward  to  a  subsequent  year  any  wheat  marketing  certificates  and  tls 
the  Secretary  shall  adjust  the  farm  acreage  allotment  accordingly  in  such  sub¬ 
sequent  year.  p.  10559 

By  Rep.  Dole,  126  to  182,  to  provide  that  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  re¬ 
lating  to  commodity  programs  for  feed  grains,  wheat,  and  dairy  products,  shall 
remain  inoperative  until  completion  of  the  congressional  investigation  of  tb« 
Billie  Sol  Estes  case.  p.  10559  v 

By  Rep.  Breeding  to  provide  that  the  land  use  requirement  to  devote  wheat  ai 
feed  grains  acreage  to  soil-conserving  uses  shall  not  operate  to  prevent  the  u 
which  would  otherwise  be  permitted  under  the  commodity  programs  of  any  acreage 
allotment  in  effect  for  any  commodity  on  the  farm.  pp.  10546-7 

By  Rep.  Stratton  relating  to  payments  by  handlers  of  dairy  products,  pp. 
10548-57 

By  Rep.  Smith,  la.,  47  to  120,  to  provide  that  acreage  allotments  shall  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  each  during  t h« 
base  period,  tillable  acreage,  crop-rotation  practices,  types  of  soil,  and 
topography,  and  to  provide  that  no  referendum  with  respect  to  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  the  1963  crop  shall  be  held  and  the  penalty  provisions  wit 
respect  to  feed  grains  shall  not  apply  to  the  1963  crop.  p.  10557 

By  Rep.  May,  123  to  149,  to  provide  that  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  or  feed 
grains  shall  not  go  into  effect  if  less  than  one-half  of  the  eligible  farmers 
vote  in  the  referendum,  p.  10558 

By  Rep.  Mahon  to  provide  that  in  apportioning  the  national  allotment  the 
Secretary  shall  make  an  appropriate  adjustment  for  the  amount  by  which  the 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  was  reduced  during  the  base  period  in  order 
to  permit  the  full  utilization  of  any  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
commodity  on  the  farm.  p.  10558 
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By  Rep.  Mahon  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  and  that  no  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  diverted  acreage,  p.  10558 

By  Rep.  Jensen,  154  to  202,  to  provide  that  not  more  than  one  vacancy  out 
of  four  shall  be  filled,  until  the  personnel,  provided  for  in  the  budget  has 
been  reduced  by  at  least  5  per  centum,  p.  10565 

By  Rep.  Battin,  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  shall  not  proclaim  allotments 
and  quotas  on  wheat  or  feed  grains  on  farms  in  disaster  areas  and  that  price 
supports  shall  be  provided  for  these  commodities  in  such  areas,  p.  10560 
By  Rep.  Nelsen,  88  to  167,  to  provide  that  the  5  year  period,  1956  through 
1960,  shall  be  used  in  establishing  the  feed  grains  base  (instead  of  the 
2  year  period  1959  and  1960) .  p.  10560 

By  Rep.  Nelsen,  to  provide  that  payments  on  diverted  wheat  acreage  shall  in 
no  case  be  less  than  an  amount  equal  to  interest  on  investment  plus  assessed 
real  estate  taxes,  p.  10560 

By  Rep.  Hoeven,  122  to  224,  to  strike  out  title  IV,  relating  to  commodity 
programs  and  substitute  a  voluntary  feed  grain  program  for  one  year  and  extend 
the  present  wheat  program  for  one  year.  pp.  10511-60 

By  Rep.  Hoeven,  128  to  202,  to  prohibit  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  from 
furnishing  planning  and  other  financial  assistance  to  local  public  and  quasi¬ 
public  nonprofit  groups  for  sewer  systems,  p.  10560 

By  Rep.  Hosmer,  87  to  172,  to  abolish  farm  price  support  programs  within 
three  years  and  direct  CCC  to  dispose  on  reasonable  terms  and  conditions  its 
supplies  of  surplus  commodities,  p.  10564 

By  Rep.  Grifrin,  171  to  230,  that  "Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  total  number  of  employees  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  at 
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18\  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  11974,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
Rept.  1871).  p.  10585 


19.  LEGI 


TIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  H.  R.  11643,  relating/to 
ortation  routes  and  rates  between  the  States  and  Hawaii  or  Alaska,  will 

10572 


be  considered  Fri.,  June  22.  p, 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


20.  FARM  PROGRAM. \Extension  of  remarks  of  Reps.  Goodling,  Roussel^t,  and  Derounian 


inserting  articles  opposing  the  farm  bill.  pp.  A4689,  A  469/- 1,  A4705 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Bass  inserting  an  article  favoring  the  farm 
bill.  pp.  A  4695\6 

Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Andersen  opposing  a  proposed  amendment  to  the 
farm  bill  on  the  wetlands  drainage  provision,  pp.  A  4o94-5 


21.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of,  remarks  of  Sen.  Williams,  If.  J. ,  inserting  articles 

commending  a  group  of  students  who  are  trying  to  /4ase  the  plight  of  the  migrant 
children."  pp.  A4696-7 


22,  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Holifiel/ inserting  a  statement  in  support 
of  the  proposed  quality  stabilization  bill.  /pp.  A4704-5 


23. 


SUGAR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep\  Harsh/  inserting  an  article,  "Over  Half 
Million  Dollars  In  Fees--Bonanza  Due^Many  Lobbyists  In  Wake  of  New  Sugar  Bill," 
and  stating  that  it  "brings  out  very\j/vidly  some  of  the  objections  I  had  to 
the  sugar  bill."  pp.  A4706-7 


24.  BUDGET.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Re/.  Mult^r  inserting  an  article,  "For  An 
Economic  Budget."  pp.  A4713-4 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  XJllman  inserting  an  article  which  "explains 
the  difference  between  the  various  types  of  budgets  and  helps  to  clarify  this 
important  matter."  pp.  A471^-9 


25.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Extension  of/ remarks  of  Rep.  Blatnik\irging  House  action  on  the  ^ 
public  works  program  bil/  and  inserting  a  list  of  the,  places  currently  eligibly^ 
under  the  bill.  pp.  A4/21-3  X 


26.  GRAIN;  INFORMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  BeckwortMi  inserting  letters 
in  answer  to  requests  he  has  made  for  certain  grain' information,  pp.  A4725-6 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


27.  IMPORTS. 


by  Sen.  Smathers,  to  authorize  assistance  under /he  Area 
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Redevelopment  Act  in  the  case  of  any  area  which  has  been  adverselj\af fected  by 
the  imposition  by  the  United  States  of  an  embargo  on  the  importatioXof  pro¬ 
ducts  troy  Communist  or  Communist-dominated  countries;  to  Banking  and\Currency 
Committe* 


28.  FARM  LABOR.  S.  3457  by  Sen.  McCarthy,  to  amend  title  3  of  the  Sugar  Act  ol 

1948/ to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  fair  and  reasonable  minimum  wage  rhtes 
for  workers  employed  on  sugar  farms;  to  Finance  Committee.  Remarks  of  author 
p/ 10444  '  ' 


Home  of  Representatives 


The  Hljuse  met  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 

The  Chatolain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Hosea  14:  The  ways  of  the  Lord  are 
right,  and  the\ust  shall  walk  in  them. 

Eternal  God,  iir\this  moment  of  prayer, 
may  our  languid  imd  listless  spirits  be 
refreshed  and  renewed  by  Thy  divine 
spirit  to  carry  out  faithfully  the  high 
and  holy  mission  witnywhich  we  have 
been  entrusted. 

We  penitently  confess  'bhat  we  need 
to  be  rescued  from  those  rebellious  and 
resentful  moods  of  mind  and  msart  which 
tempt  us  to  repudiate  and  resist  Thy 
wisdom  and  will,  and  follow  the  paths  of 
our  own  choice. 

Grant  that  it  may  not  only  be\>ur 
highest  aspiration  and  noblest  obligate 
but  our  most  sacred  privilege  and  su^ 
preme  delight  to  walk  in  the  ways  which 
Thou  hast  marked  out  for  us  and  to 
work  with  Thee  in  establishing  Thy 
kingdom  of  peace  upon  this  earth. 

May  Thy  name  be  glorified.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


COMMITTEE  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia  have  until 
midnight  Saturday  to  file  sundry  reports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Thursday,  June  21,  1962 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN  FUNDS 
WITHIN  CONTINGENT  FUND 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration,  I  call  up  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  694)  authorizing  the  transfer  of 
certain  funds  within  the  contingent  fund 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  such  funds  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  liquidate  the  1962  obligations  may 
be  transferred,  within  the  contingent  fund  _ 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  from  “Mis-  ; 
cellaneous  Items,  1960”,  to  “Special  and  Se¬ 
lect  Committees,  1962”. 

s3?he  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  os 
the  Isqble. 


:all  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  /hade  the 
point  of  onj^r  that  a  quopom  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  ^./Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  Hotfsexwas  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  koII,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Membep^  failed  to\nswer  to  their 
names: 


COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  House  A£ 
ministration,  I  call  up  the  resolution, 
Res.  663)  to  provide  additional  /unds 
for  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That,  effective  January  10,  1962, 
the  expenses  of  conducting  .-the  studies  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  Law  2/2  of  the  Eighty- 
sixth  Congress,  as  amended,  incurred  by  the 
Committee  on  the  Jqaiciary,  acting  as  a 
whole  or  by  subcommittee,  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  including  expenditures  for  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  experts,  special  counsel,  clerical, 
stenographic,  and  other  assistants,  and  all 
expenses  necessary  for  travel  and  subsistence 
incurred  by  /members  and  employees  while 
engaged  in/the  activities  of  the  committee 
or  any  subcommittee  thereof,  shall  be  paid 
out  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  on 
vouchers  authorized  by  such  committee 
signed  by  the  chairman  of  %uch  committee 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  House 
itnistration. 


Addonizio 
Alford 
Ashley 
Blatnp 
Blitc 
Br^ding 
(frnes,  Wis. 
3ederberg 
'  Celler 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dawson 


[Roll.  No.  122] 

Pino 

Flood 

Frelinghuysen 

Garland 

Glenn 

Gray 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Holifleld 

Horan 

Lindsay 

Loser 

Madden 


Michel 
PoweV 
Rains ' 
Riehlmil 
Riley 
St.  Germafls 
Saund 
Sheppard 
Smith,  Miss. 
Spence 
Stubblefield 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  399 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  page 
10429  of  the  Congressional  Record  for 
June  20,  1962,  the  caption  of  a  statement 
I  made,  reads  as  follows:  “Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  Shall  Act  Now  on  Section  22 
Case.”  This  caption  should  read  as 
follows:  “Tariff  Commission  Should  Act 
Now  on  Section  22  Case.” 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Nofth 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROJdlCALL 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Spfeaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  121,  on  June  20/1962,  a  quorum 
call,  I  am  recorded  ffs  absent.  I  was 
present,  and  answered  to  my  name.  I 
asked  unanimous yt!onsent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  REcoRD/and  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requesj/of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Theiy' was  no  objection. 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11222)  to  im¬ 
prove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  rea¬ 
sonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11222, 
with  Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  title  IV  of  the  bill 
was  considered  as  having  been  read. 
The  Clerk  will  report  the  first  committee 
amendment  to  title  IV. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Committee  amendment:  On  page  25,  line 
17,  strike  out  tbe  quotation  marks  follow¬ 
ing  the  word  “farm.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Committee  amendment:  Page  25,  line  18, 
insert: 

“(e)  Any  part  of  any  farm  feed  grain  acre¬ 
age  allotment  on  which  feed  grains  will  not 
be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  sur¬ 
rendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be 
deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such  farm 
and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county 
committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county 
receiving  allotments  in  amounts  determined 
by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  rea- 
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sonable  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  feed 
grains,  land,  labor,  equipment  available  for 
the  production  of  feed  grains,  crop  rotation 
practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  facili¬ 
ties  affecting  the  production  of  feed  grains. 
If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily  sur¬ 
rendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the 
county  committee  may  surrender  the  excess 
acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  as  the  State  reserve  acre¬ 
age  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 
Any  allotment  released  under  this  provision 
shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of  estab¬ 
lishing  future  allotments  as  having  been 
planted  on  the  farm  and  in  the  county  where 
the  release  was  mdde  rather  than  on  the  farm 
and  In  the  county  to  which  the  allotment 
was  transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not 
operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the  al¬ 
lotment  was  transferred  eligible  for  an  allot¬ 
ment  as  having  feed  grains  planted  thereon 
during  the  base  period. 

"Acreage  released  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  credited  to  the  State  in  determining 
future  allotments.  The  producers  on  a  farm 
on  which  any  part  of  the  farm  allotment  for 
feed  grains  is  released  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection,  or  on  a  farm  whose 
allotment  for  feed  grains  is  increased  due  to 
reapportionment  to  such  farm  of  allotments 
released  by  other  farms  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion,  shall  not  be  eligible  for  payments  under 
subsection  (b)  of  section  360J.  The  pro¬ 
ducers  on  a  farm  on  which  any  part  of  the 
farm  allotment  for  feed  grains  is  released 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  required 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  crops,  an 
acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  acreage 
allotment  released,  and  shall  be  subject  to  a 
penalty  on  any  crop  produced  on  such  acre¬ 
age  unless  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply 
if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age.  Such  penalty  shall  be  in  the  amount 
provided  in  section  360j  and  shall  be  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  such  section. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  my 
profound  disgust  at  the  actions  of  cyni¬ 
cal  advocates  of  high  price  supports  and 
rigid  crop  controls,  who  blandly  urge 
these  principles  for  all  fanners  and  then 
proceed  to  exempt  from  controls  their 
particular  friends  and  constitutents  by 
little  understood  amendments  of  the  law. 

This  bill  is  honeycombed  with  such  ex¬ 
emptions — either  adopted  or  proposed. 
They  are  the  following:  First,  authority 
in  the  Secretary  to  exempt  farmers  in 
so-called  feed  deficit  areas;  second,  ex¬ 
emption  of  farms  with  a  feed  base  of  no 
more  than  40  acres;  third,  exemption  of 
oats  and  silage  as  feed  grain  crops; 
fourth,  exemption  of  cotton,  wheat,  rice, 
peanut,  and  tobacco  farmers  who  for 
some  reason  cannot  plant  or  harvest 
their  allotted  acres  of  these  other  privi¬ 
leged  crops;  and  fifth,  finally  the  release 
and  reapportionment  provision  con¬ 
tained  in  the  committee  bill  which  is 
designed  to  secure  increased  production 
in  a  limited  geographic  area  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  now  speak  in  opposition  to  the 
release  and  reapportionment  language 
of  the  bill  to  the  end  that  the  bill  will 
better  represent  a  program  of  control 
and  reduction  of  Government  costs. 

I  address  myself  principally  to  urban 
area  Democrats  and  to  Democrats  from 
the  historically  great  Com  Belt  States: 
Iowa,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Ohio,  Minnesota, 
Wisconsin,  Missouri,  and  Nebraska  and 
to  those  Congressmen  representing  ru¬ 


ral  areas  of  New  York  and  Pennsylvania, 
who  will  be  most  hurt  by  this  legislation 
if  my  amendment  is  not  adopted. 

These  exemptions  are  not  designed  for 
your  farmers  and  if  they  are  not  elim¬ 
inated  your  farmers  will  be  locked  in 
a  collar  of  controls  and  farmers  else¬ 
where  will  be  producing  to  their  maxi¬ 
mum  capacity.  It  is  my  feeling  that 
these  great  Corn  Belt  States  should  re¬ 
ceive  equity  in  this  bill  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  national  interest  because 
they  house  the  most  efficient  producers 
of  feed  grains. 

The  proposed  release  and  reapportion¬ 
ment  provision  of  the  bill  are  designed 
to  help  big  farmers  in  areas  which  con¬ 
tain  many  part-time  farmers  and  mar¬ 
ginal  farms.  It  permits  the  larger 
farmers  in  those  areas  to  acquire  all  the 
acreage  they  want  in  complete  contra¬ 
vention  of  the  control  aspects  of  the  bill 
and  in  derogation  of  its  announced  cost 
reducing  justification.  The  language  is 
lifted  almost  verbatim  from  the  cotton 
law  and  if  this  aspect  of  the  cotton  law 
were  investigated  there  would  be  un¬ 
covered  hundreds  of  Billie  Sol  Estes 
scandals  governing  cotton  allotments 
because  in  the  case  of  cotton  over  a  mil¬ 
lion  acres  involved  compared  to  a  mere 
3,200  acres  utilized  in  the  Estes  case.  I 
vhave  asked  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  conduct  an  investigation  of  this  as¬ 
pect  of  the  cotton  law  and  I  am  hopeful 
he  will  pursue  it. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  House  will  re¬ 
fuse  to  adopt  this  proposed  release  and 
reapportionment  amendment  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  feed  grain  law  in  order  that  we  do 
not  repeat  the  error  of  the  cotton  law 
which  invites  fraud  and  corruption. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment  and  con¬ 
cur  in  everything  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hagen]  has  said.  I  want 
to  congratulate  him  as  a  member  of  the 
majority  party  for  speaking  out  as  a 
great  American  in  opposition  to  this  pro¬ 
posed  amendment. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  during  the  last 
several  weeks  about  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
case,  which  was  brought  about,  as  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  ade¬ 
quately  pointed  out,  by  a  provision  sim¬ 
ilar  to  this  in  the  cotton  acreage  law. 
I  think  every  Member  of  the  House  who 
wants  to  prevent  similar  scandals 
throughout  the  United  States  should 
take  a  look  at  this  proposed  amendment, 
which  appears  on  page  25,  and  read  it 
carefully.  Let  me  read  just  the  first 
part  of  this  amendment  so  that  you  will 
understand  exactly  what  is  proposed. 
Beginning  on  line  18  it  states: 

Any  part  of  any  farm  feed  grain  acreage 
allotment  on  which  feed  grains  will  not  be 
planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered 
to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be 
reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to 
other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  al¬ 
lotments  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  feed 
grains,  land,  labor,  equipment  available  for 


the  production  of  feed  grains,  crop  rotation 
practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  facil¬ 
ities  affecting  the  production  of  feed  grains. 

If  any  more  authority  is  granted  or 
needed,  I  would  like  to  know  what  that 
might  be.  Under  this  language,  the 
county  committee  could  do  anything  it 
so  desired  with  these  allotments.  How 
easy  it  would  be  for  another  Billie  Sol 
Estes  in  the  feed  grain  area  to  go  out  to 
a  farmer  and  convince  him  to  volun¬ 
tarily  surrender  his  allotment  to  the 
county  committee.  The  county  commit¬ 
tee  could  then  turn  it  over  to  that  in¬ 
terested  individual.  I  am  not  saying 
that  would  happen,  but  I  am  saying  that 
it  could  happen.  When  you  passed  the 
language  which  permitted  Billie  Sol 
Estes  to  operate  as  he  did  in  cotton  acre¬ 
age  allotments,  you  did  not  say  it  was 
going  to  happen,  but  somebody  on  this 
floor  should  have  said  it  could  happen. 
And  it  did  happen;  and  I  am  pointing 
it  out,  if  this  amendment  prevails — it 
could  happen  in  certain  feed  grain  areas 
in  the  United  States.  I  say,  if  you  want 
to  prevent  this  from  happening,  then  de¬ 
feat  this  amendment. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise 
to  speak  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  McSWEEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  Committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  just  made  another  ref¬ 
erence  to  Billie  Sol  Estes.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  times  the  Members  of  the 
minority  plan  to  use  the  name  of  Billie 
Sol  Estes,  but  I  would  say  to  them  I  do 
not  know  what  in  the  world  they  would 
do  if  it  had  not  been  for  Billie  Sol  Estes, 
and  perhaps  they  want  to  consider  mak¬ 
ing  him  an  honorary  Member. 

My  friends,  this  amendment  has 
nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  provisions 
of  the  existing  law  by  which  these  al¬ 
leged  irregularities  in  cotton  allotments 
occurred.  This  committee  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  simply  makes  in  order  a  provision 
for  the  operation  of  the  feed  grain  legis¬ 
lation  proposed,  the  identical  provision 
that  we  have  in  the  law  with  regard  to 
cotton,  an  amendment  that  all  cotton 
growers  throughout  the  United  States 
have  endorsed  without  objection.  This 
would  simply  provide,  if  you  have  a 
quota  of  feed  grains  applicable  to  a 
county  and  if  a  particular  producer  does 
not  care  to  grow  his  share  of  that  quota, 
that  he  can  return  it  to  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  for  reallocation. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Do  you 
not  think  that  this  violates  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  reducing  production?  If  a  man 
has  a  cotton  quota  and  he  does  not  want 
to  grow  it,  no  one  else  should  grow  it. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  When  the  Secretary 
determines  the  production  that  is  neces¬ 
sary,  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to 
go  below  that  determination  and  I  think 
it  is  all  right  for  the  county  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  their  own  economy  to  grow  the 
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amount  that  the  Secretary  has  deter¬ 
mined  they  shall  grow. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  We  have 
quotas  in  cotton,  for  example,  and  we 
have  overproduction  and  we  have  the 
problem  of  disposing  of  this  stuff  abroad 
at  a  cost  to  the  Government  of  8  Vz  cents 
a  pound.  One  more  question,  Do  you  not 
think  there  is  much  room  for  finagling 
in  a  situation  where  these  county  com¬ 
mittees  acquire  the  allotments  of  farm¬ 
ers  who  do  not  want  to  farm  and  as¬ 
sign  them  to  other  farmers  in  the  area 
who  want  to  acquire  those  allotments, 
and  who  may  be  friends? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  there  is  room  for  finagling 
all  over  the  place  in  any  kind  of  legisla¬ 
tion  any  time,  but  there  is  no  more  room 
for  finagling  here  than  anywhere  else. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Under  this 
amendment  one  fanner  could  not  sur¬ 
render  his  acreage  to  the  committee  and 
move  clear  out  into  another  State. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Of  course  not. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  So  I  say 
there  will  be  some  finagling  as  a  lack 
of  confidence  in  the  integrity  of  the  local 
committee. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  You  are  correct. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
has  been  mentioned.  The  Billie  Sol  Estes 
case  resulted  from  moving  allotments 
allowed  under  the  law  from  one  State  to 
another.  This  prohibits  the  moving  of 
allotments  from  one  State  to  another 
and  does  not  increase  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  in  any  county.  . 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  It  would  first  be 
released  to  the  State  committee  before 
release  to  another  county  and  then  only 
within  the  State. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
could  not  have  occurred  but  for  the  fact 
that  the  special  law  that  related  to  Gov¬ 
ernment  seizure  of  property  under  con¬ 
demnation  also  applied  to  transfers  to 
other  counties  and  other  States  and 
added  it  to  the  total  allotment  of  the  area 
to  which  it  was  moved. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  POAGE.  This  law  does  not  allow 
any  transfer  to  another  State. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Of  course,  that  is  cor¬ 
rect,  except  for  the  procedure  that  I  have 
mentioned. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  did  not  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
come  about  under  the  identical  legisla¬ 
tion  that  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  is  trying  to  force  upon  us,  that  the 
allotment  has  to  stay  in  the  individual’s 
name? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct,  and  I  thank  him  for 
bringing  out  that  fact. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DENT.  Would  it  not  be  beneficial 
in  the  case  of  the  individual  surrender¬ 


ing  his  allotment  or  his  acreage  if  that 
surrendered  acreage  were  kept  out  of 
production  rather  than  to  let  it  be 
exchanged? 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  But  the  county  is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  certain  allotment. 

Mr.  DENT.  What  would  be  the  case  if 
the  quota  set  by  the  Secretary  results 
in  surplus  and  the  farmer  relinquishes 
the  acreage  without  reducing  the  amount 
of  acreage  which  is  in  quota?  I  support 
the  gentelman’s  amendment,  but  I  think 
we  ought  to  have  safeguards. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
1958  this  Congress  passed  legislation 
which  would  permit  the  pooling  of  allot¬ 
ments,  all  types  of  allotments.  That  was 
done  because  so  many  of  these  big  proj¬ 
ects  are  being  constructed  over  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  new  highway  system  is  being 
built,  and  in  addition  many  dams  and 
other  Federal  projects  as  well.  Whole 
farms  have  been  taken  out  of  cultiva¬ 
tion.  In  those  instances  where  a  farmer 
lost  his  entire  farm  or  a  considerable 
acreage  thereof,  because  of  a  big  dam  or 
other  project  he  could  put  the  acreage 
he  had  for  cotton  or  other  basic  crops 
into  cultivation  in  some  other  location. 
He  could  buy  another  farm,  and  operate 
that  new  farm,  or  he  could  lease  the 
acreage.  That  is  the  situation  that  oc¬ 
curred  with  respect  to  the  Billie  Sol 
Estes  case  where  whole  farms  were  taken 
out  by  virtue  of  a  Government  project. 
The  allotments  were  moved  from  Okla¬ 
homa  all  the  way  down  to  the  southern 
part  of  Texas  to  a  farm  down  there  that 
he  never  operated  himself  personally  at 
all,  but  transferred  his  right  under  that 
allotment  over  to  Billie  Sol  Estes.  That 
situation  is  entirely  different  from  what 
we  are  considering  here. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  will 
stipulate  that  there  is  a  distinction  with¬ 
out  a  difference  between  the  law  that 
Billie  Sol  Estes  violated  and  this  law. 
But  the  principle  and  the  opportunity 
for  fraud  are  identical. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  just  let  me  proceed. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  If  we  want 
to  avoid  a  scandal  in  feed  grains  we  will 
not  adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  gentleman  has 
had  his  5  minutes,  now  let  me  answer 
his  question.  I  want  to  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hagen] 
is  an  outstanding  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  He  is  highly  re¬ 
garded  by  the  members  of  the  committee. 
He  is  one  who  has  opposed  our  reappor¬ 
tionment  legislation  all  the  way  down 
the  line.  In  the  case  of  cotton  the  al¬ 
lotments  would  remain  at  home  and  not 
move  across  State  lines. 

That  is  the  whole  situation. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  a  sense 
the  gentleman  is  correct.  We  are 
among  the  most  efficient  cottongrowers 


in  the  United  States  and  want  a  larger 
opportunity  to  produce. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
against  release  and  reapportionment  on 
cotton,  and  has  fought  it  consistently. 
He  is  opposed  to  it  in  connection  with 
this  feed  grain  proposal. 

You  folks  that  come  from  the  Midwest 
can  keep  your  feed  grains  at  home.  You 
can  turn  unused  allotments  over  to  the 
county  committee,  who  could  place  the 
acreage  in  the  hands  of  someone  who 
has  the  equipment  and  the  ability  and 
wants  to  plant  feed  grains.  If  they  do 
not  desire  to  plant  it  within  the  county 
it  could  be  moved  to  the  State  commit¬ 
tee  for  redistribution  in  some  other  part 
of  the  State.  It  would  keep  the  allot¬ 
ments  at  home,  and  it  will  insure  you  of 
the  income  that  may  arise  from  plant¬ 
ing  them.  It  is  a  great  law.  It  kept  our 
cotton  land  at  home.  Our  cotton  acre¬ 
age  has  been  moving  away  too  fast.  The 
same  situation  will  prevail  with  respect 
to  feed  grains. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  does 
not  contend  you  could  not  move  from 
northwest  Texas,  700  miles  to  south¬ 
eastern  Texas  under  this  law? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  could  be  done  by 
the  State  ASC  Committee  after  re¬ 
ceiving  such  allotments  from  counties 
who  did  not  wish  to  plant  them.  First 
you  give  the  opportunity  to  the  feed 
grain  growers  if  they  want  to  plant  that 
allotment,  but  the  man  who  transferred 
it  retains  the  allotment  himself  on  his 
farm.  It  belongs  to  him  and  to  that 
particular  farm. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  But  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  may  surrender  the  excess  acreage 
to  the  State  committee? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  In  a  situation  of 
that  kind  they  may  do  that  when  there 
are  no  feed-grain  growers  within  that 
county  who  wish  to  grow  that  acreage. 
In  that  event  they  can  transfer  it  to  the 
State  committee  for  redistribution  with¬ 
in  the  State. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Seven  hundred  miles 
within  one  State? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Within  that  State. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Would  700  miles 
away  be  home? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  do  not  know  how 
far  it  would  be  across  some  of  these 
States,  but  it  can  be  done  in  the  State  of 
Texas.  They  could  move  the  acreage 
over  to  Austin  for  redistribution  in  that 
State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  committee 
amendment  will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  surprised  that 
there  is  any  opposition  to  this  committee 
amendment,  because  what  we  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  provide  for  the  grain  produc¬ 
ers  what  we  have  done  for  cotton.  It 
will  not  break  my  heart  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  agreed  to.  However,  let  me 
say  that  the  cotton  surrender  and  re¬ 
apportionment  provision  has  operated 
successfully  and  well,  absolutely  and 
completely  free  from  any  sort  of  scandal. 
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Billie  Sol  Estes  has  nothing  to  do  with 
this  program.  It  has  been  administered 
by  county  committees  throughout  the 
whole  cotton-growing  area  of  this  vast 
Nation  of  ours.  I  have  not  heard  of  one 
complaint  or  one  suggestion  of  any  cor¬ 
ruption  in  any  of  the  county  offices.  If 
it  has  operated  well  for  cotton,  every¬ 
thing  indicates  it  will  operate  well  for 
feed  grain. 

The  Billie  Sol  Estes  matter  came  about 
because  property  had  been  seized  under 
the  right  of  eminent  domain.  There  was 
some  legal  chicanery  carried  on,  which 
was  involved,  and  is  now  being  tested  in 
the  courts.  To  bring  that  up  in  this  de¬ 
bate  is  absolutely  extraneous.  It  has  no 
place  here. 

I  appeal  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  to  stand  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  approve  the  amendment 
that  has  been  written  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  want  to  point  out  that 
under  the  terms  of  this  amendment, 
transfers  are  made  not  of  allotments,  as 
such,  but  only  the  right  to  plant  for  1 
year.  The  Billie  Sol  Estes  case,  of  course, 
grows  out  of  the  transfer  of  allotments 
which  gives  him  the  right  to  plant  year 
after  year. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
like  this  stay-at-home  theory.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  support  the  amendment. 

I  would  like  to  see  it  applied  some  time 
to  industry.  Let  Arkansas  keep  its  cot¬ 
ton  and  let  us  keep  our  industry. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  a  vote. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  It  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  the  chairman 
should  be  surprised  at  the  opposition. 
There  were  at  least  15  votes  against  this 
proposal  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Eleven,  I  am  told. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  stand 
corrected.  Eleven.  Well,  that  was  for¬ 
midable  opposition. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Which  means  it  was 
adopted  by  a  2-to-l  vote  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  There  are 
some  minority  members  who  feel  that  11 
is  at  least  some  opposition,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  stated  surprise  that  there  was 
opposition  at  this  time. 

Mr.  PEIGHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Would  not  this 
amendment  assure  that  there  will  be 
maximum  production  at  a  time  when  we 
have  a  tremendous  surplus? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  no.  It  is  only  sur¬ 
render  to  the  county  committee  and  re¬ 
allocation  to  some  other  farmer  in  the 
county.  That  is  all. 


Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Was  there  any 
consideration  given  in  the  committee  to 
the  proposal  to  put  a  penalty  upon  any 
attempt  to  sell  an  allotment  or  inter¬ 
est  in  an  allotment  separate  from  the 
land;  in  other  words,  to  give  any  com¬ 
pensation  for  or  to  accept  any  compensa¬ 
tion  for  an  allotment  divorced  from  the 
land  to  which  it  was  assigned? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  cannot  possibly 
happen  under  the  program. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Would  there  be 
any  harm  done  in  making  it  a  penal  of¬ 
fense  to  carry  on  that  kind  of  a  trans¬ 
action? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  cannot  transfer  my 
allotment  to  you.  I  cannot  sell  it  to  you. 
I  cannot  sell  it  and  earmark  it  to  you. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  But,  under  this 
provision  some  attempts  might  be  made, 
which  were  outlined  as  likely  to  happen, 
to  pass  some  kind  of  consideration  to  a 
county  committeeman  to  get  an  assign¬ 
ment  direct  to  another  producer.  Is 
there  any  reason  why  you  should  not 
have  a  provision  against  that? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  that  should  happen, 
that  would  result  in  the  commission  of 
a  felony  punishable  by  imprisonment  in 
the  Federal  penitentiary. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  That  would  be  as 
to  a  payment  to  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Can  that  be  so  as  to  a  payment 
to  a  previous  owner  of  the  allotment  for 
his  influence  with  the  committee  to  get 
that  transfer? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  previous  owner  has 
no  influence  over  the  committee  over  this 
allotment,  and  I  have  never  known  of 
a  corrupt  act  taking  place. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  amused  by 
the  repeated  attempts  by  the  majority 
party  in  their  efforts  to  pin  the  label  of 
“obstructionist”  on  the  Republicans. 
The  apparent  basis  for  this  is  the  letter 
written  by  Mr.  Sorkin  last  September. 

On  yesterday  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  stated  in  effect  that  Re¬ 
publicans  met  secretly  to  work  out 
strategy  to  oppose  the  Democratic  farm 
bill.  First  of  all,  I  feel  we  should  set 
the  record  straight  on  just  what  farm 
bill  the  Republicans  were  to  oppose,  for 
on  September  11,  1961,  the  date  of  the 
Sorkin  letter,  there  was  no  farm  bill 
before  Congress,  the  1961  Agriculture  Act 
had  been  passed  and  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  August  8, 1961,  and  the  1962  farm 
bill  was  still  just  a  gleam  in  Dr.  Walter 
Cochrane’s  eye  as  it  was  not  introduced 
until  January  31, 1962. 

With  reference  to  secret  meetings  of 
high-level  Republicans,  I  had  assumed  it 
was  proper  for  party  officials  of  either 
party  to  meet  without  advance  notice,  or 
an  invitation  to  the  other  and  I  would 
imagine  that  many  meetings  have  been 
held  with  reference  to  this  bill  by  the 
majority  party  leaders;  in  fact,  I  think 
there  were  a  few  yesterday  right  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  am  certain 
members  of  the  Republican  Party  were 
not  invited,  nor  did  they  expect  an  invi¬ 


tation.  The  feeble  attempts  to  evade 
the  responsibility  for  the  Estes  scandal 
are  amusing,  but  interesting. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  well  to  re¬ 
cite  some  of  the  highlights  which  have 
been  disclosed  thus  far  by  the  press,  the 
attorney  general  of  Texas,  Will  Wilson, 
and  Mr.  N.  Battle  Hales,  an  employee  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Both  Mr.  Will  Wilson  and  Mr.  Hales  are 
Democrats. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  followed  the  Estes 
case  closely,  and  I  do  know  to  which 
party  Mr.  Estes  belongs.  Regardless  of 
party  affiliation,  those  guilty  of  wrong¬ 
doing  should  be  exposed  and  dealt  with 
accordingly,  but  the  record  should  show 
that  Estes  was  a  leading  Democrat  in 
the  State  of  Texas  and  was  one  time  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  candidate  for  Governor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  here  the  latest 
issue  of  the  Saturday  Evening  Post, 
which  shows  a  picture  on  Estes’  wall 
having  been  autographed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  by  the  Vice  President.  Mr. 
Estes  was  also  given  a  gold  engraved  cer¬ 
tificate  for  his  great  monetary  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  Democratic  Party.  Now,  I  do 
not  think  good  Democratic  friends 
should  turn  their  backs  on  Mr.  Estes  now 
and  use  him  in  an  effort  to  put  through 
this  farm  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Billie  bragged  to  his 
friends,  “I’ll  call  Orville  and  if  he  can’t 
help.  I’ll  call  Lyndon,  and  if  he  can’t  help 
I’ll  call  Jack.”  This  is  also  stated  in  this 
week’s  Saturday  Evening  Post.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  members  of  the  majority  party 
should  not  now  turn  their  backs  on  Billie. 

There  have  been  many  inferences 
about  influence,  but  let’s  take  a  look  at 
the  facts  now  available  concerning  the 
Estes  case.  Billie  would  not  settle  for 
any  former  members  of  the  USDA  be¬ 
cause  he  knew  that  if  he  wanted  favors 
he  must  deal  directly  with  the  adminis¬ 
tration  in  power  and  those  who  occupied 
key  positions.  The  list  will  certainly 
grow,  but  do  not  forget  Billie’s  close 
friends. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi-.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  In  the  Washington 
Post  of  June  18,  1962,  is  an  article  writ¬ 
ten  by  Mr.  Fred  Ferris,  of  UPI,  reporting 
on  a  television  interview  with  Attorney 
General  Kennedy  of  the  United  States 
on  issues  and  answers,  when  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  stated: 

The  administration  has  got  to  take  the 
responsibility  for  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  matter. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
might  also  refer  to  the  five  persons  in 
this  administration  who  have  departed 
as  a  direct  result  of  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
scandal.  Included  is  Dr.  James  T. 
Ralph,  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  until  recently;  Mr.  Emory  E.  Ja¬ 
cobs,  Deputy  Administrator  in  Charge 
of  Cotton  Allotments;  William  Morris, 
Jacob’s  assistant;  Jerry  Holleman,  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor;  and  Wil¬ 
liam  Mattox,  Texas  ASCS  official. 
These  are  some  of  Billie’s  friends  who 
are  no  longer  with  the  USDA. 

Let  me  remind  you,  too,  about  Mr.  Es¬ 
tes  being  appointed  to  the  Cotton  Ad- 
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visory  Council  Committee  after  he  had 
paid  a  fine  of  $48,000  as  a  penalty  for 
overplanting  his  cotton  allotment.  It 
also  takes  something  to  persuade  De¬ 
partment  officials  to  permit  continued 
expansion  of  grain  storage  facilities  with 
a  completely  inadequate  warehouse 
bond.  It  takes  something  to  obtain 
3,123  acres  of  cotton  allotments  from 
farmers  in  Georgia,  Oklahoma,  and 
Texas,  which  would  net  Estes  between 
$500,000  and  $600,000  a  year.  It  takes 
something  to  have  a  device  declared  il¬ 
legal — as  were  the  cotton  allotments 
transfers — and  then  subsequently  have 
this  action  rescinded. 

We  are  talking  about  cotton  allot¬ 
ments,  and  this  amendment  merely 
makes  it  easier  for  the  Estes-type  opera¬ 
tion  to  continue,  because  under  the  cot¬ 
ton  law  you  have  to  go  to  the  farmers. 
In  Oklahoma  Estes  had  two  ASCS  con¬ 
tacts  who  went  out  and  contacted  farm¬ 
ers  for  Mr.  Estes.  They  were  paid  so- 
called  “finders’  fees”  of  over  $7,000,  but 
strangely  they  were  not  punished  for 
this,  but  only  suspended  for  a  period  of 
2  weeks  without  pay.  Yet,  under  this 
proposed  amendment  one  would  not 
have  to  go  to  the  farmer  any  more,  but 
would  go  to  the  ASCS  office,  and  it  would 
be  taken  care  of  there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  just  a  few  of 
the  highlights  which  should  be  brought 
out.  It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that 
Mr.  Freeman  has  had  only  one  press 
conference  on  the  Estes  case  in  a  period 
of  80  days.  If  anyone  wants  to  discuss 
the  Estes  case,  let  us  arrange  the  time 
and  place,  but  let  us  not  attempt  to  shift 
the  responsibility. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  all  deference  to 
the  entertainers  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle — and  I  am  not  trying  to  reflect  on 
anyone — about  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  is¬ 
sue,  I  think  we  should  get  that  straight. 
This  amendment  has  no  relation  to  the 
Estes  manipulations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  assure  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  that  there  is  absolutely 
none.  The  Estes  acreage  was  not  ob¬ 
tained  through  this  type  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  cotton  law.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  in  some  instances  had  moved  into 
various  other  producing  areas  and 
through  eminent  domain  procedures 
acquired  farms  which  had  cotton  allot¬ 
ments.  In  acquiring  those  farms,  the 
law  provided  that  the  farmer  whose  farm 
was  taken  by  the  Federal  Government 
for  highways,  flood  control  works,  et 
cetera,  could  move  his  allotment  to  any 
other  county  or  State  in  the  Cotton  Belt. 
As  a  result  of  the  acquisition  of  some 
farms  through  this  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceedings,  acreage  was  moved  and  sub¬ 
sequently  acquired  by  Mr.  Estes. 

The  amendment  before  the  House  has 
nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  that  sort 
of  situation.  The  amendment  before  the 
House  confines  the  acreage  strictly  to  the 
county  in  which  the  acreage  is  now,  will 
be  next  year,  and  the  next  and  the  next. 
Not  one  single  acre  of  it  can  be  moved 
out  of  the  county.  No  individual  farmer 
can  acquire  the  acreage  from  a  farmer 
who  wishes  to  surrender.  He  cannot  do 


it.  The  acreage  must  be  surrendered  to 
the  county  ASC  committee.  The  county 
ASC  committee  redistributes  that  acre¬ 
age  in  the  same  manner  in  which  they 
distribute  the  original  allotments  to  the 
county.  That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  It  has 
worked  very  well  under  the  cotton  law. 

I  cannot  understand  why  those  who 
have  feed  grains  in  their  areas  are  not 
interested  in  having  such  an  amendment 
for  the  benefit  of  their  farmers.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  a  very  fair  amendment. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  read  from 
the  amendment  and  then  will  ask  the 
gentleman  if  he  would  not  care  to  cor¬ 
rect  his  statement. 

If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily 
surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the 
county  may  surrender  the  excess  acreage 
to  the  state  committee  to  be  used  for  the 
same  purposes. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  accept  that  cor¬ 
rection.  That  is  true  under  the  cotton 
law.  But  it  goes  to  the  State  committee 
and  they  cannot  move  one  acre  of  it 
beyond  the  State.  It  is  redistributed  in 
the  State  which  made  the  history. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Distrib¬ 
uted,  but  under  administrative  discre¬ 
tion;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Of  course,  it  is. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  And  this 
permits  the  opportunity  for  collusion  and 
fraud. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  No.  It  has  to  go 
back  from  the  State  committee  down  to 
the  county  committees  and  the  county 
committees  distribute  it. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  In  the  absence  of 
this  amendment  will  there  be  any  way 
by  which  a  county  can  save  an  allot¬ 
ment  of  land  that  is  flooded  by  a  new  res¬ 
ervoir  or  by  a  new  watershed  lake  or 
taken  out  of  cultivation  by  reason  of 
some  large  highway  development? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  do  not  think  this 
amendment  has  a  thing  in  the  world  to 
do  with  the  acquisition  of  land  for  high¬ 
way  purposes,  or  acreage  that  has  been 
flooded  out  due  to  flood  disaster.  There 
is  no  relationship. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  What  would  be 
the  situation  then  under  which  the  land 
could  not  be  planted  and  under  which 
it  became  necessary  to  surrender  the  al¬ 
lotment  that  the  gentleman  is  talking 
about? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  It  is  purely  an  op¬ 
tional  matter  with  the  man  who  has 
earned  the  history  on  the  farm.  It  is 
purely  optional. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  land  is  taken  for 
public  purposes  under  the  right  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain,  the  farmer  can  take  the 
acreage  to  another  farm.  And  that  is 
exactly  the  case  with  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
incident,  which  is  not  involved  here. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Certainly. 
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Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  If  the  land  is  taken  un¬ 
der  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  or  is 
flooded  by  a  reservoir  or  for  some  reason 
like  that,  the  owner  of  the  land  is  prop¬ 
erly  paid  for  his  land;  why  should  he 
be  paid  something  extra  by  way  of  an 
acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Because  he  is  not 
paid  for  the  value  of  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  VANIK.  It  seems  to  me  that  he  is 
compensated  under  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  and  that  compensation  should 
cover  the  reasonable  value  of  the  land, 
which  includes  its  productive  value  and 
his  value  as  it  is  used  for  agricultural 
production. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Let  us  assume  the 
gentleman’s  assumption  to  be  correct. 
The  fact  remains  that  the  amendment 
now  before  the  House  has  no  relation¬ 
ship  to  that  situation  whatsoever.  In 
order  to  reach  the  problem  which  the 
gentleman  suggests  we  would  have  to 
have  an  entirely  new  proposal  on  this 
floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Aber- 
nethy]  has  expired. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  10  min¬ 
utes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Avery]. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
merely  to  make  a  suggestion  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  an  effort 
to  restore  harmony  on  his  side  of  the 
aisle.  Would  it  not  be  much  simpler 
just  to  accept  an  amendment  striking 
out  this  whole  feed  grain  section?  Then 
he  would  not  need  to  concern  himself 
over  these  amendments  to  that  section. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  appreciate  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  McSween]  would 
be  happy  with  an  arrangement  like  that, 
and  I  can  assure  him  there  would  be  a 
lot  of  support  for  that  type  of  amend¬ 
ment  on  our  side  of  the  aisle.  Do  not 
say  any  more  that  Republicans  do  not 
want  to  be  helpful,  because  we  do.  Let 
us  strike  the  entire  section,  then  the 
gentleman  will  not  have  to  take  issue 
with  his  Democratic  colleagues. 

I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  chairman  for  placing  in  the  Record 
last  night  these  various  and  sundry 
amendments  that  would  be  offered  to 
the  bill  today.  I  think  they  might  be 
paraphrased  as  the  script.  On  page 
10420  you  will  find  the  script  for  today, 
because  these  are  the  amendments  that 
are  to  be  offered  and  to  be  accepted  by 
the  chairman. 
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My  question  is  this,  and  I  should  like 
to  direct  this  to  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee:  Why  and  when  did  these 
amendments  become  necessary?  I  re¬ 
call  very  vividly  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  Mr.  Poage,  appearing  befoie 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  supporting 
this  bill  and  telling  us  it  was  a  very  fine 
bill,  it  was  in  the  best  interests  of  agri¬ 
culture,  and  it  had  been  developed  by  the 
committee,  and  that  the  committee 
would  stand  behind  it.  Why  did  these 
amendments  become  necessary?  Can 
the  gentleman  respond  to  that?  Why 
did  these  amendments  become  necessary 
when  just  2  weeks  ago  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  the  chairman  told  us 
that  this  bill  had  been  carefully  devel¬ 
oped,  it  was  a  good  bill,  and  should  be 
passed?  Now  you  are  retreating  from 
every  principal  provision  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  I  said  this  was  a 
good  bill.  I  said  we  had  received  no  help 
from  the  minority.  I  am  frank  to  say  we 
are  trying  to  improve  the  bill.  We  think 
these  amendments  that  will  be  offered, 
from  pages  25  to  47,  all  of  them,  would 
improve  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Quie], 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  quick  observation? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
fi-om  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  would  just  like  to  have 
the  House  remember  that  when  I  spoke 
on  the  rule  on  this  bill  I  warned  at  that 
time  that  amendments  would  be  offered 
from  the  committee,  or  with  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  committee,  in  order  to  get 
this  bill  passed,  that  the  bill  would  then 
go  to  conference,  following  which  would 
be  reinserted  in  the  bill  all  of  the  dan¬ 
gerous  provisions,  the  objectionable 
provisions,  of  the  original  bill  as  it  came 
out  of  the  Agriculture  Committee.  That 
is  exactly  what  is  going  to  happen,  you 
can  be  sure. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  issue 
here  really  boils  down  to  this,  that  if  a 
farmer  has  a  feed  grain  allotment  and 
does  not  wish  to  plant  it,  should  that 
acreage  be  idled  in  that  year,  or  should 
it  be  transferred  over  to  someone  else? 
You  know  we  have  a  terrific  surplus  on 
hand  that  we  would  like  to  draw  down. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  make 
an  estimate  of  how  much  should  be  pro¬ 
duced  during  the  year.  Should  this  full 
production  be  continued  no  matter  what, 
or  should  a  person  who  voluntarily  does 
not  produce  all  that  his  farm  would  be 
allotted  that  year  just  idle  his  acreage, 
so  that  we  would  draw  down  that  much 
more  on  the  surplus? 

This  is  really  what  it  boils  down  to. 
Do  we  want  to  draw  down  more  of  the 
surplus  within  a  year  than  the  Secretary 
has  estimated  as  a  national  allotment? 
If  we  want  to  do  that,  we  know  it  will 
mean  a  great  savings  to  the  taxpayers  by 
reducing  the  cost  of  storage  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  Anything  we  can  possibly  do  to  cut 
down  on  the  amount  of  surpluses  will 
save  the  taxpayers  money  on  storage 
costs.  This  is  the  choice  we  have  before 


us  and  that  is  why  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  the  committee  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  I  feel  if  we  continually  give  loop¬ 
holes  and  loopholes  and  loopholes  in  a 
bill,  it  will  be  just  like  a  tax  law,  the  more 
loopholes  there  are  the  more  has  to  be 
added  to  the  burden  of  those  who  do  not 
get  that  loophole. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  May  I  ask  the 
gentleman  this  question,  Is  the  allotment 
or  the  amount  set  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  the  necessary  national 
amount  of  production;  and  if  it  is  not 
used  would  it  not  endanger  the  amount 
that  we  ought  to  produce  as  a  nation. 

Mr.  QUIE.  No,  at  this  time  in  view 
of  the  amount  of  surplus  we  have  on 
hand  of  feed  grains,  there  will  be  no 
danger  to  the  amount  that  might  be  cut 
off  our  own  producers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Kyl]. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  direct  a  question  to  some  of  the 
gentlemen  who  are  knowledgeable  on  the 
subject  of  cotton  allotments.  A  short 
time  ago,  I  was  in  a  Mexican  border 
town.  I  noticed  a  number  of  very  ex¬ 
pensive  new  homes,  homes  that  we  would 
place  in  the  very  expensive  category.  So 
I  talked  to  one  of  these  individuals  who 
had  built  such  a  home.  I  said,  “How 
did  you  build  this?”  He  said,  “This  is 
through  the  generosity  of  you  Ameri¬ 
cans.  You  have  limited  your  cotton  pro¬ 
duction  and  we  have  taken  your  pro¬ 
duction  and  planted  it  in  Mexico.  We 
now  are  producing  so  much  cotton  here 
that  this  port  has  become  the  largest 
cotton  exporting  port  in  the  world.” 

Under  this  program,  I  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  have  we,  in  effect, 
gone  beyond  the  business  of  transferring 
cotton  allotments  between  one  county 
and  another  in  a  certain  State  or  be¬ 
tween  one  State  and  another?  Have  we 
in  reality  transferred  our  cotton  quotas 
to  foreign  countries? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  argument  has 
been  made  for  more  than  a  quarter  of  a 
century  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  am  not  arguing  the  point. 
I  am  asking  the  question. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  we  reduce  our 
production  here  of  some  commodity,  they 
increase  production  of  the  same  com¬ 
modity  abroad.  We  have  no  control  over 
that.  But  we  do  protect  our  own  do¬ 
mestic  growers  and  just  last  week  we 
passed  a  bill  protecting  the  people  of  this 
country  along  the  line  the  gentleman  is 
referring  to. 

Mr.  KYL.  Are  your  cotton  farmers 
satisfied  and  prosperous  with  the  pres¬ 
ent  cotton  situation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  They  are  satisfied  with 
the  program  and  at  the  moment  they 
enjoy  a  stability  in  prices  that  they  would 
not  enjoy  if  we  did  not  have  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  KYL.  Why  have  we  had  this 
rapid  decline  in  the  number  of  cotton 
gins  and  the  resulting  unemployment  in 
such  areas? 


June  21 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Because  we  have  been 
reducing  the  acreage. 

Mr.  KYL.  And  while  you  reduce  the 
acreage  in  North  Carolina,  I  notice  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  figures  also 
incraesed  your  surplus  production — not 
production — but  surplus  production  of 
feed  grains  last  year  by  682,000  tons;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  mean,  increased 
that  much? 

Mr.  KYL.  That  is  what  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  statistics  show. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  increased,  last 
year? 

Mr.  KYL.  Between  1959  and  1960 
crop  year  and  the  1960  and  1961  crop 
year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  about 
that,  but  last  year  we  were  actually  de¬ 
clared  a  deficit  area.  We  did  not  have 
enough  there  to  feed  our  own  livestock. 

Mr.  KYL.  According  to  the  statistics 
now,  you  are  producing  208,000  tons  of 
feed  grain  in  surplus  beyond  your  con¬ 
sumption  needs  in  the  State. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  where 
the  gentleman  got  those  figures  from. 

Mr.  KYL.  These  figures  are  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  they  are  related 
to  what  year? 

Mr.  KYL.  The  date  is  from  the  farm 
economics  division,  March  14,  1962,  sir. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley], 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  desire  to  argue  the  question  further 
than  to  ask  that  the  House  sustain  the 
committee  and  adopt  the  amendment 
which  has  been  presented. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  commitee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cooley)  there 
were— ayes  114,  noes  96. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Hoeven  and  Mr. 
Gathings. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
147,  noes  125. 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  27,  line  10,  before  the  language  in¬ 
sert  “Sec.  360e.’’ 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  39,  line  29,  strike  “treatment.”  ”  and 
insert  “treatment.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  39,  line  22,  insert: 

“Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  part,  in  any  feed  deficit 
area  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  (1) 
that  the  application  of  the  provisions  of  this 
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Act  would  result  in  hardship  to  producers 
in  such  area,  would  unduly  increase  the  price 
of  feed  grains  in  such  area  relative  to  other 
areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal  farming 
practices  in  such  area,  and  (2)  that  the  ex¬ 
ception  provided  by  this  section  would  not 
impair  the  effective  operation  of  this  Act, 
he  may  provide  in  accordance  with  such  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  may  prescribe  that  no  farm 
marketing  quota  (that  is,  production  on  the 
acreage  allotment)  for  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in 
such  area,  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the  farm  base 
acreage  determined  for  the  farm.  If  the 
Secretary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  purposes 
of  section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land- 
use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be  in¬ 
applicable  to  the  farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support,  and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such 
farm  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  ref¬ 
erendum  on  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop.” 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  committee  amendment. 
This  is  the  so-called  deficit  areas  amend¬ 
ment.  The  map  that  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  showed  you 
the  other  day  will  give  you  an  idea  of 
the  States  that  are  deficit.  What  this 
means  is  that  the  total  amount  of  re¬ 
duction  in  production  will  be  put  on  the 
13  Midwest  States  of  the  Union.  You 
can  look  at  the  map  and  see  how  this 
applies. 

On  the  first  day  of  debate,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  in¬ 
serted  a  table  showing  the  effect  of  the 
25-acre  exemption,  and  then  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  ,  pointed 
to  the  map  here  illustrating  his  point  of 
view  on  the  deficit  area  amendment. 

Now,  what  this  means  is  that  of  the 
25  million  acres  that  the  department  has 
indicated  to  you  it  is  estimated  that  we 
must  idle  to  reduce  production  of  feed 
grains,  it  will  be  limited  to  those  States 
which  are  in  black  and  red.  The  rest, 
because  of  the  likelihood  that  they  will 
not  be  producing  any  surplus  in  that 
area,  as  the  indication  was  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  years,  would  be  exempted.  That 
means  that  the  Midwest  will  take  the 
complete  reducion  in  acres. 

Under  the  estimate  of  the  Department 
under  the  original  bill,  each  farmer  was 
supposed  to  take  a  reduction  of  between 
20  and  25  percent  of  his  acres.  That 
m^ans  that  those  remaining  farmers 
after  the  deficit  areas  amendment  is 
adopted  will  have  to  take  a  reduction  of 
something  like,  I  imagine,  35  percent  of 
their  acres.  And,  those  of  us  in  Iowa, 
Minnesota,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  the 
other  States  that  are  so-called  surplus 
States  can  imagine  what  that  will  do 
to  our  farmers  to  have  to  take  something 
like  a  35-percent  reduction  in  feed  grain 
acres.  Mind  you,  if  you  were  a  farmer 
who  was  feeding  all  of  his  feed  grains  to 
his  livestock,  supposing  you  were  feed¬ 
ing  about  60  acres  of  feed  grains  to  your 
livestock  in  one  of  the  surplus  States 
like  Minnesota,  you  would  be  cut  back  35 
percent  of  the  amount  of  acres  you  pro¬ 
duce  and  have  to  go  out  and  buy  a  like 


amount  of  feed  grain  for  the  balance. 
But,  take  a  deficit  State  like  Tennessee. 
The  farmer  who  also  had  60  acres  of  feed 
grains,  feeding  it  to  his  livestock,  he 
would  not  have  to  reduce  one  acre. 

Well,  some  may  say,  “That  is  good. 
My  farmers  are  exempted.”  I  say  to 
you  it  really  is  not  an  exemption.  Your 
farmers  will  be  limited  to  the  average 
production  in  1959  and  1960.  Let  me 
cite  an  example,  if  a  boy  was  in  the  serv¬ 
ice  and  the  father  kept  more  of  his  land 
in  grass  production  during  those  2  years 
and  when  the  boy  came  out  of  the  service 
wanting  to  go  into  feed  grain  production 
for  their  hog  and  cattle  operation,  they 
would  be  prevented  from  doing  it.  They 
would  be  limited  to  the  1959  to  1960  aver¬ 
age.  If  they  produced  over  that,  they 
would  be  subject  to  a  penalty,  as  is 
pointed  out  in  the  bill,  and  they  would 
not  have  the  right  to  vote  in  a  referen¬ 
dum.  So,  can  you  imagine  anything  so 
unfair?  It  is  unfair  to  the  people  of  the 
Midwest  who  have  the  complete  draw 
on  surpluses  taken  from  their  acres  and 
it  would  be  unfair  to  the  people  in  the 
deficit  aras  because  they  would  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  the  production  they  had  in  1959 
to  1960  and  still  get  the  marketing  pen¬ 
alties  and  denied  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whatever  side  one  is 
on,  one  cannot  come  out  on  this  one 
which,  again,  provides  another  loophole 
being  put  into  a  law,  which  under  man¬ 
datory  controls  one  is  trying  to  make  a 
program  work  where  the  Government 
tells  each  farmer  how  to  run  his  farm. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  the  things 
that  hurt  any  feed  program.  It  is  going 
to  damage  this  one  and  make  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  it  to  work. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  DENT.  I  think  there  would  be  a 
misunderstanding  if  we  let  that  one 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Quie]  stand.  The  gentleman 
says  that  in  a  deficit  State  the  farmers 
would  not  be  cut  in  acreage  under  this 
bill,  and  a  farmer  in  a  surplus  State 
would  be  cut.  Is  it  not  true  that 
through  using  the  1959  to  1960  base  year 
that  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  where 
we  had  1,877,000  tons  of  deficit  in  1959 
to  1960  reduced  to  469,000  tons  in  1960 
to  1961,  that  the  difference  between 
those  two  figures  is  approximately 
1,412,000  tons,  which  would  be  reduced 
to  the  farmers  because  it  goes  back  to 
the  previous  year  base? 

Mr.  QUIE.  There  would  be  an  auto¬ 
matic  cut  in  some  individual’s  base.  If 
they  did  not  produce  as  much  is  1959  to 
1960  as  they  produced  in  1961  to  1962, 
the  cut  would  be  automatic  and  they 
would  have  a  penalty  placed  against 
them  if  they  produced  more  than  that. 
Further,  they  would  not  have  the  right 
to  vote  in  the  referendum. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  certain  that  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie], 
does  not  want  to  leave  the  wrong  im¬ 
pression  with  the  Members  of  the  House 
when  the  gentleman  says  that  these 
States  indicated  on  this  map  are  all  feed 


deficit  areas  within  the  contemplation 
of  this  proposed  amendment.  That  is 
not  accurate  at  all,  because  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  a  feed  deficit  area  having 
already  been  established  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  by  any  other  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  read  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  self-explan¬ 
atory: 

Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  part,  in  any  feed  deficit 
area  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  (1) 
that  the  application  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  would  result  in  hardship  to  producers 
in  such  area,  would  unduly  increase  the  price 
of  feed  grains  in  such  area  relative  to  other 
areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal  farming 
practices  in  such  area,  and  (2)  that  the 
exception  provided  by  this  section  would 
not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  this 
Act,  he  may  provide  in  accordance  with 
such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe  that 
no  farm  marketing  quota  (that  is,  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  acreage  allotment)  for  any 
crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  in  such  area,  if  the  acreage  of 
such  crop  of  feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm. 
If  the  Secretary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the 
land-use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be 
inapplicable  to  the  farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support,  and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such 
farm  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any 
referendum  on  marketing  quotas  for  such 
crop. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  wrong  with  it? 
I  do  not  see  to  save  my  life  how  anyone 
could  oppose  this,  because  it  fixes  a  for¬ 
mula  to  guide  the  Secretary  in  making 
his  determination.  It  takes  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  hardship  of  the  producer. 
It  does  not  provide  that  he  has  any  vote, 
that  he  has  any  price  support,  or  gets 
any  payment  for  diverted  acres.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  this  map  does  not  reflect  the  true 
situation,  because  this  amendment  con¬ 
templates  situations  which  may  here¬ 
after  arise  or  exist.  Nothing  that  hap¬ 
pened  in  1959  or  1960  or  1961  or  1962 
has  anything  at  all  to  do  with  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  I  commend  the  committee 
for  offering  this  amendment.  I  think  it 
is  an  excellent  amendment;  I  think  it  is 
a  fair  amendment  and  I  am  in  vigorous 
support  of  it.  I  appreciate  the  defense 
of  the  amendment  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  agree  that  the  map  is 
not  completely  accurate.  You  take  the 
Upper  Peninsula  of  Michigan,  that  is 
deficit  also,  but  does  not  show  on  the 
map.  The  northeastern  part  of  Minne¬ 
sota  would  be  in  white  since  it  is  a  deficit 
also.  There  would  be  many  more  areas 
that  would  be  in  white  on  that  map,  if 
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you  look  at  it  in  areas.  If  you  looked  at 
it  in  States,  you  can  see  how  it  would 
affect  States  by  the  map.  Can  the  gen¬ 
tleman  deny  that  these  were  the  deficit 
areas  in  those  years  1959  and  1960? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  deny  that  at 
all,  because  I  do  not  know,  actually. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Is  there  any  concrete  de¬ 
termination  other  than  the  wide-open 
formula  that  we  have  received  as  to  how 
the  Secretary  would  determine  what  is 
a  deficit  area? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  just  provide  the 
guideposts  to  direct  him  in  making  his 
determination. 

Mr.  QUIE.  And  would  not  the  Secre¬ 
tary  then  be  subject  to  influence  by  any 
Member  of  Congress,  for  instance? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  I  wish  we  could 
debate  something  on  the  floor  here  with¬ 
out  impugning  somebody’s  motives  or 
somebody’s  integrity.  Certainly  he  is 
not  going  to  be  liable  to  any  pressure. 
He  will  have  statistics,  he  will  have  the 
advice  of  all  the  people  in  the  area  and 
the  professional  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  then  he  can  declare  it  a 
deficit  area.  The  purpose  here  is  to  re¬ 
lieve  hardships  on  producers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  Committee 
to  vote  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Latta  to  the 
committee  amendment:  Page  40,  line  17, 
after  the  word  “farm”  strike  out  “shall  not 
be  eligible  to  vote”  and  insert  “shall  be  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote”. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  heard 
a  lot  yesterday  and  the  day  before  about 
voting  rights  and  giving  everybody  the 
opportunity  to  vote;  that  two-thirds  of 
the  people  voting  were  going  to  decide 
these  various  issues  and  as  a  conse¬ 
quence,  we  should  support  the  bill.  I  am 
for  permitting  all  fanners  to  vote  in  ref- 
erendums.  But  I  am  not,  as  I  stated 
yesterday,  for  restricting  the  right  to 
vote.  This  amendment  which  I  offer  to 
the  committee  amendment  would  merely 
give  the  farmers  in  these  37  deficit  States 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  a  proposed 
program  which  would  directly  affect 
them. 

I  was  amazed  to  hear  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  say  that  he 
is  in  support  of  the  amendment.  I  dis¬ 
tinctly  remember,  when  I  was  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  pointed  out 
that  these  deficit-area  farmers  would 
not  be  permitted  to  vote,  that  he  was 
in  agreement  with  my  position  to  permit 
these  farmers  to  vote.  If  he  has  changed 
his  position  since  then,  I  am  surprised. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  yielding.  Of  course,  I  am  very 
strongly  in  support  of  the  entire  amend¬ 
ment.  I  will  say  this,  that  the  main 
part  of  my  support  of  the  amendment 
has  nothing  particularly  to  do  with 
whether  they  shall  vote  or  shall  not  vote, 
but  is  to  take  care  of  a  situation  in  a 


State  like  California  where  we  are  a  very 
substantial  deficit  area.  With  reference 
to  the  eligibility  of  those  people  who  will 
be  affected  by  the  vote,  I  am  inclined  to 
say  that  I  think  probably  they  should 
be  entitled  to  vote.  To  that  extent  I  do 
agree  with  the  gentleman  in  what  he 
says  as  to  my  original  statement.  But  I 
am  still  very  much  in  favor  of  the  basic 
amendment.  I  do  not  think  the  matter 
of  voting  or  not  voting  is  the  heart  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  contribution  and 
for  clarifying  his  position.  I  would  like 
to  say  that  my  amendment  would  give 
these  farmers  in  37  States  the  right  to 
vote  on  these  programs. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  idea  as  a 
matter  of  law  for  them  to  be  made  in¬ 
eligible  to  vote. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
permit  the  farmers  who  will  not  be  af¬ 
fected  by  the  program  to  control  those 
who  will  be  affected  by  the  program? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  if  he  would  change  the  word 
“affected”  to  say  “be  a  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram”  or  “come  into  the  program,”  be¬ 
cause  I  disagree  completely  with  him 
when  he  says  these  fanners  will  not  be 
affected.  Is  that  what  the  gentleman 
means? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  I  mean  by  that 
you  could  have  the  program  so  that  cer¬ 
tain  farmers  would  be  under  control  and 
certain  farmers  would  be  out  from  under 
it. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Is  the  chairman  trying 
to  say  that  in  these  deficit  areas,  yet  to 
be  determined,  some  of  the  farmers  will 
be  permitted  to  vote?  He  is  not  telling 
the  House  that,  is  he? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Only  those  who  will 
be  affected  will  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Will  the  gentleman  agree 
with  me  that  if  these  States,  regardless 
of  whether  they  be  36,  37,  38,  or  40,  are 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  deficit 
areas  they  will  not  be  eligible  to  vote? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  They  should  not  vote. 
Those  not  under  the  program  should  not 
have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  If  one  farmer  had  quite 
an  area  and  did  not  have  quite  enough 
feed  grain,  would  that  be  called  a  deficit 
area? 

Mr.  LATTA.  Not  unless  he  is  so  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  DOLE.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  to  prevent  this,  is  there? 

Mr.  LATTA.  That  is  correct. 

I  hope  that  the  House  will  concur  in 
my  amendment  and  give  these  farmers 
in  deficit  areas  who  will  be  affected  by 
the  program  an  opportunity  to  vote. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  the  further  provision  in  the 


bill  that  if  you  have  less  than  40  acres 
and  choose  not  to  be  in  the  program, 
you  can  vote  only  if  you  elect  to  become 
a  part  of  the  program? 

Mr.  LATTA.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Would  it  not  be  pretty 
much  the  same  as  saying  to  the  people 
in  my  district,  “You  can  vote,  providing 
you  vote  for  me?” 

Mr.  LATTA.  It  can  be  put  that  way. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  yesterday  I  used  this 
map  and  pointed  out,  or  at  least  tried 
to  advise  the  Committee,  that  this  en¬ 
tire  exemption  was  a  complete  phony, 
and  it  is.  It  is  only  in  the  bill  to  get 
votes  for  a  bad  bill.  Thousands  of  small 
feed  grain  producers,  all  of  whom  feed 
every  bushel  they  produce  on  the  farm, 
will  be  limited,  and  strictly  limited,  under 
this  bill  in  their  production  of  corn,  even 
corn  for  silage  as  well  as  corn  for  stor¬ 
age.  No  feed  grain  farmers  will  be  ex¬ 
empt.  It  is  true  under  the  so-called 
small  farm  exemption  that  those  who 
produce  less  than  25  acres  of  feed  grain 
may  elect  not  to  vote  in  the  referendum, 
in  which  case  they  will  be  excluded  from 
any  cutback,  but  they  will  still  be  limited 
to  their  1959-60  base  in  what  they 
produce,  no  matter  how  small  they  are. 
Therefore,  do  not  think  you  actually  are 
getting  an  exemption.  You  are  stuck 
with  the  base.  How  in  the  world  can  this 
be  construed  as  an  exemption?  More 
than  a  million  small  farmers  will  not  be 
exempt,  they  will  be  strictly  limited. 

Another  thing,  when  you  get  the  feed 
deficit  exemption,  the  Secretary  has  to 
make  four  findings.  The  legislation  is 
not  clear  as  to  what  they  have  in  mind. 
The  Secretary  will  have  to  make  four 
findings  before  he  can  exclude  the  so- 
called  deficit  areas.  So  do  not  think  they 
are  automatically  going  to  get  this  ex¬ 
emption.  The  Secretary  first  must  find 
a  hardship.  No,  what  is  a  hardship? 
Does  it  apply  to  a  State,  does  it  apply 
to  a  county,  does  it  apply  to  an  individ¬ 
ual  farm?  Is  it  hardship  on  one  farm? 
Is  there  hardship  on  the  adjoining  farm? 
How  can  you  possibly  administer  this 
kind  of  law? 

Secondly,  the  Secretary  must  find  an 
undue  increase  in  prices.  What  is  the 
criterion?  What  is  he  going  to  base  his 
finding  on? 

Then  he  must  find  a  disruption  of 
normal  farming.  Now  what  in  the  world 
is  that?  And  finally  he  must  find  his 
action  will  not  impair  the  objective  of 
the  act.  What  a  nebulous  statement. 
What  does  this  mean?  Nothing  is 
spelled  out.  So  do  not  get  the  idea  that 
you  are  going  to  get  an  exemption.  First 
of  all,  you  are  stuck  with  the  base.  Do 
not  forget  that.  Secondly,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  to  make  four  findings  of  a  very 
positive  nature  without  any  criterion  how 
he  is  going  to  arrive  at  his  conclusions 
before  you  even  get  the  exemption. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  In  the  case  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  in  the  year  1959-60,  they  pro- 
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duced  a  deficit  of  470,000  tons  of  feed 
grains.  Last  year,  they  increased  pro¬ 
duction  enough  to  create  a  surplus  of 
208,000  tons.  Would  this  mean  under 
the  provisions  of  this  amendment  or  this 
section  that  the  farmers  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina  would  have  to  cut  their  production 
back  682,000  tons? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  At  best  they  could 
not  go  over  and  above  their  base. 

Mr.  KYL.  Which  at  that  time  would 
probably  be  illustrated  by  the  470,000- 
ton  deficit. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  referring  to  the 
statement  made  by  the  gentleman  about 
Noi'th  Carolina,  I  just  want  to  point  out 
you  have  used  a  figure  of  280,000  tons  for 
last  year.  That  is  not  a  correct  figure. 
That  is  for  1960  and  1961 — not  1962. 

Mr.  KYL.  The  gentleman  did  not 
hear  the  question  I  asked.  Would  your 
fanners  in  North  Carolina  have  to  cut 
back  their  production  which  was  in¬ 
creased  from  this  base  year  1959-60  by 
682,000  tons? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  In  North  Carolina 
last  year  we  had  a  deficit  in  feed  grains 
so  evidently  this  figure  is  related  to  a 
different  year. 

Mr.  KYL.  Is  not  the  base  period  the 
1959-60  crop  year? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960. 

Mr.  KYL.  If  that  is  the  case,  then 
your  production  would  have  to  be  cut 
back  to  that  figure. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Your  figures  relate  to 
production  and  not  acreage.  Allotments 
under  this  bill  are  made  on  the  basis  of 
acreage. 

Mr.  KYL.  But  did  it  change  the  pic¬ 
ture  entirely? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word.  I  shall  only 
consume  a  minute  or  two. 

It  seems  to  me  unreasonable  to  per¬ 
mit  fanners  throughout  the  whole  Na¬ 
tion  who  happen  to  have  a  small  base 
in  feed  grains  to  vote  controls  on  the 
commercial  grain  producing  areas  and 
that  is  what  this  amendment  will  do. 
It  would  be  no  more  absurd,  it  seems  to 
me,  to  permit  all  the  people  in  a  partic¬ 
ular  State  or  all  the  people  within  the 
United  States  to  vote  controls  on  these 
farmers. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
think  the  chairman  of  the  committee  is 
very  con-ect  in  what  he  says'  I  think 
it  would  be  very  unfair  for  the  farmers 
in  other  States  who  are  not  faced  with 
the  problems  that  we  are  faced  with  to 
have  the  right  to  vote  controls  on  other 
farmei's.  They  really  should  not  have  a 
vote  on  this  because  it  does  not  concern 
their  fai-m  opei'.ations. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  the  way  I  feel 
about  it. 

Mr.  KORNEGAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KORNEGAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 


committee  if  this  amendment  woxild  per¬ 
mit  a  farmer  who  raised  feed  grains  dur¬ 
ing  the  base  period  the  right  to  vote  in 
a  referendum. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  KORNEGAY.  Regardless  of  his 
acreage? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right,  just  so 
he  had  a  base  crop  of  any  sort. 

Mr.  KORNEGAY.  I  am  for  the  light 
to  vote. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  would 
be  very  much  concerned  if  the  mere  fact 
that  a  State  was  a  feed  deficit  area 
would  entitle  it  to  this  special  treatment 
because  many  of  our  normal  farm  eco¬ 
nomic  practices  have  grown  up  in  these 
relationships  between  feed  surplus  and 
feed  deficit  areas.  I  would  like  the 
chairman  to  assure  me  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  would  have  to  find  these  condi¬ 
tions  were  present  before  he  could  apply 
this  to  a  feed  deficit  State;  that  is,  the 
exceptional  hardship,  the  undue  price 
increase  in  feed  grains  and  the  other 
conditions  set  forth. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Secretary  must 
make  these  findings  before  he  can  de¬ 
termine  any  particular  area  to  be  a  feed 
deficit  area. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  a  vote  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  re¬ 
curs  on  the  committee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoeven)  there 
were — ayes  92,  noes  62. 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  60,  line  2,  beginning  with  the  word 
“multiplied”  strike  out  the  remainder  of  the 
sentence  through  the  period  in  line  7,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof:  “multiplied,  (1)  in 
the  case  of  the  1963  crop,  by  50  per  centum 
of  the  higher  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  for  wheat  or  the  national  av¬ 
erage  support  rate  for  wheat,  (2)  in  the  case 
of  the  1964  crop,  by  40  per  centum  of  the 
higher  of  such  support  rates,  and  (3)  in 
the  case  of  the  1965  crop,  by  30  per  centum 
of  the  higher  of  such  support”. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole  to  the 
committee  amendment:  On  page  60,  line  2, 
strike  everything  after  the  comma  through 
the  word  “crop”  in  line  7  and  amend  the 
committee  amendment  by  striking  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  line  7  and  everything  through  the 
Word  “rates”  on  line  13  and  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “multiplied,  in  the  case  of  the  1963, 
1964,  and  1965  crops  by  50  per  centum  of 
the  higher  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  for  wheat  or  the  national  av¬ 
erage  support  rate  for  wheat.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  propose  his  amendment  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  committee  amendment? 


Mr.  DOLE.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chaii'man,  I  will 
state  very  briefly  that  this  does  incorp¬ 
orate  the  Hai’ding  amendment. 

We  have  had  a  lot  of  talk  about  how 
this  bill  will  maintain  the  farmers’  in¬ 
come,  but  we  can  find  very  few  figures 
that  bear  this  out.  What  this  substitute 
will  do  will  be  to  eliminate  the  declining 
scale  diversion  payments  as  provided  in 
the  bill  at  this  time.  Under  the  bill  the 
first  year  payment  is  50  percent,  then 
40  percent,  then  30  percent,  then  zero. 
My  amendment  makes  it  50  percent  of 
the  higher  of  the  basic  county  support 
rate  for  wheat  or  national  average  sup¬ 
port  rate  for  wheat  which  incorporates 
the  language  of  the  Harding  amendment. 

As  I  mentioned  yesterday,  I  asked  Mr. 
Freeman  on  three  different  occasions 
how  the  farmers’  income  would  be  af¬ 
fected  under  this  bill.  He  said  at  one 
time  that  he  was  not  certain.  Another 
time  he  said  that  the  farmers  would  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $300  million  in  income, 
and  a  third  time  he  stated  that  they 
were  refining  these  figures. 

They  have  been  refined  to  the  point 
whei'e  the  farmer  is  not  certain  whether 
he  will  have  any  increased  income  or 
not.  This  amendment  will  maintain 
the  farmer’s  income.  He  should  not 
be  diverting  acres  under  a  compulsory 
bill  and  without  receiving  satisfactory 
payments  for  them. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  As  I  understand  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  the  farmer 
would  receive  50 -percent  payments  for 
each  year  rather  than  the  pi’ocess  under 
the  committee  amendment? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Yes.  Under  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  it  is  a  declining  scale,  50, 
40,  30,  and  zero.  This  makes  it  50  per¬ 
cent  for  these  3  years. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  will  support  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  because  it  has  been 
pointed  out  that  this  legislation  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  increase  the  farmer’s  income,  or 
at  least  hold  it  up.  It  has  been  stated 
that  it  will  help  bring  the  wheat  farmers 
income  xxnder  the  law  up  to  at  least  the 
present  income  we  are  operating  under 
this  year.  He  gets  $2  a  bushel  for  all 
he  raises  now.  This  wheat  bill  proposes 
paying  him  $2  on  85  pei-cent  of  his  pro¬ 
duction  and  $1.40  on  the  remainder. 
Then  he  would  get  paid  50  percent  for 
his  diversion  of  acreage  the  first  year, 
40  percent  for  the  second  year,  and  30 
percent  the  third  year.  It  would  com¬ 
pletely  wean  him  from  any  diversion 
payments  after  that.  There  is  no  way 
you  can  read  in  this  bill  anything  but 
lower  incomes  to  the  wheat  farmer  and 
lower  incomes  for  the  feed  grain  farmer. 
This  will  be  partially  corrected  by  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  It  may  also  wean  him 
from  operating  a  farm. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mi-.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 
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Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Does  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  Kansas  wheat  growers? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Yes. 

Mr.  BREEDING  of  Kansas.  I  want 
to  join  with  the  gentleman  and  support 
his  amendment.  I  planned  to  offer  the 
same  amendment  myself.  I  hope  the 
Committee  will  accept.  The  Kansas 
Wheatgrowers  Association  is  in  favor  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  substitute  to 
the  committee  amendment. 

(Mr.  CLEM  MILLER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  now  witnessing  our  periodic 
slump  in  the  poultry  industry.  I  had 
planned  to  introduce  an  amendment  to 
the  bill,  but  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  has  stated  that 
it  would  be  inappropriate  at  this  time 
because  there  have  been  no  hearings  of 
the  committee  on  the  subject  and  it  has 
not  been  under  discussion  on  it  this  year. 
I  hope  a  bill  which  I  introduced  yester¬ 
day  will  receive  the  attention  of  the 
committee  and  hearings  be  held  in  the 
near  future.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Just  as  soon  as  cir¬ 
cumstances  will  permit,  we  will  arrange 
to  have  hearings  on  the  gentleman’s  bill. 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  offered  a  bill, 
H.R.  12224  which  would  provide  author¬ 
ity  under  which  a  program  to  stabilize 
the  price  of  table  eggs  might  be  devel¬ 
oped.  It  provides  for  adding  table  eggs 
and  laying  chickens  to  the  commodities 
for  which  marketing  orders  are  author¬ 
ized  and  further  provides  for  additional 
authority  under  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  as  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  develop  an  effective  price  stabili¬ 
zation  program  for  eggs.  This  was 
developed  by  a  representative  group  of 
egg  producers  serving  on  the  National 
Advisory  Committee  on  Egg  Marketing 
appointed  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  This  committee  has  made  a 
recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  such  legislation. 

The  need  for  legislation  of  this  type 
stems  from  the  gradually  deteriorating 
egg  price  situation  of  recent  years.  Egg 
prices  in  the  past  few  weeks  have  fallen 
to  disastrously  low  levels,  and  these 
.  periods  of  egg  price  depression  seem  to 
be  reoccurring  with  increasing  fre¬ 
quency. 

Some  significant  changes  are  occur¬ 
ring  in  egg  production.  The  small 
family  farm  flock  that  used  to  provide 
the  bulk  of  our  egg  supply  is  going  out 
of  the  picture.  Where  10  years  ago 
small  flocks  provided  over  60  percent  of 
our  total  egg  production,  they  now  pro¬ 
vide  less  than  40  percent.  As  these 
small  flocks  with  300  or  400  laying  hens 
go  out  of  production,  they  are  being  re¬ 
placed  by  specialized  egg  factories  with 
100,000  or  more  hens  in  one  operation. 
As  egg  production  becomes  more  special¬ 
ized  in  large  units  the  supply  of  eggs  is 
becoming  less  and  less  responsive  to  what 
is  taking  place  in  the  market.  The 
small  flock  which  operated  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  diversified  farming  operations 


could  easily  adjust  to  low  egg  prices. 
These  farmers  could  reduce  their  egg 
output  and  switch  to  some  other  crop 
with  little  problem.  But  the  specialized 
egg  farm  does  not  have  this  flexibility. 
It  tends  to  respond  to  low  egg  prices  by 
producing  more  instead  of  less  in  an 
effort  to  reduce  costs  and  maintain  in¬ 
come.  Unless  a  program  is  developed 
under  which  egg  supply  may  be  geared 
to  demand,  the  small  producer,  no  matter 
how  efficient,  may  be  forced  out  of  egg 
production. 

Egg  producers  have  indicated  to  me 
they  favor  the  particular  approach 
which  this  bill  would  provide  in  develop¬ 
ing  a  price  stabilization  program  for 
eggs.  The  production  and  marketing  of 
eggs  is  a  large  and  extremely  diversified 
operation.  It  is  very  important  that  the 
provisions  of  any  stabilization  program 
developed  deal  equitably  with  each  of 
the  diverse  interests  involved.  For  this 
reason  the  marketing  order  approach, 
which  has  been  used  with  such  great 
success  in  California,  has  particular 
merit.  It  provides  an  opportunity  for 
each  and  every  interest  involved  to  pro¬ 
pose  means  of  handling  its  particular 
problems  and  to  testify  at  public  hearings 
as  to  how  any  part  or  the  whole  of  any 
proposed  program  might  affect  the 
varied  segments  of  the  commodity 
group.  Last,  but  not  least,  when  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  developed  it  provides  opportu¬ 
nity  for  all  producers  to  vote  in  a  refer¬ 
endum  to  decide  whether  a  program 
should  be  put  into  effect  or  not. 

Finally,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  this 
bill  would  not  put  a  price  stabilization 
program  for  eggs  into  effect.  It  would 
simply  provide  the  authority  for  produ¬ 
cers  to  develop  such  a  program  and  to 
submit  it  to  referendum.  The  particular 
authority  contained  in  this  bill  would 
permit  restrictions  on  the  number  of  re¬ 
placement  chickens  going  into  laying 
flocks  and  the  operation  of  a  stabiliza¬ 
tion  fund  to  remove  surplus  eggs  from 
the  market  or  divert  laying  hens  from 
production.  These  particular  devices 
were  recommended  as  the  most  feasible 
types  of  stabilization  activity  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  advisory  com¬ 
mittee.  I  hope  this  bill  will  be  given 
serious  consideration  and  that  egg  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  enabled  to  avoid  the  types 
of  problems  which  have  occurred  in  other 
segments  of  the  poultry  industry  in  re¬ 
cent  years. 

I  would  like  to  say,  as  one  vitally  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  continued  health  of 
the  poultry  industry  that  it  is  time  that 
it  gave  continuing  attention  to  its  prob¬ 
lems  in  relation  to  Congress.  The  pres¬ 
ent  system  of  coming  to  Congress  when 
a  state  of  crisis  exists,  then  disappearing 
as  soon  as  the  market  goes  up  a  few  cents, 
is  not  satisfactory.  Congress  cannot 
work  with  the  speed  expected  of  it. 
Hearings,  committee  action,  floor  action, 
all  take  time.  Effort  and  interest  should 
be  continued — fair  weather  as  well  as 
foul.  After  all,  there  is  only  permissive 
legislation,  and  need  not  be  put  into 
practice  at  once  in  any  case. 

Of  course,  there  is  a  substantial  part 
of  the  industry  which  wants  no  legisla¬ 
tion,  not  even  marketing  order  legisla¬ 
tion.  Why  they  do  not,  may  be  ex¬ 


plainable,  but  it  does  little  credit  to 
them  it  seems  to  me.  It  appears  that 
they  are  unwilling  to  put  the  matter  to 
the  vote  of  the  farmers.  It  means  to 
me  that  they  are  afraid  their  views  do 
not  truly  reflect  the  views  of  practicing 
farmers.  We  hear  continually  about 
democracy,  the  right  to  be  heard,  about 
self-determination  and  so  on.  It  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  accept  the  hostility  of  so-called 
farm  representatives  who  are  unwilling 
to  put  their  views  to  the  test  of  a  farmer 
vote.  As  I  say,  this  is  permissive  legis¬ 
lation.  Poultrymen  do  not  have  to 
avail  themselves  of  it  at  all  if  they  do 
not  wish  to,  and  even  if  it  is  resorted 
to,  they  can  reject  it  if  they  do  not  like 
the  terms. 

The  argument  is  advanced  that 
poultrymen  should  be  left  alone.  I 
might  say,  that  is  just  what  we  pro¬ 
pose — to  permit  them  to  proceed  as  they 
wish. 

But  there  is  another  facet  to  this 
argument.  Opponents  of  this  type  of 
legislation  tell  us  that  the  crisis  will 
pass,  that  the  inefficient  will  be  elim¬ 
inated  and  the  efficient  will  remain. 

Whatever  validity  this  may  have  had, 
there  is  a  poultry  crisis  when  it  is  no 
longer  true  and  when  the  industry  no 
longer  exists  as  we  know  it. 

Each  crisis  is  going  to  eliminate  the 
inefficient.  These  inefficient  have  been 
eliminated  long  ago.  Each  turn  of  the 
screw  means  a  narrowing  of  the  com¬ 
petition  into  larger  and  larger  units  with 
more  and  more  irrelevancy  to  farmer 
efficiency  and  more  irrelevancy  to  all 
agriculture. 

This  means  that  conditions  of  con¬ 
trol  and  monopoly  will  most  certainly 
prevail.  I  know  that  this  observation 
causes  an  amused  and  tolerant  denial, 
that  everyone  who  is  watching  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  industry  can  see  it  happen¬ 
ing.  Other  spokesmen  merely  shrug 
their  shoulders  and  say  that  this  is  in 
the  nature  of  things — that  it  is  the  wave 
of  the  future. 

Since  we  are  continually  being  told 
of  dictatorial  governmental  practices  in 
agriculture  it  escapes  me  why  such  dic¬ 
tation  is  any  more  superior  when  it  is 
done  by  a  few  private  parties.  I  think 
a  good  case  can  be  made  that  it  would 
be  worse,  because  such  dictational  mo¬ 
nopoly  practices  are  more  difficult  to 
reach  with  corrective  action. 

In  any  case,  this  need  not  be  the  case. 
The  farmers  by  their  willingness  and 
consent  and  a  degree  of  constancy  can 
assist  Congress  in  granting  the  legisla¬ 
tion  that  they  need.  I  hope  that  they 
will  do  so  on  their  own  behalf.  I  would 
hope  that  even  those  who  are  skeptical 
of  the  effectiveness  of  marketing  order 
would  support  such  permissive  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  order  that  farmers  may  reg¬ 
ister  their  will  in  a  vote. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  substitute  for  the 
committee  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  this 
amendment  is  rather  inappropriate  be¬ 
cause  it  will  add  greatly  to  the  cost  of  the 
program.  I  can  easily  understand  how 
the  author  of  the  amendment  is  support¬ 
ing  the  amendment  and  why  our  good 
friend  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding],  is 
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supporting  the  amendment.  But  to 
change  these  figures  to  straight  across 
the  board  for  the  3  years  would  result 
in  a  substantial  increase  in  the  cost. 

I  hope  that  the  committee  here  will 
stand  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  reject  the  substitute  now  pending 
for  the  committee  amendment,  and  adopt 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  for  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dole)  there 
were — ayes  40,  noes  81. 

So  the  substitute  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Tennes¬ 
see:  On  page  47,  line  6,  after  tbe  period  insert 
tbe  following  new  sentence: 

"Whoever,  being  a  warehouseman  or  other 
person,  pays  or  receives  any  fee,  commis¬ 
sion,  rebate,  compensation,  gift,  or  gratuity, 
or  grants  or  receives  any  discount  in  con¬ 
nection  with  any  sale,  as  an  inducement  for 
or  acknowledgment  of  the  storage  of  any 
agricultural  product  or  commodity  in  any 
warehouse,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  ten 
years,  or  both.” 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  several  amendments  that  have  been 
discussed  in  the  past  2  days  have  been 
referred  to  as  the  Estes  amendments  by 
various  Members.  Now,  if  you  want  to, 
you  can  literally  refer  to  this  one  as  the 
Billie  Sol  Estes  amendment,  because  this 
amendment  was  inspired  by  information 
that  was  gathered  by  the  subcommittee 
investigating  the  scandal  in  the  grain 
storage  operations  of  Billie  Sol  Estes.  I 
am  a  member  of  that  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  hearings  on 
the  Estes  grain  storage  operations,  it  was 
pointed  out  by  Mr.  Mosely,  who  is  di¬ 
rector  of  the  Dallas  commodity  office  and 
has  been  for  several  years,  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  grain  storage  business  opera¬ 
tions  in  Texas  would  give  the  farmers 
the  cost  of  storing  the  grain  while  it 
belonged  to  the  farmers  if  they  would 
put  it  in  their  warehouse  so  that  it  would 
become  Government  property  and  then 
they  could  collect  from  the  Government. 

Another  scandalous  and  obnoxious 
operation  was  pointed  out  at  the  same 
time  that  will  be  stopped  by  this  amend¬ 
ment.  They  not  only  gave  kickbacks 
and  other  means  of  remuneration  for 
putting  the  grain  in  storage,  but  they 
also  did  this:  If,  for  example,  grain  was 
selling  at  $2.20  on  the  market  but  the 
support  price  was  only  $2.12,  the  grain 
elevator  operator  would  pay  the  farmer 
the  difference  in  the  sale  market  price 
of  the  grain  and  the  support  price  and 
maybe  give  him  a  premium  of  2  or  3 
cents  a  bushel  in  order  for  him  to  put  in 
the  warehouse  instead  of  selling  it  on  the 
market.  In  that  way  the  warehouseman 
then  would  collect  a  storage  fee  from  the 
Government.  These  operations  are  out¬ 


right  subterfuge.  It  is  a  practice  that 
should  be  stopped.  It  is  against  the 
law  in  many  States.  But,  it  is  not  against 
Federal  law  and  it  is  not  against  State 
law  in  many  States.  I  think  it  is  high 
time,  if  we  are  going  to  have  to  continue 
storing  some  surplus  commodities,  that 
we  should  invoke  penalties  against  peo¬ 
ple  that  are  in  this  illicit  business. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Is  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  limited  to  the  person 
who  offers  the  bribe  or  does  it  cover  the 
person  who  accepts  it  as  well? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  It  includes 
anyone  who  gives,  receives,  or  accepts. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  the 
gentleman  has  a  good  amendment. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  farmer 
or  the  warehouseman;  one  is  just  as 
guilty  as  the  other. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Well,  would  this  include 
Federal  employees  who  receive  gifts  such 
as  suits  or  shirts  or  alligator  shoes? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  understand 
that  there  are  laws  already  on  the  statute 
books  that  would  include  those.  If  you 
refer  to  gifts  to  Mr.  McConnell,  who  was 
formerly  connected  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  or  Mr.  Walter  Burger,  Assistant  to 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson,  and  if 
they  received  any  suits  or  any  alligator 
shoes  from  Mr.  Billie  Sol  Estes,  they 
would  be  covered  under  the  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass!. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoeven:  Page 
15,  line  16,  strike  out  lines  16  through  23, 
all  of  page  17  through  87  and  lines  1 
through  3  on  page  88  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“SUBTITLE  A - FEED  GRAINS 

“Sec.  401.  Paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of  sec¬ 
tion  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
are  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words 
'1962’  wherever  they  appear  the  words  ‘or 
1963’. 

“Sec.  402.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  as  amended  by  adding  new 
subsections  (5)  (a)  and  (5)  (b)  as  follows: 

“‘(5)  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  make  payment-in-kind  to  pro¬ 
ducers  eligible  for  price  support  on  the  1963 
crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  who 
elect  to  take  such  payments  in  lieu  of  price 
support.  For  each  bushel  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  that  otherwise  would 
be  eligible  for  price  support,  payment-in- 
kind  shall  be  the  equivalent  of  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Cents 
per  bushel 


For  com _  15 

For  grain  sorghums -  15 

For  barley _  13’ 


“Sec.  403.  Section  16(d)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  foUows: 

“‘(a)  In  paragraph  1,  insert  after  the 
words  “1961”  wherever  they  appear,  “or  1962 
in  the  case  of  the  1963  program”,  and  insert 


after  the  words  “1962”  wherever  they  appear 
the  words  "or  1963”. 

‘“(b)  In  paragraph  2,  after  the  words 
‘June  30,  1962’  insert  the  words  “or  June  30, 
1963”.’ 

“Sec.  404.  Section  133  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961  is  amended  as  follows: 

“‘(a)  Insert  after  the  words  “1962”  the 
words  “or  1963”. 

“  ‘(b)  Effective  with  the  1963  program  in 
the  first  sentence  immediately  preceding  the 
words  “at  such  time”  insert  the  words  "at 
face  value”. 

“‘(c)  Insert  a  new  sentence  at  the  end 
thereof  which  reads  as  follows: 

“  ‘  “The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
assisting  the  producers  in  the  marketing  of 
such  certificates  shall  not  dispose  of  feed 
grain  at  a  price  which  is  less  than,  or  under 
terms  and  conditions  other  than,  provided 
and  required  under  section  407  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended’.” 

“Sec.  405.  Section  134  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  words  ‘1962’  the  words  ‘or  1963’. 

“SUBTITLE  B - WHEAT 

“Sec.  411.  Section  102  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  (d)  : 

“‘(d)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  appoint  a  Wheat  Study  Commission 
which  shall,  prior  to  January  1,  1963,  study 
and  make  its  recommendations  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  to  Congress  on  the  feasibility,  the 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  a  perma¬ 
nent  wheat  program  which  treats  the  various 
classes  of  wheat  (hard  red  winter,  hard  red 
spring,  soft  red  winter,  white  and  durum) 
under  separate  legislative  and  administrative 
provisions  of  law.  The  Wheat  Study  Com¬ 
mission  membership  shall  include  wheat 
producers,  processors,  and  consumers,  along 
with  representatives  of  the  major  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  and  land  grant  colleges.’ 

“Sec.  412.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  of  Subtitle  B  of  Title  I  of  such  Act 
the  following  new  section  126: 

“  ‘Sec.  126.  Each  and  every  provision  of 
law  applicable  to  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  as 
set  forth  by  Sections  121  through  125  of  this 
Subtitle  shall  also  be  applicable  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat.’ 

“SUBTITLE  O - WHEAT  AND  FEED  GRAIN  DISPOSAL 

PROGRAM 

“Sec.  421.  This  subtitle  may  be  cited  as 
the  ‘Wheat  and  Feed  Grain  Disposal  Act  of 
1962.’ 

“Sec.  422.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  formulate 
and  carry  out  a  surplus  wheat  and  feed  grain 
disposal  program  for  each  crop  year  beginning 
with  the  1963  crop  year  for  each  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  commodities:  Wheat,  corn,  rye,  barley, 
oats,  and  grain  sorghums.  Each  such  pro¬ 
gram  shall  afford  producers,  who  agree  not  to 
plant  that  particular  commodity,  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  purchase  frpm  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  at  an  attractive  price, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  407 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
the  quantity  of  such  commodity  determined 
under  section  404. 

“ Contracts  for  purchase  of  commodity 
surpluses 

“Sec.  423.  (a)  Each  contract  entered  into 
under  this  Act  shall  require  the  producer,  as 
a  condition  for  the  opportunity  to  purchase 
the  commodity  to  which  it  applies,  to— 

“(1)  refrain  from  seeding  any  acreage  on 
his  farm  to  the  production  of  the  commodity 
to  which  the  contract  applies; 

“(2)  withdraw  from  all  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  (including  grazing)  a  specifically 
designated  portion  of  the  tillable  acreage  on 
his  farm  equal  to  the  average  acreage  on  his 
farm  seeded  to  the  production  of  the  com- 
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modity  to  which  the  contract  applies  during 
the  three  crop  years  preceding  the  1963  crop 
year:  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  what 
(other  than  for  farms  on  which  wheat  was 
produced  under  the  farm  marketing  quota 
exemption  established  pursuant  to  item  (7) 
of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as  amended) 
(or  the  wheat  for  feed  exemption  established 
pursuant  to  section  335(f)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended) 
such  average  acreage  shall  not  exceed  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  established  pursuant 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended: 

“(3)  devote  to  conserving  crops,  or  allow  to 
remain  idle,  an  acreage  of  land  on  his  farm 
which,  after  substracting  therefrom  the 
acreage  designated  under  paragraph  (2)  un¬ 
der  all  contracts  entered  into  under  this  title, 
is  not  less  than  the  acreage  which  he  normally 
devoted  only  to  conserving  uses  or  allowed  to 
remain  idle; 

“(4)  comply  with  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  determines  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  title 
and  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration 
of  the  wheat  and  feed  grain  disposal  program; 

“(5)  comply  with  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  determines  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  control  rodents,  insects,  and  weeds  on 
the  acreage  diverted  from  wheat  and  feed 
grains; 

“(6)  forfeit  all  rights  to  benefits  under  the 
contract,  and  to  refund  to  the  United  States 
all  benefits  (including  sums  derived  from  the 
sale  of  negotiable  certificates)  received  under 
the  contract  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
there  has  been  a  violation  of  the  contract  at 
any  stage  during  the  time  such  producer  has 
control  of  the  farm  and  that  such  violation  is 
of  such  a  substantial  nature  as  to  warrant 
termination  of  the  contract,  except  that  sec¬ 
tion  107(d)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  as  amended, 
shall  apply  to  the  termination  of  any  con¬ 
tract  under  this  title;  and 

“(7)  forfeit  such  benefits  and  make  such 
refunds  to  the  United  States  of  such  bene¬ 
fits  (including  sums  derived  from  the  sale 
of  negotiable  certificates)  received  by  him 
under  the  contract,  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate. 

“(b)  In  carrying  out  the  wheat  and  feed 
grain  disposal  program  with  respect  to  a 
particular  commodity,  the  Secretary,  shall 
not  enter  into  contracts  in  any  crop  year 
which  will  require  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  sell  a  quantity  of  such  com¬ 
modity  greater  than  30  per  centum,  nor  less 
than  20  per  centum,  of  the  average  produc¬ 
tion  of  that  commodity  in  the  United  States 
during  the  last  three  crop  years:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  may  place  maximum  lim¬ 
itations  on  the  percentage  of  total  cropland 
which  may  be  retired  under  this  program 
if  he  finds  that  such  a  program  is  having 
an  unduly  disruptive  effect  on  the  econo¬ 
mies  of  counties  and  local  communities. 

“(c)  A  producer  may  enter  into  more  than 
one  contract  in  a  crop  year  under  this  title. 
Each  commodity  shall  be  covered  by  a  sep¬ 
arate  contract.  All  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks  of  the  commodities  referred 
to  in  section  422  shall  be  available  for  pur¬ 
chase  under  this  title,  except  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  reserve  from 
such  sales  a  quantity  of  each  commodity 
equal  to  10  per  centum  of  the  quantity 
thereof  in  stock  at  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year.  In  the  event  the  stocks  of 
a  commodity  are  insufficient  to  permit  all 
producers  of  such  commodity  who  wish  to 
do  so  to  enter  into  a  contract  under  this 
title  with  respect  thereto,  the  Secretary  shall 
provide  by  regulation  for  determining  the 
producers  to  be  given  such  contracts  on  a 
first  come,  first  served  basis. 

"Commodity  purchasers 

“Sec.  424.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  afford 
each  producer  who  has  entered  into  a  con¬ 
tract  under  this  Act  an  opportunity  to  pur¬ 


chase,  at  a  price  sufficiently  below  the  cost 
of  production  to  obtain  full  participation, 
after  consideration  of  grade,  condition,  and 
local  marketing  factors,  a  quantity  of  the 
commodity  to  which  the  contract  applies 
equal  to  the  quantity  thereof  the  Secretary 
determines  is  the  average  annual  production 
of  such  commodity  on  the  producer’s  farm 
for  the  three  crop  years  preceding  the  1962 
crop  year. 

“(b)  Sales  under  this  section  shall  be  ac¬ 
complished  through  the  sale  of  negotiable 
certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  redeem  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
in  terms  of  the  commodity  to  which  the 
contract  applies,  upon  presentation  by  the 
producer  or  by  any  assignee  of  the  producer 
other  than  the  Secretary,  except  that  such 
certificates  shall  not  be  redeemed  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  normal  harvesting  sea¬ 
son  nor  later  than  the  end  of  the  marketing 
year  for  the  commodity.  Agricultural  com¬ 
modities  delivered  in  redemption  of  such 
certificates  shall  not  be  eligible  for  tender 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under 
the  price  support  program. 

" Certificate  of  claimant 

“Sec.  425.  Sales  shall  be  made  to  any  pro¬ 
ducer  for  participating  in  the  program 
established  under  this  Act  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  ascertained  that  such  producer  has 
complied  with  the  acreage  reduction  re¬ 
quirements  of  such  program  for  such  year. 
Sales  authorized  by  this  title  may  be  made 
upon  the  certificate  of  the  claimant,  in  such 
form,  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  that  he 
has  complied  with  all  requirements  for  such 
sale  and  that  the  statements  and  informa¬ 
tion  contained  in  the  application  to  pur¬ 
chase  are  correct  and  true,  to  the  best  of 
his  knowledge  and  belief. 

"Utilisation  of  local  and  State  committees 

“Sec.  426.  In  administering  this  title  in 
the  continental  United  States  and  Hawaii, 
the  Secretary  shall  utilize  the  services  of 
local,  county,  and  State  committees  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  8  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended. 

"Utilization  of  land-use  capability  data 

“Sec.  427.  In  administering  this  title  the 
Secretary  shall  utilize  to  the  fullest  practi¬ 
cable  extent  land-use  capability  data,  includ¬ 
ing  capability  surveys  as  developed  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service. 

"Financing 

“Sec.  428.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  utilize  the  facilities,  services,  author¬ 
ities,  and  funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  discharging  his  functions  and 
responsibilities  under  this  title:  Provided, 
That  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  not  make  any  expenditures  for  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  this  title  unless  the  Cor¬ 
poration  has  received  funds  to  cover  such 
expenditures  from  appropriations  made  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title.  There 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  title,  including  such 
amounts  as  may  be  required  to  pay  expenses 
of  administration  and  to  pay  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  its  actual  cost  incurred  or  to  be 
incurred  under  this  section. 

"Finality  of  determination 

“Sec.  429.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis 
for  any  sale  authorized  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  when  officially  determined  in  con¬ 
formity  with  applicable  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  not  be  final 
and  conclusive  and  shall  be  reviewable  by 
other  officer's  or  agencies  of  the  Government. 
In  case  any  producer  who  is  entitled  to  any 
such  sale  dies,  becomes  incompetent,  or  dis¬ 
appears  or  is  succeeded  by  another  who  ren¬ 
ders  or  completes  the  required  performance. 


the  conditions  of  the  sale  shall,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  any  other  provisions  of  law,  be  made 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  in  all  the  circumstances  and 
so  provide  by  regulations. 

"Protection  of  landlords,  tenants,  and  share¬ 
croppers 

“Sec.  430.  In  the  administration  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate 
safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of  land¬ 
lords,  tenants,  and  sharecroppers,  including 
provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis,  in  sales  under  this  title,  and  including 
such  provision  as  may  be  necessary  to  pre¬ 
vent  tenants  or  sharecroppers  from  being 
forced  off  the  farm.  Applications  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  any  such  program  shall  specify  the 
basis  on  which  the  landlord,  tenants,  and 
sharecroppers  are  to  share  in  such  sales,  and 
no  contract  under  any  such  program  shall 
be  entered  into  unless  such  basis  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  county  committee  and  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  contract.  The  stand¬ 
ards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
guidance  of  county  committees  in  deter¬ 
mining  whether  any  such  basis  shall  be  ap¬ 
proved  shall  include  the  requirement  that 
consideration  be  given  to  the  respective  con¬ 
tributions  which  would  have  been  .made  by 
the  landlord,  tenants,  and  sharecroppers  in 
the  production  of  the  crops  which  would 
have  been  produced  on  the  acreage  diverted 
from  production  under  the  contract  and  the 
basis  on  which  they  would  have  shared  in 
such  crops  or  the  proceeds  thereof. 

“Sec.  431.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  terminate 
any  contract  with  a  producer  by  mutual 
agreement  with  the  producer  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  such  termination  would 
be  in  the  public  interest. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such 
modification  of  contracts  previously  entered 
into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  to 
facilitate  the  practicable  administration  of 
the  program. 

"Regulations 

“Sec.  432.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

“ Definitions 

•  “Sec.  433.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — - 

“(1)  The  term  ‘producer’  means  a  person 
who  produces  a  commodty  referred  to  in 
section  422  for  sale,  for  feed,  or  for  seed. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘corn’  means  field  corn. 

“(3)  The  term  ‘feed  grain’  means  corn,  rye, 
barley,  oats,  and  grain  sorghum. 

“(4)  The  term  ‘tillable  acres’  means  the 
acreage  on  the  farm  which  has  been  devoted 
to  the  production  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  during  at  least  two  of  the  preceding  five 
years,  but  does  not  include  any  acreage  with¬ 
drawn  from  production  under  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  as  amended, 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  the  Act  of  March  22, 
1961,  as  amended,  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  or  Subtitles  A  and  B  of 
Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1962. 

“(5)  The  term  ‘Secretary’  means  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

“SUBTITLE  d - EXTENSION  of  expiring 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  CONTRACTS 

“Sec.  441.  The  Soil  Bank  Act,  as  amended, 
is  as  follows : 

“  ( 1 )  By  adding  to  the  end  of  section 
107(b)(2)  the  following:  ‘Before  extending 
contracts  with  producers  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  109(a)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
review  the  rate  of  annual  payment  provided 
by  such  contracts.  The  rate  of  payment  to 
be  offered  under  any  extended  contract  shall 
be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  con¬ 
siderations  established  in  this  section.’ 

“(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  109  is 
amended  by  adding  to  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  ‘The  Secretary  is  authorized  fur¬ 
ther  during  the  five-year  period  1962-66  to 
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extend  contracts,  other  than  contracts  for 
the  establishment  of  tree  cover,  entered  into 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  for 
periods  ending  not  less  than  three  nor  not 
more  than  ten  years  after  the  original 
termination  dates  of  such  contracts.’ 

“(3)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  109  Is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  first  comma 
the  following:  ‘except  as  extended  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (a)  and’. 

“(4)  Paragraph  (7)  of  subsection  (a)  of 
section  107  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
two  words  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 
‘weeds,  insects  (including,  but  not  limited 
to  grasshoppers) ,  and  rodents’.” 

Mr.  HOEVEN  (interrupting  reading  of 
the  amendment) .  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  rather  lengthy  and  technical  amend¬ 
ment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  * 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  entire  sec¬ 
tion.  Is  it  not  correct  that  since  it  is 
a  substitute  the  amendment  will  go  over 
until  we  have  perfected  the  titles,  and 
that  the  gentleman’s  proposed  substitute 
will  then  be  subject  to  perfection  it¬ 
self  and  be  voted  upon,  after  complet¬ 
ing  the  work  on  the  titles  of  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  is  correct.  If  there 
are  any  perfecting  amendments  to  this 
section,  they  will  be  disposed  of  before 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  the  sub¬ 
stitute  is  disposed  of. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  substitute  amendment. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
substitute  would  strike  title  IV  from  the 
bill  and  substitute  a  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  for  1  year,  and  the  extension 
of  the  present  wheat  program  for 
another  year,  with  certain  additions. 

Here  are  the  main  provisions  of  the 
substitute:  No.  1,  it  extends  the  present 
voluntary  feed  grain  program  for  1 
more  year,  but  makes  these  important 
changes:  It  prohibits  the  “dumping” 
of  surplus  feed  grains  back  onto  the 
domestic  market,  at  less  than  5  percent 
above  the  current  support  price,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  com¬ 
plaint  about  the  operation  of  the  present 
feed  grain  program  with  reference  to 
the  so-called  dumping  provision.  The 
Secretary  has  been  charged  with  indis¬ 
criminately  dumping  grain  on  the  open 
market  so  as  to  depress  prices.  This 
substitute  would  tie  the  Secretary  down 
and  would  prohibit  CCC  grain  from 
being  “dumped”  at  less  than  5  percent 
above  the  current  support  price,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges. 

Another  provision  of  the  substitute 
would  make  payments-in-kind  to  parti¬ 
cipating  feed  grain  farmers  in  lieu  of 
price  supports,  thus  preventing  whole¬ 
sale  shuffling  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  inventory. 


There  is  much  sentiment  for  wider 
participation  in  a  payment-in-kind  pro¬ 
gram,  but  up  to  now  it  has  not  been  used 
very  much.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  makes 
a  lot  of  sense  to  get  rid  of  some  CCC 
grain  through  a  payment-in-kind  pro¬ 
gram  rather  than  selling  the  same  for 
cash.  Furthermore,  this  extends  the 
present  wheat  program  for  1  more 
year.  The  substitute  also  provides  for 
the  appointment  of  a  Wheat  Study  Com¬ 
mission  to  explore  the  feasibility,  ad¬ 
vantages  and  disadvantages  of  a  new, 
permanent  wheat  program  which  would 
treat  different  classes  of  wheat  under 
different  legislative  and  administrative 
provisions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  representing 
the  wheat  areas  of  the  country  have 
been  in  disagreement  for  a  long  time 
about  a  workable  wheat  program.  A  lot 
of  this  indecision  has  been  due  to  the 
different  varieties  of  wheat  involved. 

Under  my  substitute,  the  Secretary 
would  make  contracts  with  farmers  on 
a  voluntary,  first-come,  first-served 
basis  for  the  retirement  of  all  the  an¬ 
nual  production  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains  on  the  farm  in  return  for  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  buy  at  attractive  prices 
these  surplus  grains  held  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Another  important  part  of  the  substi¬ 
tute  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  extend 
expiring  conservation  reserve  contracts 
for  periods  of  from  3  to  10  years  beyond 
the  scheduled  termination  dates,  thus 
preventing  millions  of  acres  which  are 
now  retired  from  coming  back  into  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  introduced  a  bill  to  extend  these 
conservation  reserve  acres  early  in  this 
session.  If  legislation  of  this  kind  is  not 
enacted  some  28.5  million  acres  will  go 
back  into  production,  further  aggra¬ 
vating  our  surplus  problem.  The  entire 
substitute,  in  the  last  analysis,  will  afford 
members  of  the  committee  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  for  a  voluntary  program 
instead  of  the  rigid  control  program  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  title  IV  of  H.R.  11222.  I 
realize  that  many  Members  of  the  House 
who  voted  against  the  present  feed  grain 
program  and  the  present  wheat  program, 
last  year,  may  feel  that  it  would  appear 
inconsistent  for  them  to  now  vote  for 
this  substitute.  But  may  I  point  out  to 
those  who  voted  against  the  feed  grain 
bill  last  year  that  at  that  time  we  were 
not  confronted  with  the  compulsory  re¬ 
tirement  of  acres,  the  reimposition  of 
marketing  quotas,  and  the  reimposition 
of  acreage  allotments. 

In  voting  on  my  substitute  you  will 
have  to  determine  whether  you  want  to 
continue  with  the  voluntary  program, 
which  has  done  some  good  in  spite  of  its 
many  shortcomings  in  preference  to  title 
IV  of  H.R.  11222,  which  will  place  the 
farmer  under  the  strictest  regimentation 
and  control  ever  sought  to  be  imposed 
on  the  feed  grain  farmers  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  determination  is  yours. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  sec¬ 
tion  C,  if  utilized  constructively,  would 
enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
sell  off  our  entire  Government-owned 
grain  stock  in  2  years,  except  for  a  few 
varieties  of  wheat. 

This  would  not  only  reduce  the  sur¬ 
plus  stocks,  and  the  cost  of  storage.  It 
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would  also  reduce  the  field  operations 
for  people  like  Billie  Sol  Estes,  because 
it  would  reduce  the  power  of  Govern¬ 
ment  officials  and  the  amount  of  prop¬ 
erty  and  money  they  control. 

Turning  to  another  phase  of  the  bill, 
this  legislation  will,  among  other  things, 
eliminate  the  farm  mess  created  by  ex¬ 
isting  programs  and  prevent  future 
scandals  such  as  those  which  have  been 
exposed  in  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  investiga¬ 
tion. 

In  fact,  the  measure  would  have  just 
the  opposite  effect.  The  two-price  wheat 
program  embodied  in  this  bill  would 
create  a  nightmare  for  the  grain  trade 
generally  and  for  exporters,  millers,  and 
other  wheat  processors  in  particular. 
Its  provisions  are  virtually  impossible  of 
enforcement  and,  because  of  this,  the 
two-price  plan  constitutes  an  open  in¬ 
vitation  to  fraud  and  doubledealing 
that  would  dwarf  the  Estes  manipula¬ 
tions.  The  honest  operator  will  find 
himself  unable  to  compete  with  the  un- 
scruplous  dealer  who  diverts  the  lower 
priced  feed  wheat  into  food  channels. 
And  the  Government  will  find  itself 
powerless,  even  with  a  vastly  augmented 
Department  of  Agriculture  police  force, 
to  detect  and  convict  more  than  per¬ 
haps  1  violator  in  10. 

It  is  possible  to  obtain  a  preview  of 
what  is  certain  to  happen  under  the 
two-price  program  by  looking  back  at 
the  events  which  followed  the  importa¬ 
tion  into  the  United  States  of  some  40 
million  bushels  of  frost-damaged  wheat 
from  Canada  in  the  late  1940’s.  This 
grain  was  brought  in  at  a  low  price  and 
under  a  low  duty  as  “feed  wheat.”  Some 
of  it  almost  certainly  moved  undetected 
into  domestic  flour  production.  Most  of 
it,  however,  was  blended  with  domes¬ 
tically  grown  wheat  and  exported,  under 
a  heavy  subsidy,  as  U.S.  wheat.  While 
it  is  true  that  some  of  the  violators  were 
subsequently  caught,  this  incident  em¬ 
phasizes  the  temptation  inherent  in  a 
plan  which  places  wheat  in  circulation 
at  two  widely  different  prices  and  the  dif¬ 
ficulty  of  policing  a  program  of  this 
kind. 

The  shrunken,  frost-damaged  wheat 
which  came  into  the  United  States  as 
feed  could  easily  be  detected  for  what 
it  was  as  it  moved  through  the  channels 
of  trade.  The  wheat  which  would  arbi¬ 
trarily  be  classed  as  feed  under  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  would  have  the  same 
appearance  and  characteristics  as  the 
higher  priced  certificate  wheat.  In  view 
of  this,  who  can  doubt  that  millions  of 
bushels  of  feed  wheat  will  wind  up  as 
food  wheat?  This  program  simply 
makes  it  too  easy  for  the  “fast  buck” 
operators  to  cheat. 

Moreover,  the  two-price  plan  is  unfair 
in  that  it  favors  producers  of  some 
classes  of  wheat  and  discriminates 
against  growers  of  other  classes.  Indi¬ 
ana  and  its  neighboring  States  produce 
most  of  the  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat 
which  is  produced  within  the  United 
States.  This  class  of  wheat  is  always  in 
strong  demand  from  domestic  millers 
and  importing  countries.  It  is  not  in 
surplus.  The  annual  carryover  gen¬ 
erally  ranges  from  10  to  30  million  bush¬ 
els.  In  fact,  the  Government  itself 
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deems  this  class  of  wheat  to  be  in  such 
short  supply  that  it  is  excluded  from 
sale  under  Public  Law  480.  The  Soft 
Red  wheat  which  goes  into  export  is  sold 
for  dollars. 

Now  it  is  proposed,  under  the  pending 
bill,  to  subject  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat 
growers — who  have  not  built  the  wheat 
surplus — to  the  same  20  percent  acreage 
cut  which  would  be  applied  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  who  have  dumped  a  1.3-billion- 
bushel  wheat  surplus  into  Uncle  Sam’s 
lap.  Now  it  is  further  proposed  that  the 
Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  grower  also  be 
forced  to  market  a  fixed  portion  of  his 
crop  as  low-priced  feed  wheat  even 
though  there  is  existing  demand  at  home 
and  abroad  for  this  class  of  wheat  as 
human  food. 

This  injustice  is  so  obvious  that  I 
frankly  am  amazed  it  should  be  put  for¬ 
ward  as  a  part  of  a  package  which  its 
sponsors  say  is  designed  to  solve  the 
wheat  problem.  The  two-price  plan 
could  conceivably  make  life  easier,  pleas¬ 
anter  and  more  prosperous  for  some  of 
the  big  ranchers  who  operate  wheat 
spreads  of  thousands  of  acres.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  it  represents  a  sharp 
blow  to  the  pocketbooks  and  the  freedom 
of  tens  of  thousands  of  small-  and  mid¬ 
dle-income  farmers  of  the  Midwest. 

It  is  this  group — the  family -size  farm¬ 
ers  for  whom  the  administration  ex¬ 
presses  such  concern — which  will  get  a 
second  blow  in  the  form  of  the  feed 
grains  section  of  the  pending  bill.  Now, 
for  the  first  time,  producers  of  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  would  be  told  how  many 
acres  of  such  crops  they  may  plant. 
Throughout  the  Midwest  there  are 
countless  thousands  of  independent  pro¬ 
ducers  who  feed  on  their  own  farms  all 
of  the  grain  they  can  produce.  In  fact, 
there  are  many  who  are  unable  to  pro¬ 
duce  enough  for  their  own  feeding  needs 
even  without  acreage  controls.  They  buy 
their  additional  requirements  from  oth¬ 
er  farmers  or  from  commercial  sources. 

The  effects  of  the  proposed  feed  grain 
bill  would  be  devastating  upon  the  corn, 
hog,  poultry,  and  dairy  operations  of  this 
large  group  of  farmers.  By  limiting  feed 
production  and  supplies,  the  Government 
would,  for  all  purposes,  be  telling  these 
farmers  how  many  eggs  they  could  gath¬ 
er,  how  many  broilers  they  could  sell, 
how  many  cows  they  could  milk  and  how 
many  cattle  and  hogs  they  could  feed. 

The  proposed  bill,  clearly,  would  re¬ 
duce  both  the  income  and  the  future  op¬ 
portunities  of  virtually  every  farmer  in 
the  Com  Belt,  the  very  heartland  of 
American  agriculture.  Farmers  them¬ 
selves  have  not  asked  for  this  ill-con¬ 
ceived  program  which  offers  them  only 
a  choice  between  strangulation  by  Gov¬ 
ernment  controls  or  financial  ruin  by 
Government  dumping  of  accumulated 
surpluses. 

This  measure,  which  is  avowedly  de¬ 
signed  at  least  in  part  to  prevent  scandal, 
is  a  scandal  in  itself. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Is  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  my  substitute? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  no,  it 
is  not. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mahon:  On 
page  22,  line  15,  after  “less  a  reserve  acreage 
of  not  to  exceed”  strike  out  “3”  and  insert 
“4”. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  very  much  pleased  to  note  the  will¬ 
ingness  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
to  consider  perfecting  amendments  to 
this  bill.  If  we  go  into  a  new  farm 
program  for  feed  grains,  a  number  of  ad¬ 
justments  will  have  to  be  made  if  we  are 
to  avoid  undue  hardship.  We  need  a 
great  deal  of  flexibility  in  the  early  years 
of  any  new  program  in  order  that  the 
Secretary,  the  State  committees,  and  the 
county  committees  and  the  farmers  may 
work  out  arrangements  which  will  make 
it  possible  for  the  program  to  be  operated 
successfully. 

My  amendment  simply  provides  that 
instead  of  a  reserve  of  3  percent  we  would 
establish  a  reserve  of  4  percent,  which 
would  yield  a  larger  reserve  to  the  States 
and  to  the  counties  in  order  that  the 
local  committees  could  work  out  justice 
in  connection  with  this  matter. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  I  think  he  has  made  a  good  argu¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  speak  for  the  committee 
but,  speaking  for  myself,  I  would  be  glad 
to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  believe  this  amendment  would  give  the 
program,  if  adopted,  a  better  chance  to 
operate  successfully. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  further  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mahon:  On 
page  24,  line  11,  after  “allotments”,  strike 
out  the  period  and  insert  a  colon  and  add 
the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  in  establish¬ 
ing  farm  acreage  allotments  under  this  sub¬ 
division  (C),  the  Secretary  shall  give  special 
consideration  to  farms  on  which  there  were 
acreages  of  feed  grains  during  1961  and/or 
1962.” 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  again,  not  speak¬ 
ing  officially  for  the  committee  but 
speaking  for  myself,  feel  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  gladly  accept  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment,  and  I  would  accept  it. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Texas.  This  amendment  would 
provide  that,  in  giving  acreage  allotments 
to  new  growers,  plantings  of  feed  grain 
in  1961  and  1962  would  be  given  special 
consideration.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  acceptance  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 


Mr.  NELSEN.  I  have  an  amendment 
at  the  desk  which  would  have  made  the 
5-year  period  prior  to  1960  the  base 
period  on  which  to  establish  a  base,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  in  so  many  cases 
because  of  land  rotation  a  very  unfair 
base  is  established.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  and  mine  would  be  a  little 
bit  conflicting,  would  they  not,  in  the 
consideration  of  my  amendment? 

Mr.  MAHON.  This  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  base  period.  This  amendment 
would  simply  say  that  people  who  planted 
feed  grains  in  1961  and/or  1962  on  old 
land  or  new  land  would  be  given  special 
consideration  in  determining  their  allot¬ 
ment  as  new  feed  grain  producers. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  merely  wanted  to  be  sure  that  my 
amendment  did  not  conflict  with  his. 
I  will  offer  mine  later. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  is  this  the  class  B 
amendment? 

Mr.  MAHON.  No. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  this  is  a 
very  desirable  amendment,  particularly 
in  the  light  of  recent  trends  in  the  South¬ 
west.  I  certainly  join  the  gentleman 
in  his  amendment. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Would  this  involve  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  to  new  producers?  Since 
we  have  a  national  quota,  does  it  remove 
it  from  existing  producers? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  certainly  would  not 
increase  the  national  allotment.  It 
would  come  out  of  the  new  grower  re¬ 
serve. 

Mr.  KYL.  Where  do  we  get  the  extra 
acres? 

Mr.  MAHON.  This  would  be  for  new 
growers  as  provided  in  the  language  of 
the  bill.  Certain  factors  set  forth  in  the 
bill  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
arriving  at  allotments  for  people  who  do 
not  have  a  feed  grain  base — a  history  of 
production  during  the  1959  and  1960 
base  period. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  are  two  reserves 
in  this  bill.  One  is  the  1 -percent  reserve 
at  the  national  level  and  one  is  the  4-per¬ 
cent  reserve  at  the  State  level.  It  would 
be  passed  down  to  the  county  and  this 
would  come  from  the  reserve. 

Mr.  KYL.  And  it  would  in  no  way 
come  from  the  existing  production? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  would  come  from  the 
reserve. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  REIFEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks,  immediately  following  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Mr.  Hoeven.) 

(Mr.  REIFEL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
preface  my  remarks  by  expressing  a  word 
of  appreciation  to  the  chairman,  the  vice 
chairman,  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  and  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  for  their  diligent  work  on 
the  bill  before  us. 

In  our  many  weeks  of  work  on  this 
measure,  I  found  each  of  them  genuinely 
concerned  not  only  with  the  special 
farming  interests  of  their  districts  but 
also  with  the  fate  of  agriculture  as  a 
whole.  However,  in  a  field  so  broad  and 
complex,  unfortunately  there  is  room  for 
broad  disagreement. 

With  the  exception  of  the  section  on 
feed  grains,  I  supported  in  committee  all 
the  other  features  of  H.R.  11222  as  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  House. 

It  was  made  clear  in  our  Subcommittee 
on  Wheat  that  while  I  supported  the 
wheat  section  as  it  came  out  of  that 
subcommittee,  I  could  not  in  good  con¬ 
science  and  on  the  advice  of  South 
Dakota  wheat  producers  support  that 
section  if  it  should  become  later  a  part 
of  the  overall  proposal  carrying  com¬ 
pulsory  controls  on  feed  grain  produc¬ 
tion. 

In  South  Dakota  we  are  as  dependent 
upon  agriculture,  or  more  so,  than  any 
State  in  the  Union.  Unlike  Southern 
States,  we  are  quite  limited  in  the  crops 
we  can  produce. 

Our  farmers  have  been  forced  more 
and  more  to  turn  to  livestock.  Over  70 
percent  of  South  Dakota’s  farm  income 
is  derived  from  that  sector.  Eighty- 
three  percent  of  all  farms  in  South 
Dakota,  according  to  the  1959  Census  of 
Agriculture,  sold  cattle  and/or  calves. 

Thus  far  this  vital  segment  of  our 
economy  has  been  free  of  Federal  con¬ 
trols.  But  under  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
11222,  if  enacted  as  it  now  stands,  this 
freedom  of  the  livestock  producer  would 
be  in  jeopardy.  On  page  19,  beginning 
at  line  20,  the  bill  reads: 

The  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year 
shall  be  an  amount  of  feed  grains  which, 
during  such  marketing  year,  the  Secretary 
estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized  in  the  United 
States  in  the  production  of  the  volume  of 
livestock  (including  poultry)  and  livestock 
products  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet 
domestic  consumption  and  export  require¬ 
ments. 

By  this  language,  if  it  prevails,  the 
livestock  industry  would  indirectly  but 
actually  be  placed  under  management 
supplied  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  from  Washington. 

Most  of  the  com  raised  in  South 
Dakota  is  fed  on  the  farm  where  it  is 
raised.  Yet  under  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  the  South  Dakota  farmer  could  raise 
no  more  than  40  acres  of  corn  or  grain 
sorghums  without  controls  and  this  is 
clearly  inadequate  to  support  the  type 
of  livestock  operations  on  which  we 
depend. 


Further,  many  of  the  family  farmers 
in  my  district  will  be  unable  to  survive 
the  mandatory  cutbacks  in  acreage  that 
would  be  required.  Their  feed  grains 
acreages  would  be  reduced  because  of 
the  Secretary’s  authority  to  set  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  based  in  part  on 
the  amount  of  feed  grains  produced  for 
livestock.  And  their  feed  costs  would  be 
increased. 

Meanwhile,  farmers  in  other  areas  of 
the  Nation  would  be  encouraged  to  step 
up  feed  grain  production  and  livestock 
feeding  because  of  their  desire  to  escape 
controls  by  means  of  the  40-acre  exclu¬ 
sion. 

No  longer  would  it  be  possible  for  live¬ 
stock  producers  to  remain  free  of  con¬ 
trols.  No  longer  would  it  be  possible  for 
the  smaller  family  farmers  of  my  State 
to  adjust  their  operations  as  they  see 
fit  in  their  own  best  interests,  as  has  been 
possible  these  past  2  years  under  the 
voluntai*y  feed  grain  program. 

Plainly,  the  bill  before  us  is  being 
tailored  to  woo  the  votes  of  reluctant 
Southern  members.  But  in  doing  so, 
this  administration  is  selling  down  the 
river  the  vital  interests  of  the  real  bread¬ 
basket  of  this  Nation — the  great  Mid¬ 
west  and  especially  the  northern  Great 
Plains. 

In  essence,  this  bill  offers  northern 
farmers  present  prices  for  fewer  acres 
with  serious  danger  to  a  fairly  prosper¬ 
ous  livestock  sector.  The  power  of  deci¬ 
sion  would  be  shifted  from  the  farmer 
to  Washington  bureaucrats. 

For  weeks  now  my  mail  has  been  run¬ 
ning  heavily  against  this  proposal.  In  a 
3-day  visit  to  ihy  district  last  week  I 
talked  to  as  many  farmers  as  possible  to 
get  their  views  on  this  proposal.  Only 
one  expressed  enthusiasm  for  this  feed 
grains  program. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that 
the  farmer  himself,  voting  in  referen¬ 
dum,  can  decide  whether  to  accept  these 
controls.  I  am  inclined  to  the  view  which 
has  been  expressed  here  that  the  choice 
could  be  compared  to  letting  him  decide 
whether  to  shoot  himself  or  cut  his  own 
throat. 

The  Secretary  has  pointed  with  pride 
to  the  reductions  in  wheat  and  feed 
grains  production  under  the  present  vol¬ 
untary  programs.  Satisfactory  sign¬ 
ups  this  year  and  continuing  refinements 
in  those  programs  indicate  farmers  ac¬ 
cept  them  as  probably  the  best  that  can 
be  hoped  for. 

I  think  we  ought  to  continue  these 
programs  in  preference  to  the  punitive, 
negative  approach  embodied  in  the  bill 
before  us.  I  support  the  Hoeven  sub¬ 
stitute  and  urge  its  adoption. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Harding:  Page 
35,  line  14,  strike  the  words  “multiplied  by 
50  per  centum  of  the”  strike  lines  15  through 
19  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“multiplied,  (1)  in  the  case  of  the  1963  crop, 
by  50  per  centum  of  the  higher  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  basic  county  support  rate  for  feed 
grains  or  the  national  average  support  rate 


10515 

for  feed  grains,  (2)  in  the  case  of  the  1964 
crop,  by  40  per  centum  of  the  higher  of  such 
support  rates,  and  (3)  In  the  case  of  the 
1965  crop,  by  30  per  centum  of  the  higher 
of  such  support  rates.” 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
a  moment  ago  we  adopted  a  committee 
amendment  which  applies  the  same  pro¬ 
vision  to  wheat  that  this  amendment  will 
apply  to  feed  grains.  It  was  merely  an 
oversight  that  this  amendment  was  not 
in  the  bill  when  it  came  from  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Due  to  the  great  differences  in  price 
supports  throughout  the  United  States, 
in  many  cases  we  have  areas  where  the 
county  price  support  is  substantially  be¬ 
low  the  national  price  support.  In 
many  of  these  instances  the  market 
price  is  substantially  above  the  county 
support  rates.  When  we  force  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  these  areas  to  take  land  out  of 
production  and  base  their  diversion 
payment  on  the  county  support  rate  we 
are  doing  them  a  hardship  and  an  in¬ 
justice.  This  amendment  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  their  diversion  payments 
would  be  based  on  the  higher  of  the 
county  support  or  the  national  support 
rate  will  partially  alleviate  this  discrim¬ 
ination.  Therefore,  I  urge  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  accept  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Abernethy: 
On  page  27,  line  12,  strike  out  "Small  Farm 
Exemption”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"Exemptions.” 

On  page  27,  line  13,  insert: 

“(1)”  immediately  after  “Sec.  360f.” 

On  page  28,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert 
the  following: 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall,  upon  ap¬ 
plication  made  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  exempt  producers  from 
the  requirement  of  paying  any  penalty  un¬ 
der  section  360h  with  respect  to  any  farm 
for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  on  the  following 
conditions : 

“(A)  that  none  of  such  crop  of  feed 
grains  is  removed  from  such  farm; 

“(B)  that  such  entire  crop  of  feed  grains 
is  used  for  seed  on  such  farm  or  fed  on 
such  farm  to  livestock  (including  poultry) 
owned  by  any  such  producer,  or  by  a  subse¬ 
quent  owner  or  operator  of  such  farm;  and 

“(C)  that  such  producers  and  their  suc¬ 
cessors  comply  with  all  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  compliance  with  the  foregoing 
condition. 

“Failure  to  comply  with  any  of  the  fore¬ 
going  conditions  shall  cause  the  exemption 
to  become  immediately  null  and  void  unless 
such  failure  is  due  to  circumstances  beyond 
the  control  of  such  producers  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary.  In  the  event  an  exemp¬ 
tion  becomes  null  and  void  the  provisions 
of  this  part  shall  become  applicable  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  such  exemption  had  not 
been  granted.  No  acreage  planted  to  feed 
grains  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  crop  covered  by  an  exemption 
hereunder  shall  be  considered  in  determin¬ 
ing  any  subsequent  feed  grain  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  or  marketing  quota  for  such  farm.  No 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  on 
any  feed  grains  produced  on  any  such  farm 
in  any  crop  year  for  which  an  exemption 
is  requested  under  the  authority  of  this 
paragraph.” 
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On  page  33,  line  20,  strike  out  tlie  period 
after  the  word  “section,”  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  a  comma  and  the  following:  “or 
(iii)  the  producers  on  such  farm  are  ex¬ 
empted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  360f.” 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  if  his  amendment  is  identical  with 
that  offered  in  the  Senate  by  Senator 
Eastland? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  said  that 
our  committee  and  the  administration 
have  no  desire  to  control  the  livestock 
industry.  My  amendment  will  assure 
that. 

I  know  there  is  some  sentiment  here  to 
defeat  the  whole  bill.  But  we  are  just 
kidding  ourselves.  We  might  as  well 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  sooner  or  later, 
sometime  during  this  session,  the  House 
is  going  to  pass  a  farm  bill.  The  bill 
will  undoubtedly  go  to  conference. 
When  the  bill  gets  to  conference  the  is¬ 
sue  which  is  so  controversial  here  to¬ 
day,  control  of  feed  grains,  is  going  to 
be  the  issue  in  conference.  So  if  we  can 
improve  this  bill,  and  I  feel  we  can,  we 
ought  to  take  our  views  to  conference. 
This  can  be  done  by  way  of  appropriate 
amendments  to  the  bill. 

The  object  of  my  amendment  is  to  as¬ 
sure  a  free  and  untrammeled  livestock 
industry  in  America.  The  livestock  in¬ 
dustry  has  provided  the  people  of  this 
country  with  the  finest  and  most  abun¬ 
dant  quantity  of  meat  of  any  country  in 
the  world.  The  same  is  true  of  pork, 
the  same  is  true  of  milk,  and  the  same  is 
true  of  poultry. 

This  amendment  simply  says  that  any 
livestock  farmer,  including  poultry  and 
hogs,  shall  have  the  right  and  privilege 
of  growing  on  his  farm  such  quantity  of 
feed  grain  as  his  herds  and  his  flocks 
require.  That  is  all  it  says.  This  is  a 
fundamental  right  of  every  livestock 
farmer  and  poultryman  in  America. 

Feed  grain  is  simply  an  element  of  the 
meat  industry.  As  I  said  yesterday,  feed 
grain  is  just  a  segment  of  the  chain  that 
goes  into  the  production  of  meat,  poul¬ 
try,  and  milk.  The  fence  around  the 
man’s  field  or  his  pasture,  is  an  element. 
You  might  or  will  suggest  a  control  of 
the  fencing  if  we  are  going  to  control 
livestock.  You  might  even  control  the 
seed  he  plants  or  the  tractors  or  the 
plows  he  uses  in  his  field,  insofar  as  a 
livestock  farmer  is  concerned. 

A  dairy  farmer  down  in  my  district 
called  me  the  other  day  and  said: 

I  raise  every  pound  of  feed  that  is  fed  to 
my  dairy  herd.  If  the  farm  bill  is  going  to 
pass,  then  I  would  like  to  know,  because  my 
feed  will  be  cut  back  to  the  point  that  I  can¬ 
not  carry  on  my  present  operation.  So  I 
want  to  sell  off  one  unit. 

I  do  not  know  what  he  meant  by  a  unit, 
but  I  understood  fully  that  he  would  not 
be  able  to  raise  enough  feed  for  his  herds 
and  therefore  a  portion  would  be  dis¬ 
posed  of. 


This  amendment  simply  permits  that 
dairy  farmer,  the  liverstock  farmer,  and 
the  poultryman  to  raise  on  his  farm 
the  quantity  of  grain  necessary  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  end  result;  namely,  meat,  beef, 
pork,  milk,  and  poultry.  That  is  all  it 
does.  It  does  not  permit  him  to  sell  one 
single  bushel  of  grain  into  the  market. 
First,  no  grain  shall  be  removed  from 
the  farm  and,  second,  the  entire  crop  of 
feed  grains  must  be  used  either  for  seed 
or  feed,  on  the  farm.  He  cannot  use  it 
to  feed  somebody  else’s  cattle,  poultry,  or 
hogs  but  only  his  own.  And  third,  he 
must  conduct  this  entire  operation  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
This  sets  forth  the  three  effective  steps 
of  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  be  permitted  to  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  appreciate  the 
indulgence  of  the  Committee. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  to  clear 
up  one  point  before  you  go  on? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  In  other 
words,  there  would  not  only  be  no  con¬ 
trols,  but  the  farmer  could  increase  his 
production  both  of  feed  grains  and  also 
the  number  of  livestock,  dairy  stock, 
poultry,  and  so  forth,  under  your  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Indeed,  he  can, 
and  unless  it  is  one  of  the  objectives  of 
this  bill  to  control  the  livestock  indus¬ 
try  of  this  country,  then  he  ought  to  be 
permitted  to  increase  his  herd;  he 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  increase  the 
quantity  of  beef  that  he  sells  on  the  mar¬ 
ket,  and  he  ought  to  be  permitted  to 
increase  the  quantity  of  poultry  he  sells 
and  the  quantity  of  eggs. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Let  me  say,  first,  I  am 
going  to  support  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  would  like  to  submit  an  aca¬ 
demic  question:  Just  how  would  this 
matter  be  policed?  Would  the  compli¬ 
ance  farmers  be  certificated  so  that  they 
could  sell  their  grain,  or  what  would  pro¬ 
hibit  a  farmer  from  raising  more  corn 
than  he  was  going  to  feed  and  then 
hauling  it  off  to  market?  Would  you 
issue  a  marketing  card? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  No,  sir,  he  would 
not  get  a  marketing  card.  Under  the 
control  program  we  have  today  for  cot¬ 
ton,  wheat,  tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts, 
each  farmer  is  given  a  marketing  card, 
and  he  cannot  market  one  bushel  or 
pound  of  those  commodities  unless  he 
presents  that  card.  It  would  be  handled, 
policed,  and  administered,  in  almost  the 
identical  manner  of  present  programs. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  and  wish  to  ask  him 
this  question:  In  my  section,  over  the 
long  run,  many  farmers  have  gone  out 
of  the  cotton  business  and  into  the  poul¬ 
try  business,  the  dairy  business,  so  now 
if  you  are  going  to  bar  them,  where  are 
they  going  to  go  except  to  the  welfare 
office? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  right.  You  might  as  well  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  barns,  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  tractors,  as  I  said  a  moment  ago, 
the  fencing  and  so  on. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  I  understand  the 
gentleman  correctly,  it  is  this:  Should  a 
farmer  produce  for  his  own  use  and 
should  he  have  a  very  good  year  and 
were  to  produce  a  surplus  that  he  could 
not  use  on  his  farm,  he  could  not  mar¬ 
ket  any  part  of  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  He 'cannot.  He 
cannot  move  one  single  bushel  into  the 
market  in  competition  with  the  man 
who  is  producing  grain  for  cash. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  would  like  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  for  his 
amendment,  which  I  think  goes  to  the 
heart  of  the  future  of  the  livestock  and 
the  dairy  industry  in  the  country.  I  am 
interested  in  the  gentleman’s  analysis  of 
what  the  effect  of  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  in  regard  to  the  feeder, 
to  the  man  who  does  not  rim  a  cattle 
herd  himself  but  who  does  buy  a  quan¬ 
tity  of  livestock  and  feeds  for  the  mar¬ 
ket  and  moves  them  rapidly  through  his 
lots. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  do  not  say  that 
this  amendment  will  be  of  any  benefit  to 
him  or  will  affect  him  one  way  or  the 
other.  He  will  continue  to  carry  on  his 
cattle  operations  as  he  has  in  the  past. 
He  buys  cattle  for  the  purpose  of  feed¬ 
ing  and  he  buys  the  feed  with  which  to 
feed  them.  He  would  or  could  continue 
to  operate  in  the  same  fashion. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  judgment  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  too  wish  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Abernethy]  upon  this  amendment, 
which  I  think  goes  to  the  heart  of  one 
of  the  most  serious  problems  that  would 
confront  my  section  of  the  country  if 
this  bill  is  enacted,  without  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  in  my  hand  a 
letter  written  in  behalf  of  250  dairy 
producers  in  western  North  Carolina 
who  say,  in  a  resolution  which  they 
passed,  that  they  strongly  oppose  that 
portion  of  the  farm  bill  which  prohibits 
dairymen  and/or  cattlemen  from  grow- 
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ing  the  necessary  crops  to  feed  the  cattle 
on  their  farm. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  This  amendment 
meets  the  very  objections  set  forth  by 

tVlAQP  TIAAfllP 

Mr.  WHITENER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further.  As  I  understand  it, 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  would  not 
authorize  the  production  by  these  peo¬ 
ple  for  sale  off  the  farm,  but  merely 
would  provide  that  they  could  raise 
these  commodities  with  which  to  feed 
their  stock  on  their  own  premises? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  have  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
amendment  which  is  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  would  provide 
.no  support  whatsoever  to  these  people 
who  take  advantage  of  this  provision? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  They  would  not 
get  one  nickel  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  nor  could  they  place  a  bushel  of 
that  grain  on  the  market,  nor  offer  it 
for  marketing  purposes. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  would  increase  the 
consumption  of  feed  grain  on  the  farm, 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  would  hope  so;  I 
do  not  know. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  tell  me  whether 
or  not  the  gentleman’s  amendment  takes 
the  place  of  or  would  limit  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  in  relation  to  these  defi¬ 
cit  feed  areas?  How  does  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  coordinate  with  the 
deficit  feed  areas? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  do  not  know 
that  there  is  any  relationship  between 
my  amendment  and  the  deficit  areas 
amendment.  Of  course,  any  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill  is,  naturally,  going  to 
affect  to  a  certain  degree  other  sections 
of  the  bill.  But  the  object  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  particularly  to  benefit  a  defi¬ 
cit  area  or  surplus  area.  The  object  of 
the  amendment  is  to  assure  the  livestock 
farmers,  who  raise  their  own  grain,  the 
privilege  of  carrying  on  a  sound  farm¬ 
ing  operation.  That  is  all  it  proposes 
to  do. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  gentleman  considers 
poultry  in  the  “livestock”  category? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Yes,  sir;  it  is 
included  in  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired. 


Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  have  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
gong  to  object  to  the  gentleman  having 
1  more  minute,  but  the  gentleman  has 
had  13  minutes  up  to  the  present  time. 
Yesterday  the  statement  was  made  that 
we  were  not  going  to  allow  anyone  to 
have  more  than  5  minutes.  Certainly,  I 
am  not  going  to  object  to  the  gentleman 
having  this  additional  minute,  but  I  think 
we  must  serve  notice,  if  we  are  going 
to  finish  this  bill,  that  we  have  got  to 
stop  this  matter  of  continual  unlimited 
debate.  The  gentleman  has  had  more 
time  by  far  than  any  other  Member  has 
had  on  the  amendments. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  that  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  did  not  ask  for  the  time. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  know  the  gentleman 
did  not,  and  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the 
requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  time  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  for  offering  this  amendment.  As 
he  well  knows,  almost  every  livestock 
producer  in  America  is  in  favor  of  this 
amendment.  As  one  who  is  a  livestock- 
producer  and  who  represents  a  livestock 
producing  State,  I  would  certainly  have 
to  be  for  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 
However,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  a  question.  This  is  the  thing  which 
concerns  me.  It  is  very  apparent  that 
there  is  a  lot  of  support  for  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle.  If  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  prevails,  it  looks  as  though  there 
is  not  any  question  about  this  bill  passing 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  Could  the 
gentleman  give  me  any  indication  of  his 
thoughts  as  to  the  possibility  of  his 
amendment  prevailing  in  the  event  the 
bill  goes  to  conference? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Well,  I  wish  I 
could;  but,  of  course,  I  cannot.  I  doubt 
that  I  would  be  one  of  the  conferees.  I 
cannot  give  the  gentleman  any  assur¬ 
ance  at  all.  I  can  only  answer  the  gen¬ 
tleman  in  this  way:  Let  us  not  kid  our¬ 
selves.  A  bill,  eventually,  will  go  to  con¬ 
ference.  What  are  we  going  to  do? 
Are  we  just  going  to  take  a  stubborn 
position  and  say  that  we  are  going  to 
kill  this  bill?  Next  week  there  will  be 
another  one  back  here ;  and  there  should 
be.  Eventually  a  bill  is  going  to  con¬ 
ference.  If  we  are  going  to  take  a  bill 
to  conference,  it  has  to  have  the  views 
of  us  in  it,  or  it  will  not  have  our  views 
in  it.  It  is  just  that  simple. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows  that  this  same  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  on  the  Senate  side,  on 
the  Senate  floor,  and  it  was  not  adopted. 
That  is  the  thing  that  concerns  me  if 
this  bill  goes  to  conference. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  will  say  this  to 
the  gentleman,  that  it  had  considerable 
strength  over  there.  It  failed  by  45  to  40 ; 
that  is  all. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  SHORT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Of  course,  this  is  the 
most  important  amendment  that  we  have 
considered  up  to  now;  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
ask  the  gentleman  from  North  Dakota 
or  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi,  is  it 
not  possible  and  probable,  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  passes  with  no  limitation  whatso¬ 
ever,  we  will  encourage  an  integrated 
type  of  agriculture  and  have  chainstores 
in  the  livestock  business  against  the  in¬ 
terests  of  livestock  producers  of  this 
country?  Is  not  that  possible? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me  to  answer 
that? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  have  heard  it 
said  by  some  that  that  would  be  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  it.  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 
that  the  chainstore  right  now  can  go 
into  the  cattle  business  if  it  wants  to. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  so.  And  up  to  now  some  of  them 
have  done  it.  This  does  not  deal  with 
that  issue  at  all.  This  is  an  entirely 
different  matter.  If  someone  wants  to 
take  care  of  that,  he  could  offer  an 
amendment  to  do  so. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  it  would  encour¬ 
age  a  continuation  of  that,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  cannot  agree 
with  that  view. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  has  any 
idea  what  the  attitude  is  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  his  committee  on  his  amendment 
and  what  he  intends  to  do  if  he  goes  to 
conference  with  it.  That  is  a  very  simple 
question  and  a  very  straightforward 
question. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  to  me,  I  should 
like  to  say  this.  I  have  served  under  my 
chairman  for  18  years.  I  do  not  know  of 
an  instance  where  he  has  gone  to  con¬ 
ference  with  a  bill  that  he  has  not  at¬ 
tempted  to  persuade  that  conference  to 
support  the  views  of  the  House.  I  have 
not  asked  my  chairman  what  he  will 
do  on  these  amendments,  and  I  do  not 
think  I  shall  ask  him.  But  I  believe  he 
will  discharge  his  responsibility  and  at¬ 
tempt  to  support  the  views  of  this  House. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  his  position  on  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  I  Mr. 
Short]  has  expired. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
has  been  said,  we  are  now  down  to  the 
meat  of  this  bill.  We  started  out  on  the 
premise  that  we  were  going  to  go  in  one 
of  two  directions.  We  were  either  going 
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to  go  the  control  route,  in  which  case 
we  would  give  the  farmers  of  this  coun¬ 
try  a  support  price,  or  we  were  going  to 
go  the  freedom  route,  in  which  case  we 
were  going  to  get  the  Government  out 
of  the  business.  We  were  going  to  give 
the  farmer  the  right  in  a  referendum 
to  determine  which  of  these  alternatives 
he  wanted.  Now  we  are  right  back 
where  we  started.  We  marched  up  the 
hill  and  now  we  are  back  down  at  the 
bottom. 

Under  this  amendment,  here  is  what 
is  going  to  happen.  I  represent  a  live- 
stock-producing  area.  I  am  a  livestock 
producer  myself.  If  this  amendment 
passes,  I  am  going  to  get  a  real  good 
price  for  my  feeder  cattle  for  a  year  or 
two.  Why?  Because  out  in  the  feed 
belt  of  this  country,  the  feed-grain 
farmer  is  going  to  come  down  into  my 
section  and  he  is  going  to  buy  those  cat¬ 
tle  at  a  high  price.  That  is  going  to  last 
for  about  1  or  2  years.  Two  years  from 
now  we  will  be  back  on  this  floor,  if  this 
amendment  passes,  in  the  very  same  po¬ 
sition,  with  the  livestock  industry,  hogs, 
cattle,  poultry,  and  what  have  you,  as 
we  are  in  today  on  feed  grains  and 
wheat.  Why?  Because  instead  of  the 
feed-grain  farmer  having  a  market,  as 
he  has  down  in  my  section  and  else¬ 
where,  for  his  feed  to  be  fed  to  livestock, 
he  is  going  to  buy  the  livestock  and  try 
to  feed  them  and  market  them;  and  we 
are  going  to  have  the  largest  glut  of 
livestock  on  the  market  that  we  have 
ever  seen. 

It  is  going  to  be  absolutely  disastrous. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  had  to  say  about  it.  I 
think  I  can  best  read  the  letter. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No,  I  cannot  yield 
now  but  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  later,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  the  gentleman  has  a  sig- 
riificant  contribution  to  make. 

This  is  what  the  Department  says: 

There  is  one  proposal  which  may  be  made 
in  connection  with  H.R.  11222  to  which  the 
livestock  industry  should  be  alerted.  This 
is  an  amendment  providing  that  any  feed 
grain  producer  would  be  exempt  from  acre¬ 
age  allotments  if  he  feeds  all  the  grain  he 
produces. 

The  livestock  producers  in  the  United 
States  ought  to  be  aware  of  the  dangerous 
potential  of  such  an  amendment.  This 
amendment  says,  in  effect,  to  the  thousands 
of  farmers  who  sell  all  or  most  of  their  feed 
grain  production — “You  can  avoid  reducing 
your  feed  grain  production  by  getting  into 
the  livestock  business,  or  by  increasing  your 
livestock  production  so  that  you  use  all  the 
grain  produced  on  your  farm.”  This  amend¬ 
ment  is  an  open  invitation  to  sharply  ex¬ 
panded  livestock  production  and  to  chaos 
and  low  prices  for  the  livestock  industry. 

This  proposal  was  described  during  the 
Senate  debate  as  an  effort  to  give  the  small 
farmers  a  chance  to  produce  enough  feed 
for  their  livestock.  This  is  extremely  de¬ 
ceptive.  The  fact  is  that  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  would  benefit  the  larger  farmers,  and 
the  integrated  feed  lot  operations  to  the 
detriment  of  the  small  and  family-sized 
livestock  and  grain  farmers. 

The  small  farmer  is  far  better  protected 
by  the  provisions  of  this  bill  which  permit 
planting  up  to  his  base  acreage  where  it  does 
not  exceed  25  acres. 


I  am  going  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
increase  that  to  40  acres. 

It  is  on  the  larger  farms  where  grain  now 
sold  for  cash  could  easily  be  channeled  to 
heavier  livestock  feeding.  Those  larger 
farms  are  primarily  in  the  important  grain 
producing  areas. 

About  half  the  corn  produced  each  year 
is  on  farms  which  sell  some  corn. 

Under  this  amendment  you  would  not 
be  able  to  sell  any. 

On  all  those  farms,  there  would  be  an 
almost  irresistible  temptation  to  begin  “to 
feed'  it  all  at  home.”  Therefore,  existing 
livestock  operations  would  be  severely  dam¬ 
aged,  particularly  those  which  depend  on  a 
supply  of  purchased  feed. 

ThiS  is  an  appealing  amendment.  If 
you  knock  this  provision  out,  heed  this, 
and  heed  what  the  Department  says. 
The  livestock  producers  agree  with  it, 
and  I  say  that  because  I  am  one.  This 
would  be  disastrous.  I  ask  that  this 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  just  want  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  I  could  not 
agree  with  him  more.  He  has  exactly 
stated  what  would  happen.  I  would  love 
to  have  the  chairman  get  up  here  and 
say  what  his  attitude  is  on  this  amend- . 
ment. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  do  not  have  too 
much  time,  but  I  want  to  tell  you  about 
the  situation.  This  was  brought  up  in 
the  other  body.  It  was  knocked  out  in 
the  other  body.  We  had  it  before  our 
committee.  It  has  been  discussed. 

It  is  not  something  new.  But  it  is 
something  that  will  be  disastrous  to  the 
livestock  producers. 

Exactly  what  is  going  to  happen  down 
in  my  section,  where  we  have  grass-fed 
cattle?  That  is  going  to  be  shifted. 
You  people  from  the  South,  the  South¬ 
west,  and  the  Northwest,  I'will  tell  you 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  your  livestock 
industry.  It  is  going  to  be  frozen  right 
where  it  is,  except  it  will  decline  after 
about  2  years  because  it  will  all  shift  out 
to  the  feed  grain  areas  of  this  country. 
I  will  tell  you  now  you  are  going  to  have 
a  hard  time  explaining  it.  I  want  to  say 
now  in  advance  that  I  want  no  part  of 
this  particular  amendment.  • 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
making  a  very  fine  argument.  I  agree 
with  him  wholeheartedly.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  cheap  feed  means  cheap  live- 
stock 

Mr’.  JENNINGS.  Absolutely,  but  as  I 
pointed  out  in  the  colloquy  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  the  other  day,  the 
fact  that  cheap  feed  makes  cheap  live¬ 
stock  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the 
housewife  is  going  to  get  cheaper  meat. 
It  has  just  been  in  reverse. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  in  the  case  of 
other  surpluses  on  the  market,  the 
processor,  the  middleman,  the  hauler, 
and  everyone  else  gets  the  benefit,  but 
the  farmer  does  not  get  it  at  one  end 


and  the  housewife  does  not  get  the  bene¬ 
fits  at  the  other  end. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  asked  about  the  attitude  of  the 
committee.  Well,  I  cannot  speak  for  the 
committee,  I  can  only  speak  for  myself, 
but  I  want  the  gentleman  to  know  we 
are  opposed  to  this  amendment.  This 
amendment  would  let  anybody  go  out 
and  lease  up  to  10,000  acres  of  land  and 
plant  it  in  com,  and  if  you  could  get  the 
credit,  bring  cattle  in  and  feed  all  the 
corn  you  could  grow.  I  am  for  controls — 
this  amendment  has  all  of  the  burdens  of 
controls  without  the  benefits. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
exactly  right.  If  we  want  to  put  every¬ 
one  but  the  farmer  in  the  livestock  busi¬ 
ness,  and  many  of  them  are  there  now, 
then  pass  this  amendment.  If  that  is 
the  way  we  are  going  to  go,  then  the 
farmers  as  we  have  known  them  in  the 
past,  will  not  be  a  group  of  rugged  in¬ 
dividualists,  but  they  will  be  a  group  of 
ragged  individuals. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  want  to  reiterate  my 
support  of  the  gentleman’s  position  and 
I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  for  stating  his  position,  but  I  am 
still  waiting  to  hear  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  state  his  position  on  the  floor 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  will  state  to  my 
colleagues,  I  have  confidence  just  as  the 
gentleman  who  offered  his  amendment 
has  confidence  in  the  chairman  of  our 
committee.  When  he  goes  to  conference 
on  this  bill,  he  will  try  to  uphold  the 
hands  and  sustain  the  actions  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  His  actions 
down  through  the  years  speak  well  for 
him  and  show  that  is  just  what  he  has 
done  in  the  past.  I  just  hope  that  the 
gentleman  who  has  agreed  with  me  will 
come  out  with  some  votes  on  his  side  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  of  course,  I  am  opposed 
to  this  amendment.  I  think  everyone 
knows  that  about  75  percent  of  the  feed 
grain  goes  to  the  market  on  the  hoof, 
in  the  form  of  hogs,  cattle,  and  poultry. 
If  you  adopt  this  amendment,  you  de¬ 
stroy  all  of  our  efforts  to  bring  about  an 
adjustment  in  the  feed  grain  situation. 
This  amendment  was  not  pressed  in  the 
committee  by  the  author  who  has  served 
on  the  committee  for  many  years,  and 
it  was  not  considered  by  the  committee 
except  collaterally. 

I  submit  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  defeat  the  objectives  of  the 
legislation.  When  it  comes  to  going  to 
conference,  of  course,  if  this  amendment 
is  adopted,  I  can  assure  the  House  that 
I  will  do  the  best  I  can  to  protect  the 
position  of  the  House.  I  think  most  of 
you  know  that  in  our  efforts  on  former 
occasions,  we  have  always  been  very 
zealous  in  our  efforts  on  the  House  Com- 
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mittee  on  Agriculture  to  protect  the  po¬ 
sition  of  the  House,  even  if  on  occasion 
I  have  differed  with  the  position  taken 
by  my  colleagues,  as  I  differ  with  many 
of  you  now.  But  I  urge  you  to  vote 
against  this  amendment  and  vindicate 
the  position  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  I  am  impressed  with  the 
soundness  of  the  argument  presented 
here  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
A  lot  of  people  believe  that  cheap  feed 
means  profit  for  the  livestock  man.  But 
those  who  know  anything  about  the 
problem  know  just  as  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]  said,  that 
you  might  increase  the  profit  of  the  live¬ 
stock  man  during  the  current  year,  but 
you  would  have  the  house  come  tumbling 
down  on  him  next  year.  So  I  urge  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi,  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  per¬ 
sonally  regret  very  much  to  speak 
against  an  amendment  offered  by  my 
very  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi. 

Cheap  feed  means  cheap  livestock,  I 
am  firmly  convinced  that  it  cannot  be 
otherwise.  The  more  cheap  feed  you 
are  going  to  make  available  the  more 
grain  farmers  will  be  going  into  the  live¬ 
stock  business.  People  not  farmers  and 
everybody  else  will  be  getting  into  the 
livestock  business. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  think  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  will  agree  with  me 
that  if  we  are  going  to  make  an  excep¬ 
tion  for  livestock  we  should  make  a  like 
exception  for  dairying  and  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  milk  as  well. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Does  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  believe  that  the  farmer  ought  to 
have  the  right  to  raise  enough  feed  to 
feed  his  own  hogs? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  personally  I  am  heartily  in 
accord  with  the  gentleman’s  proposal. 
However,  I  like  to  be  a  realist.  The  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  amendment,  of  course,  would 
be  beneficial  to  the  feed  grain  farmers 
who  feed  grain  produced  on  their  own 
farms;  and,  to  that  extent,  it  is  a  worth¬ 
while  amendment. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  does  not  the  gentleman 
feel  that  an  exception  should  also  be 
made  in  the  bill  to  permit  a  man  to 
raise  some  corn  in  his  garden  patch  to 
feed  to  his  family  and  children? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  think  much 
corn  is  fed  to  children.  The  gentleman 
who  offered  the  amendment  properly 
shows  concern  for  the  feed  grain  farmers. 
But  what  about  the  farmer  who  sells 


his  com  for  cash?  I  know  in  my  en¬ 
larged  congressional  district  12  of  the 
counties  are  in  the  feed  grain  area  where 
they  feed  about  85  percent  of  com  on 
the  farm,  but  some  of  my  new  counties 
are  in  the  cash  grain  area,  and  I  am 
just  wondering  why  one  area  should  be 
controlled  and  not  the  other.  Why 
should  there  be  this  kind  of  discrimina¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  raised  a  very  good  point.  If 
a  man  raised  wheat  on  his  own  land  he 
ought  to  have  a  right  to  feed  his  own 
livestock.  By  the  same  token  what  about 
his  neighbor  who  had  no  livestock?  And 
also  why  should  a  farmer  be  permitted 
to  raise  a  thousand  acres  of  corn  and 
feed  it  all  to  livestock  but  not  be  allowed 
to  raise  one  acre  of  wheat  to  feed  to 
his  chickens?  I  ask  that  because  under 
this  bill  there  is  no  exception  whatever 
for  wheat  that  is  raised  on  the  farm  and 
fed  on  the  farm.  We  have  a  30-acre 
exception  in  the  bill  that  passed  2 
years  ago.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should 
deny  a  man  the  right  to  raise  an  acre 
of  wheat  to  feed  to  his  chickens  and  yet 
allow  him  to  raise  a  thousand  acres  of 
corn  to  feed  to  his  hogs. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  A  similar  amendment 
was  turned  down  in  the  other  body. 
When  this  bill  goes  to  conference,  does 
any  one  really  believe  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  going  to  prevail  in  conference? 
I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  a  man  who  did  not 
feed  all  of  the  grain  that  was  raised  on 
his  farm  could  not  get  any  price  support 
and  could  not  participate  in  any  of  the 
programs  on  the  remainder  so,  he  would 
have  to  do  one  of  two  things,  either  cut 
back  or  feed  it  all. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Exactly. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  20 
minutes. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
trying  to  move  along  with  the  bill.  I  am 
not  trying  to  close  off  debate.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
pending  amendment  close  in  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  have  a  substitute 
for  this  amendment  that  has  been  of¬ 
fered,  and  I  would  like  to  have  that  come 
within  the  time  limit. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  35 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  just  made.) 


Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 

ABERNETHY] . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dent  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  amendemnt  offered  by  Mr. 
Abernethy:  Amend  page  27,  section  360P, 
line  15.  Strike  out  all  after  the  word  “with” 
and  all  of  lines  16-25  inclusive  on  page  27, 
and  all  of  lines  1,  2,  3  on  page  28  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  after  the  word  “with”  on  line 
15,  the  following: 

"A  total  farm  acreage  of  four  hundred 
acres  or  less  of  which  not  more  than  50  per 
centum  is  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed 
grains:  90  per  centum  of  said  production  to 
be  consumed  on  the  farm  premise  as  feed 
for  livestock;  10  per  centum  shall  be  allow¬ 
able  for  marketable  feed  grain.  Any  farm 
having  over  four  hundred  acres  shall  be 
allowed  not  more  than  a  maximum  of  two 
hundred  acres  production  of  feed  grain  as 
an  exemption  from  the  market  quota.  If 
not  less  than  90  per  centum  shall  be  used  as 
feed  on  the  premises,  the  farm  marketing 
quota  shall  be  applied  to  all  production  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  total  acreage  of  the 
farm  or  two  hundred  acres  whichever  is 
appreciable  under  the  above  formula.” 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us 
agree  with  the  principle  involved  in  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi.  We  can  also  see  the 
basic  logic  in  the  argument  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia.  I  know 
the  dangers  involved  in  a  wide  open  sit¬ 
uation  being  allowed  in  connection  with 
rental  of  farms,  the  leasing  of  farm 
property,  or  the  acquisition  of  farm  prop¬ 
erty,  with  no  limitation  whatsoever  on 
the  growing  of  feed  grains  and  the  fat¬ 
tening  or  feeding  of  cattle,  poultry,  and 
other  livestock. 

However,  this  amendment  I  have  of¬ 
fered  goes  to  the  root  of  the  small  farm 
problem,  and  it  is  offered  to  that  section 
of  the  bill  dealing  with  small  farm  ex¬ 
emptions. 

Anyone  in  this  room  who  has  had  ex¬ 
perience  with  city  life  itself  and  the 
farm  community  surrounding  city  fife 
knows  full  well  that  the  farmers  feed  the 
smaller  urban  communities  in  States  like 
Pennsylvania,  Ohio — in  other  words,  the 
eastern  seaboard. 

All  we  are  asking  in  this  particular 
amendment  is  that  we  set  aside  for  the 
family  farm  unit,  particularly  in  the 
States  such  as  mine.  There  are  57,000 
family  farms  affected  by  the  legislation. 
They  will  be  over  the  25-acre  allotment. 
They  will  not  be  helped  by  the  40-acre 
allotment  simply  because  we  are  using 
the  base  of  1959-60.  If  you  will  look 
at  the  chart,  you  will  see  Pennsylvania 
increased  its  production  to  meet  its 
deficit  of  1,877,000  tons  of  feed  grain, 
and  reduced  that  to  417,000  tons  of  feed 
grain  in  1960-61. 

This  bill  would  put  every  farmer  in 
Pennsylvania  who  uses  his  own  feed  for 
his  own  purposes  in  the  position  of  buy¬ 
ing  40  percent  of  his  requirements  just 
to  meet  his  own  production  as  it  was  in 
1960-61. 

The  serious  situation  is  that  we  are 
saying  to  the  57,000  farmers  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania  and  in  all  of  the  eastern 
seaboard  States  that  their  economy  must 
be  put  at  the  stagnation  point  of  1958, 
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1959,  and  1960;  that  they  cannot  go  be¬ 
yond  that,  because  the  formula  abso¬ 
lutely  rules  out  any  addition  to  whatever 
acreage  they  may  have  been  using  in 
those  years,  even  if  it  was  only  15  acres, 
12  acres,  9  acres,  25  acres,  or  anywhere 
up  to  the  newly  proposed  40  acres.  We 
are  not  asking  for  defeat  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  believe  some  legislation  is  neces¬ 
sary.  Of  all  of  the  elements  of  industry 
in  our  economy  in  the  United  States, 
farm  legislation  is  a  must  and  a  neces¬ 
sity,  whether  we  like  it  or  not.  It  does 
not  hit  to  the  bottom  of  socialism  or 
anything  of  that  kind.  It  is  intended  to 
protect  the  farmer  in  his  ability  to  com¬ 
pete  in  the  economic  market  of  an  in¬ 
dustrial  society.  So,  therefore,  the 
legislation  is  essential;  it  is  needed;  it  is 
required.  Let  us  make  it  work  by  giving 
the  fanner  who  consumes  90  percent  of 
his  production,  when  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  his  acreage  up  to  a  400-acre 
family  farm  is  used  to  grow  feed  grains, 
this  opportunity.  He  has,  yes,  a  10  per¬ 
cent  allowance  of  his  production  for  the 
cash  market,  but  anybody  that  knows 
anything  about  farming  knows  that  if 
he  is  raising  cattle,  he  must  have  some 
salt.  So,  at  least  allow  him  10  percent 
for  the  cash  product  to  buy  the  salt  for 
his  cattle.  That  is  the  only  thing  I  am 
asking  in  this  substitute  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  do  not  see  any 
analogy  at  all  between  the  amendment 
which  the  gentleman  has  offered  and  the 
amendment  which  I  offered.  They  are 
unrelated. 

Mr.  DENT.  Your  amendment  strikes 
out  the  small  farm  exemption  in  this 
fiCt/ 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  No;  it  does  not. 

Mr.  DENT.  You  strike  it  all  out  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  your  amendment. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  No.  The  gentle¬ 
man  misinterprets  the  amendment.  My 
amendment  leaves  in  the  small  farmer 
amendment  and  sets  up  a  second  exemp¬ 
tion.  It  does  not  strike  anything. 

Mr.  DENT.  It  exempts  all  farmers  so 
long  as  they  feed  all  of  the  feed  grains 
they  grow  to  their  own  stock. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  It  does  not  strike 
out  the  small  farm  exemption  at  all. 

Mr.  DENT.  It  adds  to.  Let  us  put  it 
that  way. 

All  I  am  doing  is  protecting  the  very 
thing  that  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
covered. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Abemethy  amendment, 
because  as  long  as  we  are  putting  loop¬ 
holes  in  this  law,  I  think  there  is  one 
basic  thing  in  this  country,  that  if  a  per¬ 
son  does  raise  livestock  on  his  farm,  he 
should  not  be  prohibited  from  raising  the 
grain  on  his  farm  for  that  lvestock  if  he 
has  enough  acres  for  it. 

As  Senator  Eastland  mentioned  in  the 
other  body: 

I  submit  that  before  Mr.  Khrushchev  takes 
over,  we  should  get  back  to  some  of  the 
fundamentals  upon  which  this  country  was 
founded.  A  man  owns  his  soil  to  derive  the 
fruits  thereof.  Suppose  he  owns  a  farm  and 


has  invested  thousands  of  dollars  on  trac¬ 
tors  and  other  farm  equipment  with  which 
to  raise  grain  to  feed  his  livestock.  There 
cannot  be  any  reason  why  he  may  not  grow 
on  his  own  property  the  necessary  grain  to 
feed  his  own  livestock. 

I  too  think  it  basic  Americanism  to 
permit  a  farmer  to  produce  for  the  needs 
of  his  livestock  if  he  wishes.  Whether 
it  will  ruin  the  program  now  being  pro¬ 
posed,  which  I  am  opposed  to,  I  have 
little  regard  for  it  for  the  feed  grain 
section  of  this  bill  is  wrong.  I  think 
this  is  something,  if  we  are  going  to  have 
it,  we  ought  to  have  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi’s  amendment  adopted. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  First  I  would  like 
to  express  my  thanks  for  the  support  of 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Qtjie]  who  comes  from 
a  great  corn-producing  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  asserted 
time  and  time  again  on  this  floor  dur¬ 
ing  the  debate  that  85  percent  of  the 
grain  is  either  used  on  the  farm  where 
grown  or  in  the  area  where  grown.  It 
has  also  been  said  that  76  percent  of 
the  grain  is  fed  on  the  farm  to  the 
farmers’  own  livestock,  which  means 
that  these  farmers  who  are  feeding  their 
cattle  with  their  own  grain  are  not  sell¬ 
ing  any  corn. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  am  trying  to  do  is 
to  preserve  the  status  of  the  independent 
American  cattleman,  poultryman  and 
the  hog  raisers  of  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  {Mr.  Jones]  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  think  this  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Aber- 
nethy]  would  be  fine  if  he  would  just 
put  one  other  limitation  on  it.  I  am  in 
favor  of  the  farmer  growing  everything 
he  wants  to  grow  on  his  farm,  if  he  feeds 
it  to  his  stock,  so  long  as  he  keeps  the 
stock  on  the  farm.  If  he  will  do  that, 
we  can  agree  with  the  amendment.  That 
would  take  away  many  of  our  original 
misapprehensions.  If  you  want  to  save 
yourself  on  the  farm,  let  us  do  that. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  We  are  going 
to  let  you  grow  all  the  feed  you  want  to 
as  long  as  you  feed  it  to  your  own  stock 
and  then  consume  that  meat  and  dairy 
and  poultry  production  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  doubt  that  I 
could  eat  that  much. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  do  not  think 
the  gentleman  could  either. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  But  that  would  be 
better  than  what  we  have  got  here,  I 
will  tell  the  gentleman  that. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  In  other 
words,  there  should  be  a  reason  for  hav¬ 
ing  a  farm  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  read  just 
one  little  paragraph  from  a  fine  editorial 
which  appeared  in  my  hometown  news¬ 
paper,  the  daily  Dunklin  Democrat,  of 
Kennett,  Mo. 

It  says : 

American  agriculture  has  produced  more 
than  the  market  will  take,  and  it  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  as  far  ahead  as  anyone  can 


see.  Domestic  consumption  expands  only 
with  population  growth.  Our  production 
potential  is  growing  faster  than  our  popu¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  only  reason 
we  have  any  justification  for  having  a 
farm  program.  If  you  are  going  to  trans¬ 
fer  the  production  of  livestock  and  the 
feeders  and  the  dairy  products  onto  these 
individual  farms,  you  are  going  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  very  economy  that  we  have 
built  up. 

Now,  what  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is 
to  try  to  adjust  our  production  to  our 
consumption.  I  think  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  gone  about  it  in  a  very  good 
way.  We  are  beginning  to  reach  that 
end.  But  every  fellow  has  the  idea  if 
he  can  adjust  this  thing  to  his  own  indi¬ 
vidual  situation,  it  will  be  a  perfect  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recall  last  year,  when 
we  were  talking  about  the  poultry  mar¬ 
keting  agreements,  a  friend  of  mine  who 
had  always  been  a  free-enterprise  man, 
who  had  opposed  every  kind  of  con¬ 
trol — he  was  a  broiler  producer,  and  he 
was  producing  800,000  broilers  a  year— 
told  me  quite  frankly  this:  He  said: 
“Just  let  me  alone  and  I  am  going  to 
freeze  out  these  little  guys.”  It  was  less 
than  a  week  after  we  had  passed  the 
farm  bill,  in  which  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  had  killed  the  poultry  marketing 
agreement  section,  when  he  called  me  up 
at  11  o’clock  one  night.  He  said:  “Paul, 
I  want  to  change  my  idea  about  my  being 
a  big  producer.”  He  said:  “I  thought 
with  my  800,000  broilers  I  was  big,  and 
I  could  freeze  out  the  small  guy.  But,” 
he  said,  “I  am  a  small  potato  in  this 
industry  today.”  He  said:  “You  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  to  do  something  for  us  small 
men.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  800,000  chickens  is  a 
pretty  good  operation  in  my  section  of 
the  country.  He  was  one  of  the  largest 
producers  there.  However,  he  was  just 
a  small  pebble  in  a  big  pond  when  he  got 
away  from  home.  That  is  the  same 
thing  you  are  going  to  do  with  this  situ¬ 
ation  as  it  pertains  to  feed  grains  if  you 
adopt  this  Abernethy  amendment,  or  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Dent],  I  think  the  objection  to  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  this :  When  you  limit  the 
number  of  acres,  no  2  acres  anywhere 
in  the  United  States  is  going  to  produce 
the  same  amount.  That  is  not  the  cri¬ 
teria  which  should  be  used.  We  have 
farmland  producing  some  grain  which 
can  be  bought  for  $50  an  acre.  How¬ 
ever,  some  such  land  will  run  as  high  as 
$1,400  an  acre. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  if  we  are  going 
to  have  any  kind  of  farm  program,  we 
will  have  to  defeat  the  amendment  which 
has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy].  I  want  to 
mention  this  for  the  benefit  of  these 
farmers  who  come  from  areas  such  as  I 
do  where  we  produce  cotton  and  other 
supported  crops.  If  we  want  to  maintain 
a  farm  program,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
get  our  house  in  order.  If  we  are  going 
to  accept  Government  payments,  we  are 
going  to  have  to  make  a  contribution. 
The  only  contribution  any  farmer  can 
make  toward  this  objective  in  order  to 
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justify  his  support  payment  is  to  make 
an  effort  to  get  a  production  adjustment. 
That  is  what  we  are  striving  for  in  the 
bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Abernethy  amend¬ 
ment  would  destroy  that  very  philoso¬ 
phy  and  we  might  as  well  throw  all  your 
farm  legislation  out  and  say  “Let  us  all 
go  it  whole  hog  or  none." 

I  guarantee  that  if  you  do  not  continue 
to  have  a  farm  program  you  are  going  to 
see  the  greatest  depression  this  country 
has  ever  known,  including  the  one  in 
1930.  I  do  not  want  that  to  happen. 
That  is  why  I  am  supporting  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  as  it  is,  and  I  should  hope 
with  as  few  amendments  as  possible. 

In  connection  with  the  above  state¬ 
ment,  I  am  including  herewith  copy  of 
the  entire  editorial  from  the  Daily  Dunk¬ 
lin  Democrat,  referred  to  above: 

Seven  Points  fob  Agriculture 

The  American  public,  92  percent  of  whom 
do  not  live  on  farms,  has  been  treated  to  a 
highly  emotional  debate  on  farm  policy  in 
recent  weeks  in  connection  with  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962. 
In  this  debate  fact  and  reason  are  being  an¬ 
swered  by  wild  and  reckless  statements  which 
have  little  bearing  on  the  problems  the 
American  people  must  solve  in  the  near 
future. 

When  facts  are  lost  in  wild  flights  of  fan¬ 
tasy,  neither  the  farmers  nor  the  general 
public  can  appraise  the  real  situation  of 
agriculture.  When  this  happens.  Congress 
and  the  people  may  react  by  washing  their 
hands  of  the  whole  business. 

For  instance,  an  article  published  in  a 
magazine  of  national  circulation  by  a  preju¬ 
diced  author  causes  readers  of  the  article  to 
become  confused.  However  biased  and  un¬ 
true  such  an  article  may  be,  many  unin¬ 
formed  yet  interested  persons  accept  the 
contents  of  these  articles  as  true  facts. 

The  tragedy  of  this  could  be  that  our  de¬ 
mocracy  is  impotent  and  unable  to  exercise 
its  concern  for  human  values — the  human 
element  of  public  policy  can  be  driven  out 
by  reckless,  irresponsible  actions  and  words. 
Yet  this  concern  for  human  values  is  one 
of  the  unique  characteristics  of  democracy 
which  sets  it  apart  and  above  any  other  po¬ 
litical  system. 

The  debate  on  the  farm  bill  and  farm 
policy  must  recognize  the  basic  facts  of  the 
current  situation  in  American  agriculture: 

1.  Farm  income  has  been  at  extremely  low 
levels  in  relation  to  income  of  nonfarm  peo¬ 
ple,  and  in  relation  to  the  cost  of  products 
the  farmers  must  purchase.  Many  farm 
families  on  small  farms  have  been  badly 
hurt.  But  many  full-time  farmers  have  also 
had  extremely  low  incomes. 

2.  The  economies  of  many  small  towns  and 
cities  such  as  are  located  in  southeast  Mis¬ 
souri  and  northeast  Arkansas  are  depend¬ 
ent  on  a  prosperous  agriculture,  an  agricul¬ 
ture  composed  of  several  million  efficient 
family  units.  Yet  to  keep  these  farm  fam¬ 
ilies  on  the  farm,  rural  education  and  oppor¬ 
tunities  need  to  be  as  good  as  they  are  in 
the  larger  towns. 

3.  A  return  to  a  “no  program”  agriculture, 
which  some  seem  to  prefer,  would  put  farm¬ 
ers  through  a  most  serious  agricultural  de¬ 
pression.  An  abandonment  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  would  result  in  farm  prices  and  in¬ 
comes  at  disastrous  levels  where  they  would 
remain  for  a  long  time.  Many  more  farm 
families  would  leave  the  farms  and  seek 
employment  on  the  labor  market.  Most 
economists  are  convinced  that  the  depres¬ 
sion  of  the  1930’s  was  brought  about  be¬ 
cause  of  the  extremely  low  agricultural  prices 
throughout  the  world,  and  some  predict  a 
future  depression  if  low  farm  income  con¬ 
tinues  in  this  country. 


4.  The  technological  revolution  in  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture  is  real,  and  it  looks  like  it 
will  continue.  There  is  no  stopping  it.  Out¬ 
put  of  farm  commodities  is  expanding  at  an 
unprecedented  rate.  Farm  problems  can 
get  worse. 

5.  American  agriculture  has  produced  more 
than  the  market  will  take  and  it  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so,  as  far  ahead  as  anyone  can 
see.  Domestic  consumption  expands  only 
with  population  growth  and  our  production 
potential  is  growing  faster  than  our  popu¬ 
lation. 

6.  Our  complex  American  agriculture,  made 
up  of  some  3.7  million  production  units 
scattered  over  the  entire  Nation,  has  not 
been  able  to  make  the  desired  adjustments 
which  would  keep  supplies  anywhere  near 
demand.  However,  it  has  been  proven  that 
low  farm  prices  do  not  assure  lower  total 
farm  output.  In  fact,  it  works  in  just  the 
opposite  direction  because  of  the  producer 
need  for  dollars  to  meet  fixed  overhead  and 
operating  costs.  Farming  is  a  way  of  life 
and  many  are  tied  to  the  land  by  a  long  heri¬ 
tage,  not  simply  by  dollars  and  cents.  Farm¬ 
ers  increase  their  output,  despite  lower  prices, 
in  an  effort  to  stay  on  the  land.  Many  farm¬ 
ers  are  still  on  the  land  because  of  increased 
land  values,  which  give  them  a  greater  bor¬ 
rowing  capacity. 

7.  Most  farmers  recognize  the  public  can¬ 
not  continue  to  make  large  Government  ex¬ 
penditures  to  acquire  large  stocks  of  surplus 
commodities  that  will  go  unused,  and  in¬ 
deed  are  expensive  to  store.  It  is,  there¬ 
fore,  in  the  public  interest  to  reduce  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  cost  of  supporting  farm  prices.  This 
can  be  done  only  by  reducing  the  cost  of 
acquiring,  storing  and  handling  surplus  pro¬ 
duction  of  commodities.  Supply  manage¬ 
ment  would  eventually  solve  this  problem. 

It  would  seem  that  farmers  must  seek  a 
balance  between  what  they  can  produce  and 
what  the  rest  of  the  Nation  can  use.  This 
balance  would  avoid  the  waste  of  soil  fertility 
and  waste  of  the  farmers’  expensive  efforts, 
and  this  balance  would  also  make  it  possible 
for  efficient  family  farmers  to  earn  incomes 
comparable  to  those  earned  in  nonfarm  oc¬ 
cupations. 

Most  Americans  approve  of  conservation 
and  the  wise  use  of  our  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources  and  the  adjustment  of  their  use  to 
the  conditions  of  today  and  the  potential 
needs  of  the  future.  This  is  also  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  as  it  insures  abundance  for  our 
children  as  well  as  ourselves. 

We  all  have  a  responsibility  in  correcting 
the  present  ills  of  American  agriculture,  just 
as  a  democracy  has  a  responsibility  to  help 
its  citizen  farmers  by  enacting  legislation 
that  will  allow  them  to  manage  their  in¬ 
dustry. 

The  human  element  of  the  farm  problem 
cannot  be  lost  in  the  flood  of  irresponsible 
words  and  action,  or  as  a  democracy  we 
will  be  throwing  away  the  very  thing  which 
has  made  our  Nation  stand  strong  and  fast. 

The  administration’s  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  will  help  the  farmer  stay  on  the 
land  and  in  his  community,  not  out  of  char¬ 
ity  and  sympathy,  but  out  of  recognition  that 
national  legislation  is  needed  to  solve  his 
problem.  In  so  doing  we  will  strengthen  our 
whole  economy  and  our  whole  Nation. 

The  administration's  bill,  despite  all  that 
has  been  written  against  it,  will  attempt  to 
curb  production  while  at  the  same  time  pro¬ 
tect  and  improve  the  income  of  the  farmer. 
It  may  not  be  a  perfect  bill,  but  it  comes 
closer  to  an  improvement  in  American  agri¬ 
culture  than  any  measure  yet  devised. 

It  should  be  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

It  should  have  the  support  of  the  Nation. 

It  deserves  both. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 


this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  30  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  30  min¬ 
utes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Roosevelt]. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and 
particularly  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  will  agree  that  there  is  evi¬ 
dence  before  his  committee  today  that 
the  great  chainstores  of  the  country 
are  already  getting  into  the  business  of 
integrating  the  livestock  business  of  this 
country.  They  are  in  the  dairy  business 
too. 

If  we  adopt  this  amendment,  I  submit 
that  every  chainstore  will  go  out  and 
buy  up  every  feed  lot  available  and  will 
get  into  the  business  of  raising  feed 
grains  across  the  country.  You  will  have 
an  integrated  system  of  food  supply 
owned  by  the  chainstores  from  the  cat¬ 
tle  until  the  housewife  buys  it.  There¬ 
fore,  speaking  simply  as  an  urban  Rep¬ 
resentative,  nonagricultural  expert,  I 
hope  this  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Sikes], 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support 
the  Abernethy  amendment.  I  try  to  be 
a  realist.  The  number  of  farmers  in  my 
district  declined  steadily  for  years  be¬ 
cause  they  couldn’t  make  a  living.  For 
years  we  in  the  South  were  dependent 
primarily  on  cotton,  peanuts,  and  to¬ 
bacco  for  cash  crops.  Under  the  system 
of  strict  acreage  controls  which  has  been 
in  effect  for  years,  our  allotments  have 
dwindled  to  the  point  that  many 
farmers  have  been  driven  from  the  land. 
Some  farmers  were  able  to  convert  to 
other  crops  to  supplement  their  income. 
They  turned  to  grain  and  livestock  pro¬ 
duction.  In  many  cases  these  have  be¬ 
come  the  fanner’s  principal  sources  of 
income.  We  still  are  a  grain  deficit  area, 
but  as  the  result  of  this  change  from 
cotton,  peanuts,  or  tobacco,  the  farm 
situation  has  been  improving. 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  feed  provi¬ 
sions  which  now  are  a  part  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  will  arbitrarily  close  the  door  for 
a  livelihood  which  has  been  opened  to 
many  farmers.  They  would  find  them¬ 
selves  faced  with  a  new  set  of  controls, 
new  limitations,  and  the  additional  haz- 
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ard  of  cross  compliance  to  jeopardize 
their  dependence  upon  other  crops. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  extremely 
reluctant  to  say  to  the  American  farm¬ 
er:  “You  cannot  even  grow  grain  on  your 
own  farm  to  feed  your  own  livestock.” 
I  know  some  controls  are  necessary.  But 
I  do  not  see  this  invasion  of  funda¬ 
mental  rights,  as  carried  in  this  bill, 
as  necessary.  I  know  it  is  not  desirable. 
In  this  we  are  going  a  long  way  from  the 
freedoms  of  which  we  have  so  long  been 
proud. 

The  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  is  one  of  the 
most  important  improvements  which  has 
been  suggested  to  this  bill.  I  hope  that 
it  carries.  The  livestock  farmer  has 
contributed  but  little  to  the  grain  sur¬ 
plus  problem.  Farmers  nationwide 
should  not  now  be  penalized  out  of  the 
opportunity  for  a  livelihood  which  grain 
and  livestock  production  affords  them. 
This  is  what  the  bill  may  do  unless  the 
Abernethy  amendment  is  adopted. 

The  importance  of  the  amendment  is 
not  limited  to  any  one  area.  It  is  a  pres¬ 
ervation  of  right  which  should  be  guar¬ 
anteed  to  every  American. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
IMr.  Jonas]. 

(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  members 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
are  badly  split  on  this  legislation.  In¬ 
deed,  I  understand  the  bill  was  voted 
out  of  committee  by  a  margin  of  only  one 
vote.  Since  I  do  not  have  the  privilege 
of  serving  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  therefore  did  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  sit  through  the  hearings 
and  listen  to  the  testimony  on  the  bill, 
I  confess  that  I  am  about  as  mixed  up 
in  my  feelings  concerning  this  legisla¬ 
tion  as  was  the  committee  itself.  And 
this  confusion  increases  as  the  debate 
progresses. 

Members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  for  whose  judgment  I  have 
profound  respect,  have  stood  on  this  floor 
and  stated  during  the  debate  that  failure 
to  enact  this  legislation  will  be  a  calam¬ 
ity  to  agriculture.  Of  course  anything 
that  is  calamitous  for  agriculture  will  be 
contrary  to  the  country’s  best  long- 
range  interest.  But  other  members  of 
the  committee,  for  whose  opinions  I  have 
equally  profound  respect,  have  stood  on 
this  floor  and  stated  during  the  debate 
that  this  bill  will  ruin  the  farmer  and 
that  it  gives  him  only  a  choice  between 
complete  regimentation  and  ruin,  and 
therefore  its  enactment  would  be  a  ca¬ 
lamity  to  agriculture.  I  have  already 
acknowledge  that  I  believe  anything  that 
is  calamitous  for  agriculture  will  not  be 
to  the  best  interest  of  the  country  as  a 
whole. 

I  received  one  of  those  famous  June  19 
letters  that  Secretary  Freeman  wrote  to 
a  selected  number  of  Congressmen.  In 
his  letter  the  Secretary  became  almost 
poetic  in  extolling  the  merits  of  this  bill. 
He  stated  categorically,  as  if  there  were 
no  room  for  debate  and  only  one  side  to 
the  question,  that  the  bill  will  solve  the 
farmer’s  problems,  save  the  taxpayers 
money,  make  rural  America  prosperous, 


and  at  the  same  time  keep  costs  low  for 
the  consumer.  Of  course  I  heard  those 
same  arguments  by  the  proponents  of 
farm  legislation  almost  every  year  since 
I  have  been  here.  But  no  one  has  been 
so  eloquent  and  so  categoric  in  his  claims 
as  the  Secretary  was  in  his  letter  to  me. 
The  clear  implication  from  his  letter  was 
that  disaster  would  result  unless  the 
House  approved  the  bill  as  it  came  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

But  now  lo  and  behold,  the  chairman 
of  that  committee,  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  and  friend  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley],  on  yesterday,  stated  that 
the  committee  was  prepared  to  accept  a 
number  of  amendments,  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  has  already  today  accepted 
many  amendments  which  have  made 
material  changes  in  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committeee.  This  certainly  gives 
me  the  right  to  question  whether  the 
bill  was  as  perfect  when  it  was  reported 
by  the  committee  as  it  was  represented 
to  be  by  Secretary  Freeman  and  other 
administration  spokesmen. 

So  with  all  of  the  contradictory  state¬ 
ments  and  allegations  about  this  bill  by 
people  who  are  experts  in  the  field  of 
farm  legislation,  the  issue  becomes  more 
confusing  as  the  debate  continues.  I 
have  about  concluded  that  the  bill  should 
be  recommitted  to  the  committee  for 
further  study,  following  which  a  clean 
bill  can  be  reported  in  order  that  those 
of  us  who  do  not  serve  on  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  may  have  an  opportunity 
to  know  all  that  is  in  the  revised  bill  and 
a  chance  to  study  the  provisions  that 
have  been  adopted  since  the  debate 
began. 

One  thing  this  debate  has  clearly 
shown,  and  that  is  that  there  is  no  uni¬ 
versal  opinion  on  what  is  in  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  all  of  the  people  in  our  country. 
What  seems  desirable  for  one  section  of 
the  country  seems  unfair  to  another. 
This  leads  me  to  raise  the  question 
whether  farm  legislation  can  be  enacted 
that  will  deal  fairly  with  all  people  en¬ 
gaged  in  farming  activities  and  at  the 
same  time  deal  fairly  with  other  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  who  process  and  sell  farm 
products  and  to  the  other  millions  who 
consume  them. 

Out  of  all  of  this  confusion,  two  things 
are  clear.  The  Government  of  the 
United  States  has  been  trying  for  years, 
through  control  legislation,  to  reduce  the 
accumulation  of  agricultural  surpluses. 
The  Government  of  the  Soviet  Union  has 
been  trying  for  years,  through  legisla¬ 
tion  and  decree,  to  increase  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  products.  Both  gov- 
erments  have  failed,  in  these  efforts. 
These  two  facts  lead  to  me  question 
whether  it  would  not  be  advisable  for 
governments  to  stay  out  of  the  business 
of  trying  to  control  agriculture. 

The  Abernethy  amendment  would  ex¬ 
tend  freedom  and  moves  in  the  direction 
of  eliminating  controls.  For  these  rea¬ 
sons  it  will  receive  my  support. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Marshall]. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 


Marshall]  may  have  the  time  allotted 
to  me. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  any  of  this  giving  of  time. 

(Mr.  MARSHALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

marks  j 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ments.  I  do  not  wish  to  create  chaos  in 
the  livestock  industry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Taylor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  for  presenting  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  agree  with  the  statement  that 
this  is  the  most  important  amendment 
that  has  been  presented  on  this  bill.  It 
is  very  vital  and  important  to  America’s 
livestock  industry  and  it  is  important 
to  the  livestock  industry  in  my  home 
district.  I  might  state  that  silage  is  our 
main  product,  and  it  is  all  used  at  home 
to  feed  livestock  on  the  farm. 

I  have  at  the  desk  an  amendment 
which  would  exempt  silage  from  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill  without  restricting  it 
to  the  1959-60  base.  If  this  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  adopted,  then  my  amendment 
will  not  have  to  be  presented. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  one  question.  Under 
your  amendment,  is  it  not  correct  that 
a  farmer  can  raise  as  much  silage  on 
his  own  farm  as  he  needs  to  feed  his 
own  stock? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  correct.  I 
am  supporting  this  amendment  because 
I  cannot  go  home  and  tell  my  livestock 
producers  that  they  cannot  produce 
enough  feed  on  their  own  farms  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  needs  of  their  own  live¬ 
stock. 

(Mr.  TAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Beermann]. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
1943  while  I  was  serving  in  the  Armed 
Forces  in  Africa  later  in  Europe,  my 
father  passed  away.  At  that  time  our 
farm  was  operated  under  a  court  order. 
My  father  left  our  farm  to  mother’s  life 
estate.  When  my  mother  pased  away  we 
again  operated  this  farm  under  a  court 
order.  My  father  had  always  said, 
“Never  break  up  this  farm.”  You  cannot 
farm  the  type  of  ground  that  we  farm 
without  some  heavy  equipment  and  it  is 
very  difficult  to  farm  150  or  200  acres  in 
our  part  of  Dakota  County,  Nebr.,  indi¬ 
vidually.  So  we  kept  our  farm  together. 
In  years  that  we  do  not  raise  enough  feed 
on  our  farm,  we  buy  from  our  neighbors. 
In  other  years  when  we  raise  too  much, 
we  sell  to  our  neighbors.  I  want  to  say 
to  you,  if  you  pass  this  farm  bill  as  it  is, 
or  even  with  the  amendments  which 
will  come  back  from  the  Senate  and 
House  conferees,  every  farm  in  the 
United  States  will  be  operating  under  a 
court  order;  and  I  am  completely  against 
it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
HarshaL 
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Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
livestock  industry  plays  an  important 
role  in  the  economy  of  my  district.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  I  do  not  wish  to  take  any  action 
here  which  would  jeopardize  that  indus¬ 
try  or  the  farmers  so  engaged  in  that 
industry.  But  while  I  have  the  greatest 
respect  for  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  and  I  can  see  consider¬ 
able  merit  in  his  amendment,  I  also  can 
see  considerable  merit  in  the  arguments 
of  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  would  like  to  take  this  time  to 
ask  the  gentl&nan  from  Mississippi  if 
he  would  accept  a  limitation  to  his 
amendment  so  that  everybody — the  doc¬ 
tors,  the  lawyers,  the  dentists,  and  so 
forth  could  not  get  into  the  livestock 
business,  if  his  amendment  is  adopted. 
Would  the  gentleman  entertain  a  limita¬ 
tion  in  his  amendment  limiting  this  to 
farmers,  livestock  farmers  who  have  a 
history,  or  who  have  been  engaged  in 
the  livestock  business  for  several  years? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  This  amendment 
of  mine  does  not  encourage  any  profes¬ 
sional  men  to  get  into  the  business  any 
more  than  they  could  come  into  it  now. 
All  I  am  trying  to  do  is  just  to  free  the 
livestock  people  from  controls.  That  is 
all  I  want  to  do. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  it  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  if  the  livestock  people  are 
freed  from  these  controls,  and  certainly 
I  do  not  approve  of  controls  and  I  want 
that  understood,  but  if  the  livestock  part 
of  the  agricultural  economy  is  free  from 
controls,  is  it  not  reasonable  to  assume 
that  everybody  is  going  to  try  to  get  into 
that  business? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  If  they  are  free 
from  control,  the  professional  people 
could  not  get  into  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 

[Ml’.  ABERNETHY], 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
with  all  deference  to  my  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Dent], 
his  amendment  has  absolutely  no  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  amendment  I  have  of- 
ered.  He  misinterprets  the  forepart  of 
the  amendment  which  strikes  the  title  of 
small  farm  exemptions.  It  is  true  the 
title  is  stricken,  but  the  small  farm  ex¬ 
emptions  are  clearly  left  in  the  bill.  My 
amendment  simply  adds  feed  for  feed¬ 
ing  on  the  farm  to  the  exemption  provi¬ 
sion.  It  leaves  the  small  farm  provision 
intact. 

Now  as  to  the  chain  stores,  with  all 
deference  to  the  remarks  made  by  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  chain  stores  can  get  into  the 
cattle  business  at  this  very  hour,  if  they 
want  to  get  into  it.  There  is  nothing  in 
my  amendment  which  encourages  them 
to  get  in  or  out  of  the  cattle  business. 

It  has  been  stated  over  and  over  again 
by  my  friends  to  my  left,  that  the  object 
of  this  bill  is  to  control  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry.  While  I  do  not  necessarily  agree 
with  that,  my  amendment  does  assure 
that  the  people  in  the  livestock  business 
will  not  be  controlled. 

It  is  just  fundamentally  wrong  to 
deny  a  man  the  privilege  of  raising  on 
his  farm  the  quantity  of  feed  needed  to 
feed  his  own  cattle,  his  own  dairy  herd, 
his  chickens,  his  hogs  and  his  billy  goats, 


if  he  has  any.  That  is  all  I  am  trying 
to  do. 

As  for  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jonas],  the  purpose  of  my  amendment 
is  to  keep  the  government  out  of  the  live¬ 
stock  industry,  which  is  in  keeping  with 
the  gentleman’s  philosophy.  So,  I  hope 
he  votes  for  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  glory 
in  the  eloquent  defense  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  has  made  for  the  small 
grain  farmer  who  wishes  to  feed  his 
grain  to  his  own  livestock,  and  I  com¬ 
mend  him  on  that  statement. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  did  not  pick  out 
the  small-sized  farmer,  I  just  said 
“farmer.” 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Put  it  either  way.  In 
good  conscience  can  we  support  a  bill 
which  grants  freedom  to  one  group  of 
grain  farmers  and  denies  freedom  to 
other  grain  farmers?  I  think  the  anom¬ 
alous  situation  we  have  before  us  illus¬ 
trates  the  utter  futility  of  supply 
management. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  been  trying  for  2  days  to  get  just 
a  little  time  and  now  I  have  a  very  lit¬ 
tle  time.  I  will  try  to  get  an  opportunity 
later  on  to  talk  in  more  detail  about 
some  of  these  things  that  are  bothering 
me  in  this  bill. 

I  would  just  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  whether  this  amendment 
would  not  also  discourage  further  Billie 
Sols? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  would  hope  so. 
I  am  not  after  Billie  Sol,  I  am  just  try¬ 
ing  to  take  care  of  the  small  farmer  and 
the  cattle  farmer. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Also,  if  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  prevailed  it  would 
have  the  effect  of  extending  rather  than 
curtailing. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Of  course  it  would. 
It  completely  eliminates  from  this  bill 
the  very  farmer  they  say  they  did  not 
intend  to  include,  that  is,  the  livestock 
farmer. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  But  generally 
speaking  when  we  have  extended  free¬ 
dom  and  production  we  have  extended  an 
opportunity  for  prosperity. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  cannot  imagine 
its  being  any  way  but  that. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  cannot  either. 
I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  for 
his  amendment  and  tell  him  that  I  shall 
support  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
come  from  a  rather  diversified  district, 
but  it  does  grow  about  $50  million  worth 
of  agricultural  products.  The  largest 
single  agricultural  product,  from  a 
monetary  standpoint,  is  livestock. 

The  livestock  men  of  my  district  have 
opposed  Government  controls  through¬ 


out  the  entire  period  of  time  during 
which  there  have  been  price  supports  on 
certain  other  agricultural  products. 
They  do  not  want  any  controls  or  price 
supports  on  livestock. 

In  my  opinion  the  bill  in  its  present 
form  would  indirectly  put  controls  on 
livestock  by  making  it  impossible  for 
stockmen  to  grow  sufficient  feed  for  their 
own  cattle. 

For  this  reason  I  support  the  Aber- 
nethy  amendment  in  order  to  be  sure 
that  no  controls  are  applied  to  livestock 
no  matter  what  happens  to  this  bill. 

I  am  opposed  to  H.R.  11222  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  House  must  recognize  by  this  time 
that  we  have  come  to  the  point  of  mak¬ 
ing  a  decision.  So  far  as  I  know  there 
is  not  a  Member  who  supports  the  bill 
who  has  spoken  in  behalf  of  the  Aber- 
nethy  amendment.  This  amendment  is 
clearly  an  effort  to  defeat  the  bill,  by 
making  it  ineffective. 

This  amendment  will,  of  course,  de¬ 
stroy  the  effectiveness  of  the  bill.  I  know 
that  many  of  you  have  come  to  me  and 
said:  “All  right,  let’s  strike  it  down,  go 
to  conference,  and  undo  it.”  I  do  not 
like  to  do  business  that  way;  I  do  not 
think  it  is  right  to  do  business  that  way. 

I  know  many  of  you  are  saying:  “Let’s 
send  anything  to  conference  and  bring 
back  what  we  want.”  That  is  not  the 
way  to  do  business.  That  is  not  the  way 
I  want  to  do  business.  I  want  to  do  busi¬ 
ness  in  an  honorable  way.  I  want  this 
House  to  say  manfully  that  it  favors 
some  real  effective  legislation  to  stop 
the  buildup  of  surplus  amounts  of  feed 
grains,  stop  the  drain  on  the  American 
taxpayer.  This  bill  as  written  will  do 
exactly  that.  With  this  amendment  it 
will  not  touch  three-fourths  of  the 
grain  production  of  the  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  NelsenL 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  Abernethy  amendment. 
I  speak  as  a  dairy  farmer  in  Minnesota. 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  if  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  this  kind  is  adopted,  you  will 
find  unlimited  numbers  of  people  mov¬ 
ing  into  the  dairy  business  and  the  cat¬ 
tle-feeding  business.  When  we  consider 
farm  legislation,  we  cannot  do  it  on  the 
basis  of  one  group  exempt  and  another 
not,  because  we  are  going  to  have  to  con¬ 
sider  this  on  the  basis  of  the  entire  agri¬ 
cultural  economy. 

After  listening  to  this  debate,  it  seems 
to  me  the  farmers  are  about  in  the  same 
circumstance  as  the  two  robins  flying- 
south.  Daddy  Robin  came  in  3  days 
late.  His  feathers  were  all  ruffled,  he 
looked  bad.  And  Mama  Robin  looked 
at  him,  and  he  said  to  her:  “I  know  what 
you  are  thinking,  but  it  is  not  so.  I  was 
flying  low  and  I  got  caught  in  a  badmin¬ 
ton  game.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  this  limited  time  I  do  not  think 
I  can,  in  a  minute  and  a  half,  add  any 
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contribution  that  would  be  worthwhile 
to  this  discussion,  except  to  say  I  think 
it  illustrates  very  clearly  that  a  matter 
cf  this  great  importance  to  the  farming 
industry  of  our  country  should  not  be 
written  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  and 
Members  should  not  be  confined  to  dis¬ 
cussions  of  a  minute  and  a  half. 

My  district  is  a  farming  district.  We 
raise  livestock,  I  raise  livestock.  I  have 
lived  there  all  my  life.  If  I  voted  to  say 
that  a  farmer  could  not  raise  the  feed 
on  his  farm  to  feed  his  livestock  I  would 
have  to  move,  and  I  do  not  want  to  move. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Andersen]. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  this  overall  bill  is  approved 
by  the  Congress,  it  still  will  be  subject 
to  a  referendum  of  the  fanners.  It 
must  be  approved  by  two-thirds  of  those 
voting  before  it  can  become  effective. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  many 
of  the  provisions  and  features  of  this 
bill,  and  I  firmly  believe  that  a  better  bill 
and  one  that  contains  less  objectional 
features  could  be  worked  out  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Therefore  I  shall  vote  to  re¬ 
commit  this  bill  in  order  that  it  can  be 
improved  by  providing  for  an  extension 
of  the  present  voluntary  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  believe  that  we  must  do  something  to 
curtail  the  tremendous  surpluses  of  feed 
grains  and  wheat  or  our  entire  livestock 
feeding,  poultry,  and  dairy  industries 
will  suffer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  am  opposed  to 
the  bill  in  its  present  form,  I  fear  that 
the  defeat  of  this  agricultural  bill  in  the 
Congress  might  well  spell  the  end  of 
farm  legislation  and  the  opportunity  to 
improve  or  to  write  better  farm  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  future. 

If  this  bill  is  approved  by  the  Congress, 
it  will  still  be  subject  to  a  referendum  of 
the  farmers  themselves  and  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  two-thirds  of  those  voting  be¬ 
fore  it  will  become  effective.  If  the 
farmers,  in  the  referendum,  vote  further 
restrictions  upon  themselves,  then  we 
shall  abide  by  their  decision.  If  the 
farmers  do  not  support  the  program  by 
the  necessary  two-thirds  majority  in 
the  referendum,  I  cannot  believe  that 
the  Congress  would  ever  allow  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  Nation  to  re¬ 
vert  to  the  programs  of  Ezra  Benson. 
Instead,  the  Congress  would  no  doubt 
enact  quickly  in  the  early  days  of  the 
next  session  an  extension  of  the  present 
voluntary  feed  grain  program. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
motion  to  recommit  for  improvement 
fails,  I  shall  vote  for  this  farm  bill,  un¬ 
less  so  many  amendments  proposing  ex¬ 
emptions  are  adopted  that  the  real  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
UllmanI. 

(Mr.  ULLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
we  will  consider  very  carefully  what  we 


are  doing  when  we  face  up  to  this  amend¬ 
ment.  We  are  actually  turning  the  clock 
back  50  years.  We  are  ignoring  all  of  the 
revolution  in  specialization  that  has  tak¬ 
en  place  in  American  agriculture. 

What  we  are  doing  is  saying  to  the 
legitimate  livestock  operation,  the  legiti¬ 
mate  poultry-raising  operation,  the  tur¬ 
key  raiser,  and  the  dairyman  who  can¬ 
not  raise  their  own  feed  but  must  buy  it 
on  the  market. 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  operators  I 
have  in  my  district.  I  think,  generally¬ 
speaking,  they  are  the  operators  that 
are  the  backbone  of  the  industry.  We 
are  saying  to  them.  You  are  going  to  be 
out  of  business  within  2  years,  because 
this  industry  is  going  to  shift  away  from 
you.  It  is  going  to  shift  the  farms — 
and  the  gigantic  new  farm  combinations 
that  will  come  into  being — farms  that 
raise  their  own  feed.  It  will  shift  there, 
because  they  can  raise  unlimited  feed 
under  the  terms  of  this  amendment  to 
feed  the  livestock,  the  chickens,  the 
turkeys,  and  the  dairy  cows. 

I  implore  you  to  consider  what  you  are 
doing.  Do  not  destroy  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry,  do  not  destroy  the  poultry  indus¬ 
try,  the  dairy  industry,  or  the  turkey 
industry,  because  that  is  certainly  what 
you  will  be  doing  if  you  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Conte]. 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  al¬ 
most  unbelievable  that  in  this  great 
democracy,  in  this  great  country  of  ours 
we  are  contemplating  an  amendment 
that  would  prevent  a  farmer  from  rais¬ 
ing  his  own  feed  grains  for  his  cattle 
and  poultry.  I  say  if  the  Abernethy 
amendment  is  not  adopted,  the  cattle 
farmer,  the  dairyman,  the  poultry  farm¬ 
er  will  feel  like  the  man  who  “feasted 
on  the  delights  of  sweet  anticipation,  but 
is  now  gnawing  on  the  cold  corncob  of 
stern  reality.”  This  is  ridiculous.  I  am 
opposed  to  this  bill  and  its  controls. 
What  do  the  controls  do?  Right  near 
my  home  in  New  York  State  a  man  by 
the  name  of  Jesse  R.  Stalker  of  Ravena, 
N.Y.,  was  fined  $20,899.90  because  he 
purchased  some  extra  cream  for  his 
customers  in  a  single  20-quart  can.  Had 
he  made  the  purchase  in  ten  2 -quart  cans 
he  would  have  been  exempt  from  the 
regulation.  If  this  fine  is  upheld,  Jesse 
R.  Stalker  and  four  of  his  sons  who  have 
been  brought  up  and  worked  on  their 
farm  all  their  lives  will  be  put  out  of 
business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  only  interested 
in  one  thing.  What  is  this  proposed  bill 
going  to  do  for  the  little  housewife  who 
goes  to  the  corner  butcher  shop  to  buy 
her  pork  chops,  her  hamburgers,  or  a 
small  steak  for  her  family?  It  is  going 
to  increase  the  price  of  her  food  for 
her  family,  it  is  going  to  increase  the 
price  of  the  bread  she  buys.  It  certainly 
is.  What  you  are  doing  is  passing  a 
sales  tax  on  food  that  the  little  wife  buys 
for  her  family.  I  think  it  is  high  time 
that  we  repeal  all  farm  legislation  and 
return  to  a  free  competitive  system. 


Today,  I  find  myself  in  a  position 
which  is  not  novel,  not  different,  and 
not  changed  from  the  quandary  in  which 
I  have  found  myself  when  considering 
farm  measures  each  year  since  I  came 
to  the  House. 

After  4  years,  I  am  still  eagerly  await¬ 
ing  the  opportunity  to  vote  for  a  farm 
bill  which  will  create  an  atmosphere 
favorable  to  the  farmers  in  my  district — 
the  very  specimen  of  farmer  which  this 
Congress,  the  past  administration,  and 
the  present  administration  want  so  much 
to  assist.  He  is  called,  in  the  political 
verbiage  of  the  day,  the  family  farmer. 
He  and  his  family  live  on  their  own 
farm,  and  his  sole  occupation  generally 
is  the  production  of  the  commodity  for 
which  his  land  is  best  suited,  whether 
it  be  grain,  tobacco,  potatoes,  or  dairy 
products.  He  does  not  have  a  gigantic 
farm,  nor  is  he  involved  in  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  subsidiary  enterprises.  His  in¬ 
come  is  certainly  not  large  by  middle 
western  standards,  but  he  loves  his  oc¬ 
cupation,  devotes  all  of  his  long  waking 
hours  to  it  and  is  a  resourceful  business¬ 
man  so  long  as  it  is  possible  for  him 
to  use  his  initiative  instead  of  being  set 
within  legal  bounds  in  which  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  wield  a  free  rein.  He  is  not 
yet  the  so-called  median  farmer  who 
perhaps  should  not  be  in  the  busihess 
at  all  for  obvious  economic  reasons. 
This,  I  think,  is  the  definition  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  farmer  in  the  First  Congressional 
District  of  Massachusetts. 

He  is  definitely  in  the  majority  in  New 
England,  and  he  is  the  farmer  who  I 
should  like  to  assist  and  preserve.  But 
I  do  not  feel  that  the  legislation  before 
this  House  today  is  of  benefit  to  the 
family  farmer.  On  the  contrary,  this 
legislation  puts  him  into  an  even  tighter 
strait  jacket.  It  regulates  and  regiments 
him  as  no  farm  legislation  has  ever  done 
before.  It  takes  money  from  his  pocket 
in  the  form  of  Federal  income  taxes  to 
pay  for  this  program  through  which  the 
big  agricultural  businessman  may  bene¬ 
fit.  It  takes  money  from  his  pocket  in 
the  form  of  higher  feed  costs  for  his  live¬ 
stock.  In  other  words,  he  is  hit  both 
coming  and  going.  Now  if  this  farm  bill 
was  brought  before  the  House  as  a 
measure  to  help  only  a  certain  group  of 
farmers,  the  specialists  and  the  great 
landowners,  then  it  might  be  a  different 
matter.  But  this  farm  program  is  ad¬ 
vertised  as  a  step  in  remedying  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  all  farmers  find  them¬ 
selves.  It  is  also  billed  as  a  step  toward 
decreasing  the  role  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  farm  economics.  Very  sim¬ 
ply,  I  just  do  not  buy  H.R.  11222  on  the 
face  value  of  these  claims.  The  pro¬ 
posals  to  increase  control  only  get  the 
Federal  Government  in  deeper,  and  the 
result  will  surely  be  a  continuance  of  the 
situation  we  experienced  last  year  and 
which  has  basically  been  with  us  ever 
since  World  War  H.  Agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  will  become  more  centralized 
and  the  farm  community  will  dwindle 
in  numbers  as  a  direct  result.  And  so, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  vote  for  this  legis¬ 
lation.  I  have  not  voted  for  similar  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  past,  even  when  a  member 
of  my  own  party  was  in  the  White  House. 
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When  the  efforts  of  the  enormous 
number  of  agricultural  economists,  the 
legislation  drafters  employed  by  the 
Federal  Government,  begin  to  be  directed 
by  the  philosophy  of  a  free  agricultural 
community,  then  I  can  stand  in  the  well 
of  the  House  and  support  legislation 
which  is  developed  toward  that  end. 
Certainly,  in  one  fell  swoop  we  are  not 
going  to  change  the  errors  of  a  genera¬ 
tion,  but  when  the  first  step  is  taken, 
I  shall  run  to  pull  the  bandwagon,  not 
just  to  jump  on  it. 

In  expressing  my  opposition  to  this 
bill,  I  am  not  solely  motivated  by  the 
deep  concern  I  have  for  the  farmers  in 
my  district.  The  entire  Nation  has  a 
great  stake  in  every  action  that  we  take 
to  regulate  agriculture.  Unfortunately 
the  consumers  of  this  country  do  not 
have  a  lobby  through  which  we  can  de¬ 
termine  their  feelings.  Nevertheless,  if 
it  were  possible  for  them  to  express  their 
opinion  dramatically,  I  think  they  would 
come  on  to  the  floor  of  this  House  and 
tear  up  this  bill  and  send  us  all  back  to 
formulate  a  program  which  would  allow 
prices  to  be  determined  by  the  workings 
of  a  free  economy.  I  think  every  house¬ 
wife  would  tell  us  that  her  husband’s  in¬ 
come  is  not  subsidized  by  the  Federal 
Government,  nor  is  he  limited  by  regula¬ 
tions  on  what  and  how  much  he  can  pro¬ 
duce,  and  how  much  time  he  shall  waste 
in  producing  nothing.  If  the  needs  of 
the  American  consumer  are  to  be  in  any 
way  correlated  with  this  program,  the 
only  way  that  I  can  see  to  do  it  is  to  give 
the  consumer  a  bigger  hole  in  his  dough¬ 
nut. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  my  sincere  convic¬ 
tion  that  those  who  are  affected  most  by 
this  legislation  want  it  least.  If  the  buck 
can  be  passed  to  the  farmers  for  first 
inspiring  the  Federal  Government  to  get 
into  the  economics  of  agriculture,  then 
I  think  it  is  a  fair  evaluation  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  to  say  that  the  farmer  has  had 
enough.  Unfortunately,  it  is  not  up  to 
him  to  change  the  course;  it  is  up  to  us. 
Let  us  begin  by  rejecting  H.R.  11222  and 
its  philosophy  of  more  control,  more  reg¬ 
ulation,  more  regimentation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Jennings]. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  there  is  one  thing  in  particular 
that  needs  clearing  up,  and  that  is  this: 
We  are  not  saying  in  the  defeat  of  this 
amendment  that  the  grain  which  is 
grown  on  the  farm  cannot  be  fed  to  the 
livestock  on  that  farm.  We  are  merely 
saying  that  you  cannot  raise  an  un¬ 
limited  amount  of  grain  and  feed  it  to 
unlimited  livestock  on  any  farm.  Now, 
that  is  exactly  what  it  amounts  to.  The 
passage  of  this  amendment  absolutely 
freezes  and  puts  out  of  business  those 
small  farmers  who  are  now  in  business, 
who  may  wish  to  stay  in  business,  and  it 
puts  into  business  all  of  the  integrated 
operations  that  we  can  possibly  think 
of.  Every  large  single-crop  farmer  will 
fence  off  about  10  acres  over  in  the  cor¬ 
ner  of  his  section  and  he  will  feed  and 
feed  and  feed,  and  it  will  have  a  dis¬ 


astrous  effect  on  the  livestock  industry 
in  about  2  years.  And,  the  only  people 
in  the  dairy  industry  that  can  possibly 
survive  are  those  who  are  under  the 
Federal  marketing  orders. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  the  defeat  of 
this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey], 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
claim  my  part,  even  though  it  is  only 
a  minute  and  a  half,  in  this  discussion. 
I  am  concerned  over  the  family-size 
farm.  I  am  particularly  concerned  with 
the  dairy  industry  in  the  State  of  West 
Virginia  and  in  my  district.  I  think 
this  would  hold  them  to  their  acreage 
allotment  for  the  1959  to  1960  period  and 
would  tend  to  do  something  that  those 
members  on  the  committee  who  drafted 
this  legislation  had  no  conception  of.  It 
would  cause  the  greatest  rush  to  put 
acres  which  they  cannot  utilize  for  this 
kind  of  crop  into  farmland.  Nobody 
ever  gave  any  thought  to  what  it  will 
cost  the  Government  for  additional  acrer 
age  that  is  going  into  the  soil  bank  which 
will  be  reactivated.  This  is  going  to 
prevent  any  progress  at  all  in  the  live¬ 
stock  and  the  dairy  industry  if  those 
rigid  controls  are  confined  to  the  1959  to 
1960  period. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Jennings]  will  have  an 
amendment  to  offer.  I  am  going  to  with¬ 
hold  any  further  comment  on  my 
decision  until  I  see  what  kind  of  an 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
offers  to  this  section. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall 
be  very  brief.  I  think  the  House  under¬ 
stands  the  situation  and  the  importance 
of  the  proposition  now  under  considera¬ 
tion.  I  do  want  to  emphasize,  however, 
just  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  did,  that  those  who  have  spoken 
in  behalf  of  the  Abernethy  amendment 
have  been  opposed  to  the  bill  all  along. 
I  hope  that  this  House  will  stand  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  defeat 
this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Dent]  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Abernethy]  . 

The  substitute  amendment  to  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Johnson  of 
Wisconsin:  Page  82,  line  2,  immediately  be¬ 
fore  the  period  insert  the  following:  “,  and 
during  the  six-month  period  thereafter”. 

Page  82,  line  6,  after  “1963”,  insert  the 
following:  “and  during  the  six-month  period 
thereafter,”. 

Page  82,  line  10,  after  “1963”,  insert  the 
following:  “and  for  the  six-month  period 
thereafter,”. 


Page  82,  line  17,  after  “1963”,  insert  the 
following:  “and  of  the  six-month  period 
thereafter,”.  , 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  the  Dairy  Subcommit¬ 
tee  considered  this  particular  section  of 
the  voluntary  dairy  program,  it  was  the 
idea  of  the  subcommittee  that  it  would 
run  for  a  full  year.  That  was  in  March 
of  this  year.  It  is  now  June,  and  it  will 
be  October  1  before  the  Department  can 
put  it  into  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  this  amendment 
proposes  to  do  is  to  have  the  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  run  from  October  1  of  this  year  to 
October  of  1963. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  per¬ 
sonally  have  no  objection  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  have  discussed  with  sev¬ 
eral  members  of  the  committee,  but  I 
am  not  authorized  by  the  committee  to 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  substitute  amendment  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hemphill  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin:  On  page  81, 
strike  out  line  22  through  line  25;  and  strike 
out  all  of  pages  82,  83,  84,  85,  86,  87,  and 
lines  1,  2,  and  3,  on  page  88. 

This  strikes  out  all  of  subtitle  C. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to  knock 
out  a  provision  that  is  not  in  the  Senate 
bill  and  has  no  business  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  puts  the  U.S.  Government  into 
the  dairy  business  in  the  most  ridiculous 
way  you  can  possibly  imagine.  We  all 
know  that  at  the  present  time  they  are 
getting  a  75-percent  support  price  on 
milk.  I  believe  a  year  ago  the  milk  sup¬ 
port  price  was  raised,  in  January,  to  such 
an  extent  that  we  have  been  flooded  with 
milk  and  cheese  and  buttter,  which  are 
in  the  warehouses  of  this  country  today. 
The  American  taxpayer  is  paying  for  it, 
because  the  support  price  was  raised  and 
because  there  was  a  surplus  at  that  time 
and  there  has  been  a  surplus  since. 

Now  we  have  the  proposition  that  in 
addition  to  the  raised  support  price  we 
are  going  to  go  down  and  say  to  the 
farmer,  “For  a  certain  part  of  your  pro¬ 
duction  we  are  going  to  pay  you  $2.50  a 
hundredweight  and  then  what  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  do  is  to  continue  the  support  price 
on  the  other.  You  can  go  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  to  that  extent  and  sell  your  cows 
down  the  street  to  the  other  fellow,  who 
goes  into  production  and  will  get  this 
support  price.” 

We  will  have  more  butter,  we  will  have 
more  cheese,  we  will  have  more  cream. 
We  will  pay  more  for  storage  and  the 
little  farmer  whom  they  claim  they  are 
trying  to  help  is  the  one  who  will  grad¬ 
ually  be  put  out  of  the  dairy  business. 
This  has  no  business  in  this  legislation. 
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this  dairy  provision.  It  was  not  in  the 
Senate  bill.  This  was  not  the  proposal 
of  the  administration.  It  is  being  put  in 
here,  I  submit,  merely  to  try  to  give  a  sop 
to  the  dairy  farmer  when,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  is  a  ridiculous  proposition. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  do  you  say  here? 
What  you  say  is  that  we  are  going  to 
pay  you  to  go  out  of  production.  Who 
is  going  to  keep  the  books  and  how  much 
is  it  going  to  cost?  Not  only  who  is  go¬ 
ing  to  keep  the  books  and  how  much  is 
it  going  to  cost,  but  how  much  is  this 
going  to  encourage  actual  cheating? 
Talk  about  scandal;  you  will  really  have 
it  here. 

Who  is  going  to  keep  track  of  a  man? 
He  is  going  to  produce  more  milk  if  he 
wants  to.  He  can  give  it  to  the  church, 
to  get  credit,  or  he  can  give  it  to  some¬ 
body  else  down  the  road  to  sell  at  a 
cheap  price,  or  he  can  black-market  it. 
It  is  impossible  of  administration.  The 
theory  is  ridiculous.  You  do  not  know 
how  much  it  is  going  to  cost. 

I  believe  my  amendment  is  a  good 
amendment. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  offering  his  amend¬ 
ment.  We  have  had  so  much  discus¬ 
sion  here  yesterday  and  today  about 
controls  and  how  foolish  it  is  to  have  a 
voluntary  program.  This  program 
simply  says  to  farmer  X,  “You  can  cut 
your  production  10  to  20  percent  and  we 
will  pay  you.”  It  says  to  farmer  B,  “You 
can  increase  your  production  10  to  20 
times  and  you  will  still  get  a  support 
price.”  What  will  happen?  The  dairy 
program  is  going  to  cost  approximately 
half  a  billion  dollars  plus  about  $250 
million  for  the  lunch  program.  This 
will  add  about  another  half  a  billion 
dollars. 

I  believe  this  should  be  deleted  from 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  believe  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  not  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
other  body;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  That  is  correct.  It 
has  no  place  in  this  bill.  I  am  not  a 
member  of  the  committee,  but  I  under¬ 
stand  it  was  put  in  at  the  last  minute. 
I  do  not  want  to  go  behind  the  executive 
curtain  of  the  committee.  But  it  was 
just  put  in  and  it  is  ridiculous.  Can 
anybody  in  this  House  tell  me  of  any 
testimony  in  support  of  this  proposition? 
There  is  no  such  testimony  in  the  record. 
Is  there  anybody  in  the  House  who  can 
tell  me  what  it  is  going  to  cost?  Can 
anybody  tell  me  whether  there  has  been 
one  estimate  as  to  how  much  it  is  going 
to  cost  the  taxpayers?  If  somebody  can 
tell  me  that,  I  would  like  to  have  it. 
This  is  just  a  “Blind  Tom”  proposition. 
We  are  going  to  reach  into  the  taxpayers’ 
pocket  for  something.  The  taxpayers 
do  not  want  it  and  the  milk  people  do  not 
want  it. 

I  know  we  need  a  farm  bill.  I  want 
to  control  the  large  surpluses  in  feed 


grain  that  are  costing  so  much  in  sup¬ 
port  and  storage.  We  have  a  deficit 
feed  grain  area  where  I  live.  The  40- 
acre  provision  and  other  provisions 
adopted  today  will  help  us.  The  silage 
amendment,  for  which  I  intend  to  vote, 
will  help.  We  must  take  a  choice  on 
feed  grains;  either  support  and  controls, 
or  no  support  and  no  controls.  That  is 
a  choice  the  farmer  is  entitled  to,  the 
American  taxpaying  public  must  insist 
upon. 

Here  we  deal  with  dairy  production. 
I  wish  we  could  get  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  out  of  the  dairy  aspect  of  agricul¬ 
ture  altogether.  I  suspect  that  the  re¬ 
duction  of  support  prices  would  be  the 
best  way  to  cure  the  surplus  problem, 
and  relieve  the  taxpayers  from  the  high 
cost  of  supports,  storage,  and  the  inci¬ 
dental  waste  now  present  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  know  of  no  dairy  farmer  in  my 
section  of  the  country  who  benefits  ma¬ 
terially  from  the  present  program,  or 
who  will  benefit  from  the  ridiculous  pro¬ 
gram  proposed  in  this  bill. 

Now,  I  believe  in  support  for  cotton, 
tobacco,  and  the  like,  where  we  have 
controls.  But  if  we  are  going  to  have 
supports  we  must  have  controls,  as  little 
as  I  like  controls.  I  want  to  keep  the 


Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  take  it  that  the  vol¬ 
untary  program  for  the  dairy  industry 
has  worked? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  well  knows,  feed 
grains  had  2  years  of  a  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  before  we  put  them  under  a  com¬ 
pulsory  program.  We  are  giving  the 
dairy  industry  a  chance  to  try  to  see  if 
they  can  get  their  production  down  un¬ 
der  the  voluntary  program.  They  are 
only  9  percent  over.  The  ASC  people  in 
Wisconsin  have  told  me  if  they  had  this 
program  they  could  go  out  and  sell  the 
farmers  on  it.  The  men  who  are  op¬ 
posed  to  it  are  the  men  who  are  proc¬ 
essing  butter  and  cheese  and  selling  it 
to  the  Government.  If  you  want  more 
butter  and  cheese  in  Government  ware¬ 
houses,  vote  against  my  amendment.  If 
you  want  to  cut  down  on  the  amount  in 
Government  warehouses,  vote  against 
the  substitute  and  for  my  amendment. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  If  we  adopt  this  volun¬ 
tary  program,  we  will  still  have  the  same 
section  of  the  law  under  which  profits 
are  made  by  the  processors?  As  a  mat- 


little  dairy  farmer  in  the  deficit  area 
bill.  My  amendment  will  do  that.  I 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
substitute. 

I  am  afraid  that  my  good  friend  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hemphill]  is  not  as 
much  interested  in  the  dairy  farmer  as 
he  is  in  some  of  the  big  processors.  I 
realize  that  the  big  processors  are 
against  this  program  because  under  the 
program  they  are  not  going  to  have  as 
much  milk  to  process  and  to  sell  to  the 
Federal  Government.  Under  this  pro¬ 
gram  the  Government  is  going  to  save 
$1.74  on  every  100  pounds  of  milk  that 
is  taken  out  of  production.  If  you  want 
to  save  some  money  vote  against  the 
substitute  and  vote  for  my  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  here  a  list  of  a 
few  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corp.  pur¬ 
chases  of  dairy  products  to  support  prices 
of  milk  and  butter  fat,  in  the  calendar 
year  1961. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  that  list  at  this  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  table  follows: 


ter  of  fact,  does  not  this  really  go  to  the 
processors? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  If  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  had  listened  to 
my  speech  made  on  the  first  day  the  bill 
was  up,  he  would  have  heard  that  the 
dairy  farmers  in  western  Wisconsin  were 
making  about  40  cents  an  hour  at  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  I  do  not  think  my  own 
fanners  are  going  to  want  to  increase 
their  herds  much  more  to  work  for  40 
cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
•will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
11222  and  particularly  in  support  of  the 
dairy  section  of  the  bill,  and  the  Johnson 
amendment  before  us.  Other  speakers 
have  addressed  the  House  today  with 
great  knowledge  and  precision  on  the 
overall  bill  and  I  would  like  to  take  only 
a  short  time  to  express  my  interest  and 
concern  that  the  dairy  provision  of  this 
bill  be  passed. 

Anyone  who  has  studied  the  record 
of  dairy  this  year  is  well  aware  of  the 
serious  crisis  facing  America’s  dairy 


[In  pounds] 


Company 

Butter 

Cheese 

Milk— Extra  grade 

TT.S.  grade 
A  or  higher 

U.S.  grade 
B 

U.S.  grade 
A  or  higher 

Process 

Spray 

Roller 

Armour  &  Co.,  Chicago,  Ill . . 

13, 393, 812 
21, 184, 070 
55, 075, 063 

37, 933 
129, 152 
1,735,831 

1, 201, 353 

672, 000 

7, 259, 107 
8, 414, 515 

Berkshire  Foods,  Inc.,  Chicago,  Ill _ 

4, 247, 136 
28, 266,  909 

1, 598, 246 
34,286 
8, 545, 120 

14, 616, 000 
17, 438, 400 

4, 359, 600 

L.  D.  Schreiber  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill . . . . . . 

10, 592, 636 
6, 241,  720 
5,  543,  928 

14, 761, 430 

1,511,669 
2, 461, 033 
335, 232 

420, 268 

Sugar  Creek'  Creamery,  Omaha,  Nebr_ 
Swift  &  Co.,  Chicago,  111 _ _ _ 

107, 400 

Weinberg  Bros.  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill . . 

126,  792, 655 

6, 631, 118 

43, 893, 050 

37, 086, 000 

15, 781, 022 
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farmers.  With  a  production  increase 
2  billion  pounds  and  a  fallout  of  con¬ 
sumption  the  individual  farmer  is  in 
serious  trouble.  Moreover  an  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  law  by  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Freeman  has  compounded  to 
some  extent  the  problem  the  farmer 
faces.  To  illustrate  how  difficult  the 
situation  is,  I  think  the  House  may  be 
interest  in  the  findings  of  a  poll  I  took 
in  February.  I  asked:  If  faced  with  this 
alternative;  would  you  rather  have  milk 
supported  at  75  percent  of  parity  or 
would  you  rather  participate  in  a  supply 
management  program  involving  produc¬ 
tion  quotas?  Of  those  polls,  50.7  favored 
lower  support  while  49.3  favored  produc¬ 
tion  quotas.  I  believe  this  almost  per¬ 
fect  split  of  views  reflects  the  confusion 
of  farmers  in  the  difficult  situation  they 
are  facing. 

This  is  not  only  a  problem  for  the  in¬ 
dividual  dairy  farmer,  however,  it  is  a 
national  problem.  The  dairy  industry 
is  the  backbone  industry  of  Wisconsin. 
In  many  senses  as  the  dairy  farmer  goes 
so  goes  the  economy  of  Wisconsin  and 
a  number  of  States  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion  are  similarly  dependent  upon  this 
section.  Moreover,  dairy  production  has 
been  and  continues  to  be  one  of  our 
greatest  assets — it  is  *used  in  food  for 
peace,  domestic  and  foreign  school  lunch 
programs,  and  for  welfare  purposes  both 
at  home  and  abroad — it  is  unsurpassed 
in  importance. 

I  would  like  to  review  briefly  the  his¬ 
tory  of  this  year’s  proposals  on  dairy.  It 
is  clear  to  anyone  who  studies  this  his¬ 
tory  that  the  diary  farmer  has  been 
treated  poorly  from  beginning  to  end  and 
that  the  proposal  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day  is  only  the  last  of  a  series  of  retreats 
made  in  the  face  of  strong  opposition  by 
men  either  too  concerned  with  so-called 
economy  or  unaware  of  the  damage  they 
are  doing  to  this  vital  industry. 

To  begin  with  the  administration  an¬ 
nounced  that  it  believed  that  the  law 
required  that  price  supports  be  reduced 
to  75  percent  of  parity  this  year.  This 
interpretation  was  made  in  all  fairness 
and  with  great  integrity.  I  do  not  doubt 
the  sincerity  of  the  interpretation.  Say¬ 
ing  this,  however,  does  not  mean  that 
this  decision  was  not  controversial.  For 
I  believe  that  the  law  did  not  require 
such  action,  that  in  fact  price  supports 
could,  within  a  fair  interpretation  of 
existing  statute  have  been  continued  un¬ 
til  April  1,  1963,  at  least. 

I  recognize  that  the  law  states  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  to  main¬ 
tain  price  supports  above  75  percent  of 
parity  only  if  such  a  level  is  necessary  to 
assure  an  adequate  supply.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  evidence  now  available  is  suf¬ 
ficiently  clear  to  indicate  that  the  dairy 
industry  is  in  a  situation  of  longrun 
oversupply  which  would  necessitate  a  re¬ 
duction  in  supports.  Furthermore,  the 
Agriculture  Act  of  1954  assures  stabili¬ 
zation  of  dairy  economy  at  a  level  which 
would  provide  a  fair  return  to  dairy 
farmers  for  their  labor  and  investments 
when  compared  with  the  case  of  things 
that  they  buy. 

Since  it  is  apparent  that  there  can  be 
more  than  one  interpretation  of  the  law 
I  wrote  to  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Or¬ 


ville  Freeman  on  March  17,  1962,  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  administration  resolve 
the  matter  on  the  safe  side  and  in  favor 
of  the  dairy  farmer.  The  final  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  requirements  of  the  law 
could  then  have  been  left  to  the  courts. 

Unfortunately,  my  suggestion  was  not 
accepted  Moreover,  the  administra¬ 
tion  proposal  to  support  prices  at  the 
present  levels  until  the  end  of  the  year 
failed  of  support  by  both  committees  of 
the  House  and  Senate.  In  the  House 
every  Republican  on  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee,  plus  six  others  voted 
against  the  dairy  farmer.  My  own  pro¬ 
posal  to  extend  supports  for  a  full  year 
until  April  1963  also  was  not  accepted. 
Dairy  prices  fell  by  over  9  percent  when 
on  April  1,  1962,  price  supports  fell  to 
75  percent  of  parity. 

Within  this  discouraging  setting  of 
falling  of  prices  the  dairy  farmer  has  had 
to  accept  one  defeat  after  another  on 
administration  proposals.  Initially,  the 
program  presented  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  supply  and  management, 
though  involving  controls,  would  have 
done  much  to  maintain  dairy  income. 
As  you  know  this  proposal  failed  of  sup¬ 
port  in  both  Senate  and  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committees. 

After  this,  proposals  which  were  a  re¬ 
treat  from  the  initial  position  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committees.  Moving  down 
one  notch  the  substitute  proposal  involv¬ 
ing  less  control  and  to  extend  for  only 
1  year  would  have  limited  quotas  to  1961 
production.  This  proposal  was  also  re¬ 
jected  by  the  committees.  In  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  bill  was  reported  on  April  27,  1962, 
with  absolutely  no  provisions  for  the 
dairy  farmer.  Moreover  the  Proxmire- 
Humphrey  proposal — another  temporary 
proposal  for  2  years — was  also  rejected. 
Finally,  in  the  Senate,  Senator  Mc¬ 
Carthy  as  a  last  ditch  effort,  proposed 
a  dairy  amendment  which  embodied  the 
language  of  the  section  we  are  consid¬ 
ering  today.  This,  too,  was  defeated  in 
the  Senate. 

Now  the  House  is  considering  a  min¬ 
imal  temporary  proposal.  The  proposal 
is  by  no  means  ideal  but  it  is  a  first  step 
to  attempting  to  help  the  farmer  and 
this  vital  industry.  As  you  know  the 
bill  involves  no  referendum  and  no  com¬ 
pulsion.  According  to  estimates  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  it  would  cost 
no  more  than  the  present  dairy  program 
under  which  the  Government  is  required 
to  support  dairy  products  at  $3.11  per 
hundredweight  with  unlimited  produc¬ 
tion. 

Moreover,  depending  upon  the  number 
who  volunteered  to  participate  in  this 
program  it  is  possible  that  between  $150 
and  $200  million  of  taxpayers  funds 
which  under  the  existing  system  go  into 
storage  go  to  the  farmer  directly,  with¬ 
out  any  additional  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

I  will  not  go  further  into  this  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  already  been  admirably 
covered  by  my  colleague  from  Wisconsin, 
the  chairman  of  the  Dairy  Subcommittee, 
Lester  Johnson.  His  hard  work  in  be¬ 
half  of  this  bill  deserves  the  praise  of  all 
Members  of  the  House  and  also,  espe¬ 
cially  of  those  who  have  a  special  interest 
in  dairy. 


Let  me  make  only  this  general  state¬ 
ment.  If  we  are  to  be  faithful  to  the 
basic  principle  that  men  working  in  the 
United  States  should  be  given  an  ade¬ 
quate  payment  for  their  work,  we  must 
do  something  to  improve  the  situation 
in  dairy.  I  need  not  quote  statistics 
which  demonstrate  conclusively  that  in 
many  parts  of  Wisconsin  farmhands  and 
farmers  are  earning  less  than  50  cents  an 
hour.  Leaving  aside  fair  return  on  their 
capital  investment,  these  people, 
mothers,  fathers,  children  and  relatives 
have  been  working  to  maintain  the 
family  farm — and  they  have  not  been 
getting  a  fair  deal,  nor  have  they  been 
adequately  paid.  I  would  urge  on  the 
basis  of  fairness,  American  tradition 
and  the  contribution  this  industry  makes 
to  the  American  economy  that  this 
minimal  first  step  proposal  be  adopted. 

In  speaking  today  I  have  continually 
used  the  phrase  “first  step.”  I  say  this 
only  because  I  believe  that  in  many 
senses  we  have  taken  a  very  shortsighted 
view  of  agricultural  problems  in  general 
and  dairy  in  particular.  Anyone  who  is 
familiar  with  the  incompetence  of  the 
Communists  in  the  agricultural  field, 
upon  reflection  is  amazed  at  the  way  we 
treat  our  own  agricultural  problems.  In 
Russia,  China,  and  many  of  the  rest  of 
the  Soviet  bloc  the  unending  problem  is 
the  failure  of  agriculture  to  respond  to 
totalitarian  methods.  There  are  no  sur¬ 
pluses  in  the  Communist  world.  Rather 
the  problem  is  hunger,  starvation,  and 
refugees  who  are  looking  for  food. 

Contrast  the  great  success  of  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture.  Our  problem  is  sur¬ 
pluses.  It  seems  to  me  that  humani- 
tarianism  would  have  us  use  our  great 
surpluses  in' a  constructive  way  to  meet 
the  demand  of  hungry  people  around  the 
world.  Already  food  for  peace  is  doing 
much  in  this  regard  but  it  is  not  enough. 
It  seems  to  me  that  wise  approaches  to 
the  cold  war  would  suggest  that  we 
should  use  our  abundance  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  great  success  of  the  American 
economy.  Most  ■  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  are  more  concerned  with  increasing 
agricultural  production  than  with  any 
other  side  of  the  economy.  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  we  hold  high  the  banner  of 
American  agriculture  by  contrasting  our 
surpluses  with  the  Soviet’s. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  wise  way — 
and  the  economical  way — to  wage  the 
battle  of  peace  would  be  to  make  use  of 
our  existing  capacity.  One  aspect  of  this 
capacity  is  the  fertile  land  available  for 
production  in  America.  Another  is  the 
know-how  in  agriculture  which  we  have 
accumulated  over  the  years.  A  third  is 
the  ability,  creativity,  and  hard  work  of 
American  farmer’s. 

I,  for  one,  would  urge  a  massive  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  food-for-peace  program  uti¬ 
lizing  the  benefits  and  powers  of  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture.  Rather  than  spend 
money  on  more  guns  in  the  foreign-aid 
program  I  would,  suggest  that  it  would  be 
cheap,  efficient,  and  effective  to  expand 
the  production  of  agriculture  in  many 
areas.  The  most  obvious  of  these  areas 
would  be  the  dairy  industry.  And  as 
many  know,  I  have  suggested  a  sevm- 
point  expansion  for  the  food-for-peace 
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program  in  order  to  make  a  more  crea¬ 
tive  use  of  our  abundance. 

I  will  not  dwell  today  on  the  need  for  a 
wiser  use  of  dairy  and  other  products  in 
the  foreign-policy  field.  Let  me  conclude 
only  with  the  thought  with  which  I  be¬ 
gan.  Today’s  bill  and  the  dairy  provi¬ 
sions  especially  are  only  a  first  step.  If 
we  are  to  take  further  steps  and  we  are 
to  be  reasonable  and  fair  in  our  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  dairy  farmer,  we  cannot  pass 
legislation  which  ignores  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry. 

(Mr.  KASTENMEIER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
not  heard  from  the  processors  opposing 
this  section  in  Wisconsin.  Apparently 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Johnson]  has  heard  from  the  processors. 
I  have  not.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have 
not  heard  from  anyone  in  Wisconsin 
either  for  or  against  this  particular 
dairy  section.  As  to  the  voluntary  dairy 
program  that  is  proposed  here,  there  is 
serious  question  in  my  mind  as  to 
whether  this  will  or  can  get  the  com¬ 
pliance  necessary  to  reduce  milk  produc¬ 
tion,  but  I  do  not  believe  it  will  hurt 
the  present  program.  I  had  hoped  the 
committee  would  set  a  minimum  price 
support  for  milk  for  this  marketing  year 
of  at  least  $3.25  for  3.82  milk. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  May  I 
tell  the  gentleman  that  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  we  were  unable  to  get  a  majority  of 
the  subcommittee  to  favor  the  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  submitted  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  committee,  realizing 
the  great  surplus,  thought  we  had  better 
have  some  kind  of  program.  That  is  the 
reason  we  came  out  with  this  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hemphill], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Abbitt)  ,  there 
were — ayes  86,  noes  108. 

So  the  substitute  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

(Mr.  ANFUSO  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Cooley)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  ANFUSO.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
representative  from  a  big-city  district 
where  the  bread-and-butter  problem  is 
a  daily  struggle,  I  am  very  much  per¬ 
turbed  over  the  regional  and  sectional 
approach  to  the  farm  bill.  I  served  as 
a  member  of  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  for  4  years,  from  1955  to  1958  in¬ 
clusive,  and  was  chairman  of  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  consumer  problems.  It  was 
my  attitude  then,  and  it  is  my  attitude 
today,  that  we  must  approach  the  farm 
situation  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  en¬ 
tire  Nation  and  for  the  good  of  the  whole 


country.  In  other  words,  we  must  dis¬ 
cuss  it  and  vote  upon  it  as  Americans, 
and  not  from  a  narrow  sectional  view¬ 
point  or  the  limited  interests  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  group. 

In  determining  food  and  agriculture 
policies  for  our  Nation,  the  Congress  has 
an  obligation  to  two  vital  segments  of 
our  society:  To  those  who  produce  food, 
and  to  those  who  buy  it  in  retail  markets, 
namely,  the  consumers.  The  two  seg¬ 
ments  are  not  of  equal  size.  There  are 
more  food  buyers  than  growers — far 
more.  Our  farms  are  manned  by  only  8 
percent  of  our  population. 

Under  our  form  of  government,  92  per¬ 
cent  of  the  people  may  impose  their  will 
upon  8  percent,  if  they  so  desire.  Yet, 
if  that  will  is  one  which  diminishes  the 
8  percent  economically,  socially,  and  po¬ 
litically,  the  92  percent  suffer  unfavor¬ 
able  repercussions.  On  the  other  hand, 
a  disregard  for  the  general  welfare  by 
the  minority  also  affects  the  whole  of 
the  society. 

I  believe  it  to  be  the  task  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  help  producers  and  consumers 
reconcile  their  interests  and  their  needs, 
to  help  them  find  the  common  ground 
on  which  each  group  may  make  its  max¬ 
imum  contribution,  for  the  welfare  of  all. 
We  are  debating  the  idea  of  equally  dis¬ 
tributing  among  producers  of  food  com¬ 
modities  now  in  oversupply  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  supply  management. 

From  the  consumer’s  point  of  view 
logical  questions  concerning  this  supply 
management  procedure  can  be  raised, 
such  as: 

First.  Will  such  a  program  result  in 
scarcity? 

Second.  Will  such  a  program  result  in 
higher  prices  for  meat,  dairy  products, 
bread,  and  other  foods,  thereby  drasti¬ 
cally  limiting  the  diets  of  millions  of  our 
people  or  force  them  to  spend  dispropor¬ 
tionate  shares  of  their  income  for  food? 

The  questions  about  possible  scaricty 
and  prices  must  be  asked  and  answered, 
if  we  are  to  attain  a  satisfactory  solu¬ 
tion.  President  Kennedy,  in  requesting 
farm  and  food  policy  action  by  this  Con¬ 
gress,  emphasized  two  goals: 

First,  making  maximum  use  of  our 
productive  abundance  to  advance  the 
cause  of  peace  and  freedom  throughout 
the  world ;  to  assure  Americans  of  a  high 
standard  of  living;  and  to  provide  an  im¬ 
portant  weapon  against  poverty  and  dis¬ 
ease. 

Second,  finding  a  balance  between 
production  and  demand  that  will  avoid 
waste  of  private  effort  and  public  re¬ 
sources. 

The  scarcity  •  idea  was  vigorously  op¬ 
posed  by  the  President.  Neither  does 
scarcity  figure  in  the  administration’s 
proposals  for  realization  of  objectives 
cited  by  the  President.  Nor  does  it  crop 
up  anywhere  in  relationship  to  com¬ 
modities  which  have  long  been  under 
supply-management  programs  similar  to 
those  recommended  for  feed  grains  and 
wheat. 

It  may  be  asked :  Is  there  a  shortage  of 
cotton?  Are  retail  prices  for  cotton 
products  exorbitant?  Is  there  a  short¬ 
age  of  tobacco?  When  the  taxes  of  vari¬ 
ous  levels  of  Government  are  deducted 
from  tobacco  products,  are  their  retail 


prices  unreasonable?  Are  there  short¬ 
ages  of  rice?  Of  peanuts?  Is  there  con¬ 
sumer  resentment  to  these  commodities 
that  is  based  on  the  retail  prices? 

The  consistent  answer  is  “No.”  We 
have  no  scarcity  of  cotton,  or  tobacco, 
or  rice,  or  peanuts.  We  have  no  in¬ 
flated  price  schedule  for  them  in  our 
stores.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
we  have  effectively  learned  how  to  op¬ 
erate  supply  management  programs  in 
which  every  producer  shares  responsi¬ 
bility  for  adoption  and  maintenance. 
Our  difficulties  have  come  with  those  in 
which  there  is  not  equitable  distribution 
of  responsibility.  In  and  out,  up  and 
down  participation  in  voluntary  supply 
management  efforts  tend  to  spread, 
rather  than  limit,  the  supply  price  gam¬ 
ble  for  both  consumers  and  producers. 
Neither  can  afford  instability. 

Consumers  have  a  stake  in  four  facets 
of  agriculture: 

First.  They  have  an  interest,  for 
health  and  household  budget  reasons,  in 
a  productive  farm  economy  that  ade¬ 
quately  meets  current  food  needs  and 
makes  provision  for  reserves  that  will 
carry  us  through  natural  and  manmade 
emergencies. 

Second.  They  have  an  interest,  for 
humanitarian  and  personal  income  rea¬ 
sons,  in  an  agricultural  economy  that 
provides  a  fair  return  on  labor  and  in¬ 
vestment  for  farm  families,  because  such 
families  and  others  associated  with  the 
food  industry  are  good  customers  for 
the  goods  and  services  provided  by  city 
people — if  they  have  the  money  with 
which  to  buy  them. 

Third.  They  have  an  interest,  for  cul¬ 
tural,  spiritual  and  political  reasons,  in 
maintenance  of  the  free  and  independ¬ 
ent  family  farm  system,  because  it  not 
only  provides  the  most  and  best  foods, 
but  grade  A  citizens  as  well. 

Fourth.  Consumers  have  an  interest 
in  avoiding  waste  of  public  resources  by 
a  sound  Federal  fiscal  policy  in  relation¬ 
ship  to  agriculture. 

I  am  convinced  that  these  consumer 
interests  are  protected  in  the  bill  under 
consideration,  H.R.  11222. 

The  procedures  for  establishing  an¬ 
nual  production  goals  for  feed  grains  and 
wheat  not  only  provide  for  abundant 
annual  crops,  but  make  it  possible  for 
both  farmers  and  Government  to  main¬ 
tain  reserves. 

Fair  farm  income  is  vital  in  relation¬ 
ship  to  total  economic  growth,  and  to 
the  stability  of  employment  in  factories 
and  retail  outlets.  By  the  very  nature 
of  their  business,  farmers  have  to  be  big 
spenders.  The  investment  in  agriculture 
in  1961  was  over  $200  billion — a  figure 
representing  about  three-fourths  of  the 
value  of  the  current  assets  of  all  the 
corporations  in  the  country  and  three- 
fifths  of  the  market  value  of  all  corpo¬ 
ration  stocks  on  the  New  York  exchange. 

The  farmer  last  year  spent  $27  billion 
just  running  his  business.  He  spends 
around  $2.5  billion  a  year  for  trucks, 
tractors,  and  other  farm  equipment.  He 
puts  another  $3.4  billion  a  year  into 
fuel,  lubricants,  and  equipment  mainte¬ 
nance.  No  single  industry  consumes  as 
much  petroleum  as  farming.  Last  year 
the  farmer  used  28  billion  kilowatts  of 
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electricity,  and  spent  another  $12.7  bil¬ 
lion  for  household  repairs,  furniture,  TV 
and  radio  sets,  refrigerators,  stoves, 
clothing,  personal  needs,  and  food.  The 
farmer  provides  jobs  for  others.  Ten 
million  people  are  engaged  in  storing, 
transporting,  processing,  and  merchan¬ 
dising  agricultural  products.  Six  mil¬ 
lion  people  work  at  providing  the  sup¬ 
plies  farmers  use. 

It  is  important  to  the  rest  of  us  that 
the  8  percent  of  our  farm  population  not 
only  be  kept  in  business,  but  that  it  be 
on  fair  terms  in  relationship  to  the  rest 
of  the  Nation.  Leaving  out  all  other 
aspects.  This  is  a  just  and  fair  request. 

The  family  farm,  when  it  is  operated 
in  an  atmosphere  of  fair  income  oppor¬ 
tunity,  enriches  all  aspects  of  American 
life.  It  not  only  produces  food,  it  also 
turns  out  citizens  with  an  appreciation 
for  both  the  responsibilities  and  privi¬ 
leges  of  citizenship. 

The  farms  of  our  Nation  produce  young 
men  and  women  who  achieve  recognition 
as  leaders  in  business,  industry  and  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  as  scientists,  writers, 
teachers,  artists  and  highly  skilled 
mechanics. 

Those  who  would  compare  efforts  to¬ 
ward  farmer-Govemment  cooperation  in 
our  own  country  with  the  efforts  of 
countries  under  Communist  domination 
overlook  one  significant  factor.  We  are 
concerned  with  distributing  the  benefits 
of  abundance.  They  are  concerned  with 
distributing  both  the  burdens  and  the 
blame  of  scarcity. 

American  consumers  eat  more  of  a 
greater  variety  of  quality  foods  at  less 
cost  in  hours  of  work  than  any  other  food 
buyers  in  the  world.  They  have,  in  sub¬ 
stantial  degree,  been  subsidized  by  our 
farmers  in  terms  of  family  meals,  school 
lunches  and  in  meeting  their  obligations 
to  provide  food  for  fellow  citizens  on 
public  welfare  rolls. 

On  the  other  hand,  farmers  can  be 
grateful  for  the  contributions  made  to 
their  welfare  by  their  fellow  citizens. 
The  technological  advancements  in  agri¬ 
culture  have  not  all  originated  on  the 
farm.  And  while  the  American  farmer  is 
not  sharing  in  economic  rewards  to  the 
extent  that  he  wTould  like,  his  lot  is  better 
than  that  of  farmers  anywhere  else  in 
the  world — and  he  did  not  achieve  it 
entirely  alone. 

As  we  seek  to  reconcile,  in  the  best 
possible  terms,  the  interests  of  our  food 
growers  and  food  buyers,  we  must  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  both  groups  pay 
taxes  and  have  a  stake  in  sound  fiscal 
policy.  Production  policies  that  pay  no 
heed  to  avoiding  waste  of  private  efforts 
and  public  resources  do  not  constitute 
sound  national  policy.  Millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  spent  to  store  commodities  that  are 
neither  needed  nor  wanted  represented 
waste — waste  of  money,  waste  of  labor, 
waste  of  seed  and  machines,  waste  of 
food  and  fiber.  Proper  supply  manage¬ 
ment  procedures  will  eliminate  waste 
without  creating  scarcity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  offers  a  realistic 
approach  to  the  supply  problems  with 
which  we  are  faced  in  feed  grains  and 
wheat.  It  is  based  upon  experience  with 
such  other  agricultural  commodities  as 
cotton,  rice  and  tobacco.  It  ties  reason¬ 


able  supply  and  price  levels  together, 
thus  providing  a  sound  basis  for  living 
with  abundance.  It  serves  both  producer 
and  consumer,  and  effectively  attacks 
waste  of  farm  and  treasury  resources. 
I  urge  you  to  consider  it  in  positive  terms, 
and  to  approve  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
three  amendments  at  the  Clerk’s  desk 
which  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  substitute  amendment  which  I  wish  to 
offer  to  one  of  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ments,  and  therefore  I  must  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings:  On 
page  27,  line  16,  and  on  page  28,  line  14, 
strike  out  "twenty-five”  and  substitute 
“forty.” 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  this  is  a 
family  farm  amendment.  In  the  present 
bill  anyone  who  has  up  to  a  25-acre  feed 
grain  base  may,  at  his  own  option,  de¬ 
termine  whether  or  not  he  will  go  into 
the  feed  grain  program.  If  he  desires 
not  to  go  into  the  feed  grain  program, 
he  may  raise  all  of  his  base  acreage  and 
he  will  not  be  permitted  to  vote  in  the 
referendum  and  he  will  not  be  given  sup¬ 
port  prices.  This  amendment  merely 
changes  that  25-acre  provision  to  40 
acres.  What  will  happen  under  this 
amendment  is  that  about  two -thirds  of 
the  farmers  in  about  20  of  the  States  will 
have  the  option  of  determining  whether 
or  not  they  will  go  into  the  feed  grain 
program. 

If  they  participate  in  the  program, 
they  will  get  the  benefits  of  price  sup¬ 
ports,  they  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
vote  in  the  referendum.  If  they  decide 
to  stay  out,  they  will  not  be  affected  in 
any  way. 

Even  though  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
will  have  that  decision,  let  me  say  that 
those  two-thirds  of  the  farmers  raise 
about  10  percent  of  all  the  feed  grains 
produced.  So  I  think  this  is  a  good 
amendment;  it  gives  freedom  of  choice. 
There  is  no  way  it  can  hurt  the  bill.  It 
can  help  as  far  as  individual  districts 
are  concerned,  and  I  respectfully  request 
that  this  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  will  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  if  this  40-acre  ex¬ 
emption  is  similar  in  effect  to  the  15-acre 
wheat  exemption  that  we  have  had  in 
the  law. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No,  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  it  is  not,  because  under 
the  15-acre  wheat  exemption  anyone, 
regardless  of  whether  he  has  ever  raised 
wheat  or  not,  may  raise  up  to  15  acres 
without  any  penalty  provision  or  without 
participation.  This  amendment  per¬ 
tains  only  to  those  people  who  have  a 


feed  grain  base  up  to  40  acres.  They 
may  raise  up  to  40  acres  without  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  program.  It  does  not  say 
that  anyone  may  raise  40  acres  of  grain 
regardless  of  whether  they  have  a  feed 
grain  base  or  not. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  It  applies  to  the  man 
who  raised  40  acres  of  feed  grain  in 
1959-60? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Not  only  the  man 
who  raised  40  acres,  but  whatever  his 
acreage  was  in  the  base  period  up  to  40. 
If  his  average  was  10,  then  he  can  grow 
10  acres.  If  it  was  20  or  30,  then  it 
would  be  20  or  30. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  In  regard  to  this  40- 
acre  operator,  if  he  elects  to  not  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  program  and  not  to  be  in 
the  control  program  but  does  grow  this 
grain,  is  he  allowed  to  sell  in  the  open 
market?  And  does  he  get  support 
prices? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  He  is  not  allowed 
support  prices  on  his  production,  nor  is 
he  allowed  to  vote  in  the  referendum 
which  would  determine  whether  the 
other  farmers  are  going  to  come  in  un¬ 
der  the  program.  He  is  allowed  to  sell 
in  the  open  market  and  receive  the  mar¬ 
ket  price. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  But  he  cannot  sell 
in  the  open  market  and  get  price  sup¬ 
ports? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No;  he  cannot  get 
price  supports. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  am  strongly  for  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  and  shall  sup¬ 
port  it,  because  if  it  is  adopted  it  will  take 
care  of  90  percent  of  my  farmers.  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  offer¬ 
ing  it.  This  is  a  wise  move. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  support. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Would  not 
this  disfranchise  two-thirds  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  referendum? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No,  as  I  explained,  it 
does  not  disfranchise  anyone;  it  merely 
says  that  if  he  does  not  want  to  partici¬ 
pate  he  does  not  have  to,  but  if  they 
desire  to  participate  then  they  may  vote 
and  may  receive  support  prices.  It  does 
not  disfranchise  anyone;  it  merely  gives 
them  an  opportunity.  It  is  a  good 
amendment,  and  I  ask  for  its  adoption. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  we  learned 
that  a  number  of  amendments  would  be 
approved  by  the  Committee,  and  I  think 
it  was  pretty  well  indicated  that  many 
of  them  would  come  under  the  heading 
of  “vote  bait.” 

Yesterday  I  also  made  some  reference 
to  a  letter  addressed  to  certain  of  my 
Republican  colleagues  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  in  which  he  undertook  to 
castigate  the  Republican  leadership  for 
opposition  just  for  opposition’s  sake. 
Then  he  referred  to  the  fact  that  many 
Members  to  whom  he  addressed  the  let- 
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ter  on  our  side  would  be  under  great 
pressure. 

I  said  yesterday  that  we  were  not 
guilty  of  opposition  for  opposition’s 
sake.  I  also  said  that  we  were  not  twist¬ 
ing  anybody’s  arm. 

Today  there  has  been  released  to  the 
press,  and  it  is  being  published  in  the 
public  press,  hence  is  a  matter  of  pub¬ 
lic  record,  a  news  release  from  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  Member  of  this  body,  not  a  Re¬ 
publican  Member. 

I  want  you  to  know  what  is  in  that 
release.  I  may  say  I  spoke  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  about  this  earlier  in  the 
day  and  indicated  to  him  that  in  my 
opinion  it  ought  to  be  called  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  membership. 

This  release  is  as  follows : 

During  the  past  year  and  a  half  I  have 
frequently  stated  that  one  of  the  most  en¬ 
joyable  aspects  of  this  job  has  been  the  lack 
of  political  pressure  from  the  administration 
seeking  votes  in  one  direction  or  another. 
Things  have  changed.  Perhaps  they  have 
become  somewhat  touchy  on  the  question  of 
why  Congress  hasn’t  passed  more  of  the 
President’s  program — perhaps  it  is  only  be¬ 
cause  the  bill  to  increase  the  debt  limit  ceil¬ 
ing  and  the  farm  bill  both  came  up  at  the 
same  time,  but  this  week  my  arm  aches  from 
the  twisting  it  has  taken  lately. 

The  line  between  legitimate  persuasion 
and  illegitimate  pressure  is  a  very  fine  line 
indeed.  No  one  can  deny  the  right  of  any¬ 
one,  whether  he  be  the  President  of  the 
United  States  or  the  lowliest  inhabitant  of 
our  Nation,  to  ask  a  Representative  to  vote 
for  or  against  a  certain  matter.  That’s  what 
he’s  there  for — to  represent  the  wishes  of 
his  people.  He  knows,  too,  that  on  each 
controversial  measure  he  will  have  to  make 
a  decision  which  will  please  some  and  offend 
others,  and  the  threat  is  always  implicit 
that  those  whom  he  offends  will  never  help 
him  get  reelected.  This  is  wholly  legitimate 
and  proper. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  something  at 
least  shadowy  when  defense  contractors  are 
advised  to  call  their  Congressmen  and  re¬ 
mind  them  that  if  they  don’t  vote  for  an 
increase  in  the  debt  ceiling  defense  contracts 
may  be  cut  back  with  resulting  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  their  districts.  In  tribute  to  our 
own  defense  contractors,  I  hasten  to  say  I 
received  no  such  phone  calls,  but  many  other 
Congressmen  did. 

I  did  receive  both  phone  calls  and  a  visit 
from  a  friendly  representative  of  the  Post 
Office  Department.  He  didn’t  want  to  talk 
about  the  eight  new  applications  for  post 
offices  which  are  pending  in  the  district;  he 
wanted  to  talk  about  the  farm  bill.  Now 
isn’t  it  odd  that  the  man  who  came  to  talk 
about  the  farm  bill  came  from  the  Post 
Office  Department  and  not  the  Department 
of  Agriculture?  Do  you  suppose  it  has  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  those  pending  post  offices? 
The  arm  aches  this  week,  but  the  voice  is 
still  loud  and  clear. 

That  is  under  today’s  date  line. 

So  I  ask  now.  Who  is  putting  on  the 
pressure?  Why  all  this  big  drive  to  get 
the  bill  passed? 

I  said  earlier  I  propose  to  vote  against 
it,  and  if  anything  I  have  more  reason 
for  voting  against  it  now,  after  listening 
to  the  debate  than  when  it  started,  be¬ 
cause  I  think  it  is  a  thoroughly  bad’  bill. 
It  offers  the  farmer  a  choice  between 
regimentation  and  ruin. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  if  I  wanted  to  look 
only  at  politics,  I  would  not  be  actively 
trying  to  defeat  this  bill,  because  if  you 
on  the  Democratic  side  pass  it  and  it 


goes  into  effect  you  will  rue  the  day  you 
ever  did  so. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  never  been 
known  as  much  of  a  gut  fighter;  I  have 
always  been  kind  of  a  peaceful  man. 
This  does  not  mean  that  I  do  not  have 
any  guts.  I  did  not  intend  to  take  the 
well  to  speak  on  this  bill  whatsoever,  but 
I  will  acknowledge  the  authorship  of  that 
column  which  was  just  read.  And,  I  will 
say  further  that  there  came  a  time  in 
the  lobbying  for  this  bill  when  I  did  de¬ 
clare  a  personal  declaration  of  independ¬ 
ence.  I  thought  it  was  wrong  that  the 
Post  Office  Department  should  be  lobby¬ 
ing  as  far  as  the  farm  bill  is  concerned 
and  I  still  think  it  is  wrong,  but  I  also 
state  that  I  do  not  think  the  gentlemen 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  any 
strangers  to  the  gentle  art  of  persuasion. 
I  think  that  when  the  chips  are  counted 
here  there  may  well  be  more  votes  against 
this  bill  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  than 
there  are  for  it  on  that  side  of  the  aisle. 
And,  I  do  not  know  whether  this  indi¬ 
cates  that  there  is  more  independent 
thinking  over  here  or  more  pressure  over 
there.  But,  I  do  say  this,  I  do  not  like 
this  bill.  It  has  been  no  secret  that  I  do 
not  like  this  bill  and  I  intend  to  vote 
against  it.  But,  it  is  a  subject  on  which 
I  believe  reasonable  men  may  differ.  I 
think  that  time  may  prove  me  to  be 
wrong.  I  hope  so.  I  think  time  may 
well  prove  that  the  rest  of  us  who  ap¬ 
prove  this  bill  are  wrong.  But,  I  expect 
that  this  bill  will  pass  and  I  do  believe 
this:  I  believe  that  if  the  Members  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle  felt  as  free  to  vote 
for  it  as  I  feel  to  vote  against  it,  this 
bill  would  pass  by  a  mile. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to  share  the 
distinction  with  my  colleague  of  being 
one  of  those  Democrats  who  is  going  to 
vote  against  this  bill.  I  also  come  from 
the  State  of  Indiana,  the  home  State  of 
the  minority  leader. 

I  am  going  to  vote  against  this  bill 
because  of  deep  convictions  which  I  have. 
Now,  I  would  like  to  be  very  frank  with 
the  membership  of  this  House  and  say 
that  I  have  consulted  with  and  have  been 
counseled  and  advised  by  the  members 
of  the  administration  concerning  this 
bill,  but  I  will  say  this,  they  have  been 
very,  very  considerate  of  my  position  and 
that  no  one  has  twisted  my  arm.  No  one 
has  exerted  what  I  would  call  undue 
pressure. 

Now,  I  want  to  say  this,  too,  that  those 
of  you  who  think  that  the  Kennedy  ad¬ 
ministration  has  a  no-win  policy,  are 
wrong,  because  they  are  out  to  win  and 
they  determined  to  win  many  of  these 
battles  we  are  fighting;  I,  for  one,  ad¬ 
mire  them  for  this  determination.  But 
despite  this  determination  there  has 
been  no  undue  pressure  exerted  against 
me,  and  I  know  of  no  undue  pressure 
exerted  against  Members  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  who  will  vote  “no”  on  this  or 
any  other  bill.  I  have  the  utmost  ad¬ 
miration  for  an  administration  which 
will  fight  for  the  things  in  which  it  be¬ 
lieves.  I  hope  that  they  continue  to 
fight,  and  I  hope  that  we  do  something 


about  this  do-nothing  attitude,  this 
pessimistic  attitude,  this  negative  atti¬ 
tude  which  prevails  on  the  minority  side, 
not  just  on  a  bill  now  and  then  but  on 
every  single  constructive  bill  that  comes 
before  this  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSH.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  understand  that 
yesterday  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
had  a  poll  taken  of  his  district,  and  it 
was  reported  to  me  that  the  poll  indi¬ 
cated  a  vote  of  8  to  1  against  this  bill; 
is  that  correct  or  not? 

Mr.  ROUSH.  That  is  correct,  Mr. 
Minority  Leader.  And,  I  say  this  to  the 
minority  leader: 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  very  unique 
district  in  these  United  States,  and  that 
the  views  of  my  fanner  constituents  cer¬ 
tainly  are  not  the  views  of  many  of  the 
constituents  of  my  other  colleagues  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi-.  ROUSH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  certainly  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
for  listening  to  the  voice  of  his  con¬ 
stituents  instead  of  his  administration 
when  those  viewpoints  conflict. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  I  might  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  that  I  must  con¬ 
fess  that  I  listened  to  the  voice  of  my 
constituents,  but  that  voice  merely  con¬ 
firmed  convictions  I  happen  to  have  on 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num¬ 
ber  of  words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  won¬ 
der  if  we  cannot  limit  debate  on  this 
amendment?  I  think  it  is  all  well  under¬ 
stood.  It  increases  the  acreage  from  25 
to  40  acres. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
close  in  5  minutes. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  believe  any¬ 
one  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  has  taken 
the  floor  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  would  like  to  have  5  minutes 
reserved  to  myself. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  am  I  recognized  for  a  full  5 
minutes? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  mean  to  cut  off  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  IchordL 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  and  Members  of  the  House,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Virginia,  and  I  take  note  of  the  fact  that 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  is  a  Demo¬ 
crat  who  has  offered  a  constructive 
amendment  to  this  bill.  I  want  to  ad¬ 
vise  the  distinguished  minority  floor 
leader,  for  whom  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect,  that  I  am  going  to  vote  for  this 
bill,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  barring  the 
adoption,  of  course,  of  further  undesir¬ 
able  amendments.  It  is  not  my  purpose 
as  a  new  Member  of  Congress  to  tell  any 
of  you  Members  with  more  seniority  how 
you  should  act  when  someone  tries  to 
twist  your  arm.  But  I  think  I  can  tell 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  that  if  he 
cannot  stand  a  little  arm  twisting  in 
this  game,  he  had  better  get  out  of  it, 
because  this  is  the  rough  game  of  poli¬ 
tics. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
bill,  not  because  of  anyone  twisting  my 
arm.  I  would  also  advise  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  that  I  voted  against 
the  bill  to  increase  the  debt  ceiling.  I 
did  it  because  I  thought  that  was  one 
way  to  stop  some  of  this  exorbitant 
spending.  I  did  it  after  a  member  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  came  into 
my  office  and  talked  to  me.  I  happen  to 
have  located  in  my  congressional  dis¬ 
trict,  Fort  Leonard  Wood.  He  did  not 
try  to  twist  my  arm.  But  I  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  if  he  had  tried 
to  twist  my  arm,  if  he  had  threatened 
to  reduce  expenditures  going  into  my 
district,  I  would  have  said  “Cut  them.” 
That  is  what  any  Member  of  Congress 
should  do  when  they  attempt  to  twist  his 
arm. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  3  days  the  House 
has  been  arguing  H.R.  11222,  dealing 
with  one  of  the  most  complicated  and 
unresolved  problems  in  the  history  of 
the  American  Republic.  It  is,  indeed,  a 
difficult  problem.  But  I  think  that  we 
can  rejoice  in  the  fact  that  it  is  a  prob¬ 
lem  of  surplus  and  not  one  of  deficits. 
That  is  what  it  is — a  problem  of  abun¬ 
dance.  I  take  my  hat  off  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer.  He  is  the  most  efficient  pro¬ 
ducer  in  the  American  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  to  the 
debate  on  this  bill,  which  has  been  long, 
often  emotional,  and  frequently  of  po¬ 
litical  color,  and  I  am  highly  disap¬ 
pointed  that  the  minority  party  has 
taken  a  position  of  obstruction  rather 
than  pursuing  an  affirmative  course  of 
constructive  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  on  which  it  has  been  very  difficult 
for  me  to  make  up  my  mind.  But  I  have 
finally  decided  to  vote  for  H.R.  11222, 
not  because  I  think  that  this  is  a  final 
solution  to  the  farm  problem.  I  believe 
that  the  farm  problem  will  be  with  us 
after  this  bill  is  passed.  But  I  am  voting 
for  this  bill  because  of  the  other  alter¬ 
native — the  dark  and  dismal  alternative 
of  reverting  back  to  the  policies  of  Ezra 
Taft  Benson — which  would  not  be  fair  to 
the  American  farmer,  which  would  not 
be  fair  to  the  American  consumer,  and 


which  would  not  be  fair  to  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  of  the  United  States. 

I  personally  do  not  believe  this  bill  is 
the  best  approach.  But  at  least  it  is  an 
approach  which  is  more  than  the 
minority  has  proposed  for  the  last  3 
days.  I  realize  that  if  you  are  going  to 
have  farm  price  supports  you  must  have 
controls.  The  two  go  together  and  I 
have  long  thought  that  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  set  up  on  a  pound-and- 
unit  basis;  that  is,  guaranteeing  each 
farmer  a  parity  price  on  a  limited  amount 
of  production  and  letting  the  excess  pro¬ 
duction  seek  its  own  level  in  the  market¬ 
place  on  a  free  market  basis.  This,  I 
believe  to  be  the  only  way  to  save  the 
family  sized  farm  and  I  think  it  will 
eventually  be  our  farm  program. 

But  such  a  bill  is  not  before  me  today 
and  I  have  to  be  realistic.  The  state¬ 
ment  has  been  made  during  debate  that 
some  Members  are  going  to  vote  for  or 
against  the  bill  because  of  political 
reasons.  Political  reasons  have  cer¬ 
tainly  been  no  consideration  of  mine  in 
making  my  decision  to  support  this  bill. 
The  farm  problem  is  too  serious  to  play 
politics  on.  I  am  casting  my  vote  for 
H.R.  11222  and  I  earnestly  beseech  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  and  the  members  of  the 
committee  to  keep  at  this  problem  and 
I  know  they  will,  for  we  definitely  owe 
to  the  American  farmer  our  diligent  at¬ 
tention  to  a  problem  caused  only  by 
efficiency  and  industry,  and  industry  and 
efficiency  should  always  be  rewarded, 
and  in  this  case  rewarded  with  a  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  tremendous  farm  problems. 

(Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  QuieI. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jen¬ 
nings]  which  will  provide  that  the  so- 
called  25-acre  exemption  be  raised  to  40 
acres.  The  gentleman  from  Virginia 
attempted  to  point  out  in  his  remarks 
that  this  was  not  an  exemption;  if  a 
farmer  had  been  raising  only  10  acres  in 
1959  and  1960,  it  would  not  make  any 
difference  whether  he  raised  40  acres  in 
1961  and  1962,  he  would  only  get  his  10 
acres  as  his  base,  which  was  his  base  in 
the  2  previous  years. 

As  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley]  pointed  out  the  day 
before  yesterday  in  a  table  that  he  of¬ 
fered  for  the  Record,  under  the  25-acre 
so-called  exemption,  12  million  acres 
would  be  exempt  from  reduction  in  prod- 
duction.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  chairman  how  many 
acres  would  be  exempt  from  reduction  in 
production  if  that  40-acre  amendment 
would  become  law. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  unfor¬ 
tunately,  I  do  not  have  the  figures.  I 
know  only  about  the  25-acre  exemp¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  QUIE.  In  the  State  of  North 
Carolina,  82  percent  of  the  feed  grain 
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farmers  would  be  exempt  under  the  25- 
acre  exemption.  What  percentage  of  the 
North  Carolina  farmers  would  be  ex¬ 
empt  under  the  40-acre  exemption? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  stated  to  my  friend 
that  unfortunately  I  do  not  have  the 
figures.  But  substantially  more  would 
be  eliminated.  But  they  are  not  really 
eliminated.  They  are  just  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  having  to  make  a  choice  whether 
to  come  under  the  program  or  not. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Then  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jen¬ 
nings]  who  offered  the  amendment,  un¬ 
der  the  table  offered  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  89  percent  of  the  feed 
grain  farmers  would  be  exempt  under  the 
25-acre  exemption.  What  percentage  of 
the  farmers  would  be  exempt  under  the 
40-acre  exemption? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  As  I  pointed  out, 
none  of  them  would  be  exempt,  because 
this  is  not  an  exemption.  This  is  a  free¬ 
dom  of  choice.  But  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  a  little  better  than  90 
percent — 90.3  percent,  I  believe,  of  the 
Virginia  farmers  would  have  freedom  of 
choice  whether  to  come  into  the  program 
or  stay  out,  but  none  of  them  would 
be  exempt.  Let  me  say,  also,  that  of  all 
the  farmers  in  the  United  States  they 
represent  less  than  20  percent  of  all  the 
feed  grains  that  are  produced. 

Mr.  QUIE.  This  is  why  I  am  opposed 
to  the  bill.  It  is  because  of  such  loop¬ 
holes  as  this  where  in  one  State  better 
than  90  percent  of  the  farmers  who  pro¬ 
duce  feed  grains  are  exempt.  They  do 
not  have  to  take  any  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction.  It  means  that  those  of  us  in 
the  Midwest  are  going  to  have  to  take 
the  reduction  in  production  that  should 
have  been  taken  in  some  of  the  other 
States. 

As  was  pointed  out,  these  States  will 
be  penalized  if  they  raise  an  amount 
above  that  which  they  produced  in  1959 
and  1960.  They  do  not  have  the  right 
to  vote  in  that  area,  but  they  do  not  have 
to  take  a  reduction  in  production.  This, 
again,  I  want  to  point  out,  is  how  com¬ 
pletely  unfair  this  bill  is.  Everybody 
ought  to  be  covered  and  take  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  production  or  else  the  program 
ought  to  be  voluntary. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Under  the  40-acre- 
exemption  provision  we  are  advised  it 
will  affect  only  10  percent  of  the  national 
production. 

Mr.  QUIE.  That  means  that  10  per¬ 
cent  additional  acres  will  be  affected  by 
the  so-called  deficit  areas  amendment, 
but  what  percentage  of  the  farmers 
would  be  exempt? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  what 
percentage  of  the  farmers.  I  am  talking 
about  overall  production.  It  would  be 
involved  only  to  the  extent  of  10  percent. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Right  now  under  the  25- 
acre  so-called  exemption  54  percent  of 
the  farmers  in  the  country  are  exempt, 
but  under  the  40-acre  exemption  even 
more  will  be  exempt  and  the  program 
will  all  be  poured  onto  the  Midwest  and 
the  reduction  in  production  will  have  to 
happen  there.  We  saw  before  how  these 
special  exemption  could  ruin  a  program. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 

from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thought  this  amend¬ 
ment  was  designed  to  take  care  of  the 
family-size  farm,  yet  we  find  only  10  per¬ 
cent  covered  under  this  amendment. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Ten  percent  additional 
acres,  but  this  means  that  the  family- 
size  farm  will  not  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  desire  to  pur¬ 
sue  the  matter  further.  I  think  it  is 
perfectly  plain  this  is  a  liberalizing 
amendment.  When  you  adopt  the 
amendment  you  are  dealing  with  only 
10  percent  of  the  national  production. 
If  they  want  to  come  into  this  program 
they  can  come  in  and  vote  and  partici¬ 
pate  and  receive  price  supports.  So  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  It  seems  to  me  the 
same  objection  voiced  against  the  25- 
acre  amendment  can  be  voiced  against 
the  40-acre  amendment.  It  is  com¬ 
pounding  a  felony. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  call  it  a  mere 
misdemeanor. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  urge  that  this 
amendment  be  rejected. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  feed  grain  bill  in 
§ome  respects  is  similar  to  our  income 
tax  law.  In  our  tax  law  we  start  out 
with  a  rate  that  is  supposed  to  apply  to 
everyone.  But  the  first  thing  we  know 
certain  groups  and  individuals  get  spe¬ 
cial  treatment.  They  get  exemptions 
and  deductions  which  others  do  not. 
The  result,  of  course,  is  that  some  peo¬ 
ple  end  up  carrying  a  much  heavier  tax 
burden  than  do  others. 

So  it  is  with  this  proposed  feed  grain 
program.  First  we  started  out  with  the 
idea  of  a  national  feed  grain  program 
applying  to  everyone.  Then  it  was  the 
feed  deficit  amendment  to  give  special 
treatment  to  farmers  outside  the  corn- 
sorghum  belts.  Next  it  was  a  corn  for 
silage  amendment.  Then  it  was  a  so- 
called  small  farm  exemption  for  farms 
with  base  acreage  of  less  than  25  acres. 
And,  now  it  is  proposed  that  this  limita¬ 
tion  be  raised  to  40  acres. 

The  net  effect  of  all  these  special  gim¬ 
micks  is  to  saddle  the  Midwest  farmer 
with  heavier  and  heavier  burden  of  cut¬ 
ting  his  production.  It  is  completely  un¬ 
fair  to  further  penalize  the  great  Mid¬ 
west  area  of  the  country.  I  strongly 
urge  that  the  amendment  be  rejected. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  chairman  for  or 
against  the  amendment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  for  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  are  for  the  amend¬ 
ment? 


Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  acreage  allotment  from  25  to 
40. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  want  to  liberalize  it 
some  more? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Gross  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  know  from  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  how  he  could 
oppose  the  Abernethy  amendment  and 
support  this  one. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Abernethy  amend¬ 
ment  would  affect  85  or  90  percent  of 
the  production. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  is  less  worse? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right.  That  is 
why  I  said  it  was  just  a  misdemeanor. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  this  the  climate  in 
which  we  are  passing  upon  a  bill  of  such 
importance?  Is  this  the  attitude  that 
you  want  to  take  toward  a  bill  that  af¬ 
fects  all  the  farmers  of  America? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  exactly  the  atti¬ 
tude  we  want  to  take.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  the  25-acre  provision  was  inserted. 
Now  we  are  increasing  the  25  acres  to 
40  acres,  which,  as  I  say,  affects  only 
about  10  percent  of  the  production. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  Lord  help  the 
American  farmer  if  this  is  the  attitude. 
The  farmer  under  the  circumstances  and 
the  amendments  being  adopted  is  des¬ 
tined  to  be  the  victim  of  a  cruel  hoax. 
It  cannot  be  any  other  way.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  is  being  penalized  today,  and 
the  chairman  well  knows  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  want  you  to  vote 
for  the  American  farmer.  Here  is  an 
opportunity  to  do  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  be  able 
to  vote  for  a  bill  that  would  help  the 
American  farmer.  Will  you  not  some 
day  bring  out  a  bill  to  help  him  find  his 
place  in  the  economic  life  of  this 
country  ? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
been  trying  to  get  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina,  to  tell  me  why 
the  25-acre  exemption  was  good  2  weeks 
ago  and  now  it  has  to  be  40  acres?  The 
facts  have  not  changed.  The  facts  are 
the  same  as  they  were. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  membership  prob¬ 
able  might  be  softened  up  by  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  AVERY.  What  was  that?  Will 
the  gentleman  restate  that? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Do  you  want  me  to  tell 
the  truth? 

Mr.  CHELF.  It  is  because  he  needs 
fellows  like  me  to  vote  for  the  bill.  That 
is  why.  I  cannot  vote  for  it  unless  you 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  clears  that  up.  . 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
have  just  a  little  bit  of  order,  we  now 
have  the  answer  from  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  and  this  has  been  the 
situation  throughout  the  day.  Either 
we  pass  an  amendment  or  a  Member 
says  he  will  not  vote  for  the  bill.  It  is 
just  about  that  simple.  The  bill  has  to 
be  fashioned  to  fit  the  individual  wishes 
of  a  lot  of  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  or  it  will  not  pass  the  House. 
That  is  the  story. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  time  remaining 
I  want  to  comment  on  some  of  the  state¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  bill.  For  instance,  some¬ 
one  said,  and  I  believe  it  was  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  or  per¬ 
haps  it  was  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage],  that  we  must  get  back  to 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  as  a  means 
of  establishing  prices  for  farmers.  Well, 

Mr.  Poage,  we  had  the  law  of  supply  and 
demand  in  1930  and  1932,  you  remember. 

We  had  supplies  of  farm  products  on 
every  hand  and  enormous  demand  for 
food  and  fiber  on  the  part  of  consumers, 
but  the  so-called  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  failed  to  work  either  for  farmers  m 
or  consumers.  A 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  ™ 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  was  not  anybody 
trying  to  make  it  work  for  the  farmers 
then.  We  are  trying  to  make  it  work  for 
the  farmers  and  we  are  trying  to  get  your 
help  to  try  to  make  it  work  for  the 
farmers. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Oh,  sure.  You  know 
that  the  law  of  supply  and  demand  will 
not  work  today.  It  did  not  work  then  as 
a  means  of  fixing  fair  prices  for  farmers 
in  this  country. 

Then  there  has  been  much  talk  about 
surpluses  and  we  can  all  agree  these 
should  be  reduced,  but  if  you  ever  do  get 
around  to  a  supply  and  demand  situation 
in  agriculture  by  abolishing  surpluses 
you  will  be  in  deep  trouble  because  em¬ 
bedded  in  foreign  policy,  among  other 
things,  is  a  growing  reliance  upon  sur¬ 
pluses.  Do  you  know  that  this  Govern-  / 
ment  recently  used  $3  million  that  ac-  % 
crued  from  the  so-called  sale  of  farm 
products  to  Bolivia  to  provide  for  the 
retirement  of  6,000  surplus  mine  workers 
in  that  South  American  country? 

If  ever  this  country  runs  out  of  farm 
surpluses  it  will  be  in  trouble  with  the 
school  lunch  program,  with  foreign 
policy,  and  a  host  of  welfare  programs  at 
home  and  abroad.  But  this  is  a  bad  bill 
because  it  will  not  provide  American 
farmers  with  their  fair  share  of  the  na¬ 
tional  income  and  it  will  make  a  czar 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

These  are  only  a  few  of  the  reasons 
why  I  oppose  this  bill. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  A  little  later  under  the 
5 -minute  rule,  I  am  going  to  make 
some  remarks  with  respect  to  the  cost  of 
this  program.  What  is  the  difference 
in  the  cost  according  to  the  projected 
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figures  if  we  amend  the  bill  to  read  40 
acres  instead  of  25? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  think  there 
would  be  any  substantial  difference. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

I  would  like  to  have  an  answer  from 
the  chairman,  if  he  has  any,  on  any  ad¬ 
justment  in  the  cost  figures  if  we  change 
this  from  25  acres  to  40  acres? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  just  gave  you  my 
opinion.  I  do  not  think  it  would  make 
any  difference  in  cost.  Any  statement 
along  that  line  would  necessarily  be  in 
the  realm  of  speculation  and  conjec¬ 
ture.  No  one  knows  how  many  of  these 
producers  will  come  in  to  the  program 
and  who  will  stay  out. 

.  Mr.  MICHEL.  If  it  does  not  make  any 
difference  in  the  cost  whatsoever,  we 
might  just  as  well  open  the  door  wide 
and  I  might  point  out  that  this  factor 
of  cost  is  pretty  much  of  a  prime  consid¬ 
eration  to  many  of  us.  If  it  does  not 
make  any  difference,  we  might  as  well 
open  the  door  wide  open,  if  there  is  no 
difference  in  the  cost. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  door  will  be  wide 
open.  Anybody  can  come  in,  if  they 
want  to,  if  they  have  a  base. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  And  it  does  not  cost 
the  taxpayer  any  more  in  the  end? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  say  that,  per¬ 
haps,  the  larger  the  participation,  the 
greater  the  cost  might  be. 

Mr.'  MICHEL.  That  is  just  the  kind 
of  nebulous  answer  when  I  asked  the 
question  the  other  day. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  answer  must  at  this 
time  be  nebulous.  I  cannot  give  the 
gentleman  any  better  answer  than  that. 

A  little  later  we  will  have  something 
specific. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  While  the  gentleman 
is  on  the  subject,  it  might  be  well  to 
conjecture  the  cost  of  the  many  amend¬ 
ments,  which  have  been  proposed  by  the 
majority.  It  is  a  completely  nebulous 
figure.  Nobody  knows  how  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  are  involved. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Because  there  seems  to  be  considerable 
confusion  I  want  to  point  out  again  that 
this  bill  does  not  change  the  compen¬ 
satory  formula  of  payments  made  to  the 
farmers.  It  is  no  different  from  what 
we  are  doing  today,  but  with  only  24.7 
percent  of  the  base  acreage  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  it  cost  $782  million  in  1961.  With 
a  3 -percent  increase  this  year,  to  27.6 
percent  of  the  base  acreage  involved,  by 
the  committee’s  own  report  it  is  costing 
$900  million.  The  Secretary’s  letter  that 
he  sent  to  all  of  us  said  this  is  going  to 
result  in  a  reduction  of  cost  to  $500  mil¬ 
lion.  There  is  no  basis  in  fact  for  this 
figure  at  all. 

I  just  appeal  to  your  good  logic  and 
reason,  that  is  all.  If  the  proportion  of 
the  base  acreage  involved  is  only  27  per¬ 
cent  under  this  program  today  how,  in 
heaven’s  name,  can  the  cost  be  reduced 
if  the  percentage  of  the  base  acreage 
increases  with  the  enactment  of  this  bill? 
It  has  got  to  go  up.  In  2  or  3 
weeks  we  are  going  to  have  the  agricul¬ 


ture  appropriation  bill  before  us  on  the 
floor  of  this  House.  If  you  think  the 
cost  is  going  to  be  less  this  year  than 
last  year  you  are  mistaken.  And  if  you 
think  it  is  going  to  be  high  this  year, 
wait  until  next  year  when  you  come  back 
again  and  you  have  to  foot  the  cost  of 
this  bill. 

I  ask  the  Members  who  represent  ur¬ 
ban  areas  to  think  of  these  things. 
When  we  divert  acreage  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  program  or  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  it  costs  the  taxpayer  .$50  an  acre,  as 
for  example  in  my  district,  and  then  on 
top  of  this  the  farmer  can  get  a  Federal 
payment  for  a  cover  crop  under  ACP. 
The  cost  of  these  payments  alone  will 
amount  to  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars 
this  year.  It  is  crazy,  foolishly  crazy  for 
us  to  continue  this,  and  it  is  the  people 
in  the  urban  areas,  the  consuming  public 
who  have  got  to  pay  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  present  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  are  abandoning 
that  program,  we  are  giving  it  up. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  speaking  about 
the  programs  that  are  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  we  do  not  pass  this 
bill  we  are  going  back  to  the  program  the 
gentleman  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  No,  we  are  not  doing 
that  at  all. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  will  be  going  back 
to  the  1958  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gross)  there 
were — ayes  103,  noes  149. 

So  the  preferential  motion  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Avery)  there 
were — ayes  160,  noes  98. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings:  On 
page  41,  line  19,  change  the  period  to  a 
comma  and  add  the  following:  “but  exclud¬ 
ing  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  harvested  for 
silage  not  in  excess  of  the  acreage  of  feed 
grains  harvested  for  silage  during  the  base 
period  as  defined  in  section  360(d)  if  the 
operator  of  the  farm  elects  in  writing  to  have 
such  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  excluded. 
The  review  provisions  applicable  to  market¬ 
ing  quotas  in  sections  361-367  shall  apply  to 
the  determination  of  the  acreage  of  silage 
exempt  under  this  subsection.” 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
this  amendment  does,  it  merely  says  that 
a  farmer,  at  his  own  election,  in  writ¬ 
ing,  may  go  to  his  ASC  committee  and 
say  “I  do  not  desire  to  have  my  corn  or 
other  grain  which  I  raise  for  ensilage  in¬ 
cluded  in  my  feed  grain  base.”  He  may 
then  continue  to  grow  the  ensilage  that 
he  grew  in  1959  and  1960,  his  average  of 
the  base  year  period,  and  not  have  that 
included  in  his  base. 
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Now,  let  me  give  you  an  example.  A 
farmer  back  in  1959-60  grew  10  acres 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  what  have 
you  for  grain.  He  also  grew  25  acres  of 
corn  for  ensilage.  This  merely  says  that 
the  farmer,  if  he  so  elects,  may  exclude 
that  25  acres  that  he  grew  for  ensilage  in 
his  feed  grain  base. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  committee 
will  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  am  perfectly 
willing  to  accept  the  amendment  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  or  two  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia.  Under  your  amendment  the 
farmer  could  produce  as  ensilage  what 
he  produced  in  the  base  period,  1959- 
60,  but  no  more? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Now,  what  provision 
is  made  for  a  farmer  who  is  now  in 
business  but  was  not  in  business  in  1960? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  same  provision 
as  made  in  the  feed  grain  provision:  1 
percent  reserved  to  the  States  and  4 
percent  now  under  the  Mahon  amend¬ 
ment  that  will  be  reserved  to  the  county 
for  the  new  growers,  hardship  cases, 
or  any  other,  acceptable  reasons  that 
exist.  They  go  down  to  the  farmer- 
elected  committee  and  present  then- 
case,  and  if  they  are  not  satisfied  with 
their  decision,  they  can  appeal  to  the 
appeals  committee  and  then  they  can 
appeal  it  to  the  State  committee  and 
then  through  the  courts  available  in 
the  U.S.  Government. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Is  there  any  provision 
which  would  protect  the  farmer  who 
during  the  last  2  years  has  built  a  new 
silo  and  purchased  new  harvesting  equip¬ 
ment  to  increase  his  production? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  one  of  the 
questions  that  the  county  committee 
would  take  into  consideration,  and  I 
have  every  confidence  that  the  county 
committee  would  do  what  is  right  and 
just. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  As  I  recall,  the  farmer 
was  compelled  to  figure  his  ensilage 
acres  as  part  of  his  feed  grain  base  for 
1961-62;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  You  are  talking 
about  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
vision? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Yes. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AVERY.  What  becomes  his  feed 
grain  base  for  1963?  Is  it  the  total  of 
his  feed  grain  and  his  ensilage;  is  that 
his  new  base?  • 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct.  It 
is  the  same  as  it  was  in  1961.  It  is  still 
based  on  1959-60. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Then  he  could  plant 
silage  in  addition  to  that  without  being 
in  violation? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No. 
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Mr.  AVERY.  This  is  very  important, 
and  I  think  it  should  be  explained. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  It  is  very  important. 
If  the  gentleman  will  suspend  for  a  min¬ 
ute,  I  will  try  to  explain  again.  The 
farmer,  using  the  same  example,  who 
during  1959  and  1960  had  a  feed  grain 
base  of  75  acres,  and  50  acres  of  that 
was  planted  for  grain  and  25  acres  was 
planted  for  ensilage,  under  this  provi¬ 
sion  he  may,  at  his  own  option,  in  writ¬ 
ing,  exclude  from  his  feed  grain  base 
and  plant  what  he  planted  during  1959- 
60  to  ensilage  without  affecting  his  grain 
base.  In  other  words  25A. 

Mr.  AVERY.  In  the  same  example, 
what  is  his  feed  grain  base  for  1963? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  His  feed  grain  base 
would  be  75  acres. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Well,  then,  am  I  not 
correct  that  he  can  plant  ensilage  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  that  without  being  in  viola¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  He  cannot.  He 
could  only  plant  25  acres  because  that 
was  included  in  his  base.  But,  he  could 
plant  that  25  acres  which  was  included 
in  his  base  as  ensilage.  He  could  plant 
that  and  not  be  affected  by  the  partici¬ 
pation  of  this  program  on  his  feed  for 
grain. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  have  a  question  now 
about  this  40 -acre  limitation.  Suppose 
a  farmer  grows,  we  will  say,  35  acres  of 
grain,  can  he  participate  actively  and 
grow  as  much  ensilage  as  he  wants  to 
in  addition? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Going  back  to  the 
40-acre  provision,  this  has  no  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  40-acre  provision. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Why  does  it  not  have? 
In  my  district  there  is  hardly  anybody 
who  will  grow  more  than  40  acres  of 
grain,  but  a  lot  of  people  would  grow 
up  to  the  40 -acre  limitation. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  He  may  grow  what 
he  did  in  1959  and  1960. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

Mr.  MASON.  I  object,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings] 
now,  and  I  would  like  to  get  this  clear: 
As  I  understand  it,  under  the  40-acre 
limitation  the  man  does  not  participate 
in  the  program  if  he  grows  less  than  40 
acres;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No,  that  is  not  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio,  if  he  will  yield _ 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  wrong,  for 
this  reason:  In  the  40-acre  provision 
those  who  have  a  feed  grain  base  up  to 
40  acres  may  participate,  or  they  may 
elect  not  to  participate.  That  would 


have  no  effect  on  this,  other  than  that 
portion  of  that  40  acres  which  was  in 
ensilage — which  was  grown  for  ensi¬ 
lage — may  now  be  grown  for  ensilage 
and  not  included  in  that  base  acreage. 

Mr.  HAYS.  In  other  words,  then,  if 
a  man  was  growing  30  acres  of  grain 
and  20  acres  of  ensilage,  and  if  this 
amendment  is  passed,  he  is  not  included, 
and  he  could  continue  to  do  that? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  he  may  still  continue  to  grow 
20  acres  of  ensilage. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  am  talking  about  the 
fact  that  he  could  continue  to  grow  that 
amount,  and  not  be  affected? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  He  may;  you  are 
correct. 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  the  reason  I  asked 
that  question,  because  if  this  amendment 
passes,  plus  the  40  acres,  that  makes  my 
district  like  Ivory  soap,  994%oo  percent 
pure. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  hope  the  gentleman 
can  then  vote  for  the  change. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  think  I  can,  because  it 
will  not  affect  anyone  in  my  district. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  question 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jen¬ 
nings]  a  little  bit  further  in  order  to 
fully  understand  what  the  proposed 
amendment  would  do. 

Did  I  understand  correctly  that  if  a 
person  had  20  acres  of  ensilage  and  30 
acres  of  com  that  he  raises  for  grain, 
that  then  he  would  still  be  under  the  40- 
acre  exemption,  even  though  50  acres  of 
com  were  raised  on  this  farm? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  he  would  not  be  under  the  40-acre 
exemption,  because  that  would  add  up 
to  a  base  of  50  acres.  But  this  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  that  at  the  election  or 
option  of  the  producer,  his  ensilage — the 
com  which  he  grew  for  ensilage — may 
not  necessarily  be  counted  into  his  base 
acreage,  which  means  he  could  continue 
to  grow  his  20  acres  for  ensilage  and 
then  have  30  acres  for  grain.  In  other 
words,  he  may  either  come  under  the 
program  or  he  may  elect  to  stay  out. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Then  the  assumption 
would  be,  as  I  understood  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio,  that  a  person  could  take 
his  40  acres  for  grain  and  add  onto  that 
the  acres  that  went  into  ensilage;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  no ;  that  is  not  correct. 
He  cannot  raise  the  20  acres  he  had 
grown  for  ensilage.  He  may  continue  to 
grow  that  and  then  under  the  40-acre 
exemption  he  would  only  have  30  acres 
left.  He  may  either  come  under  the 
program  or  stay  out  of  the  program. 
What  we  are  saying  is  that  ensilage  will 
not  count  for  purposes  of  a  feed  grain 
base,  unless  he  so  elects. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct 
this  question  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage].  As  I  understood 
from  the  answer  which  was  given  to  my 
question  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Cooley],  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  25-acre  exemption  and  the 
40-acre  exemption  would  mean  that  10 


percent  more  acres  would  be  exempt.  I 
also  understood  from  his  later  comments 
that  under  the  40-acre  exemption  only 
10  percent  of  the  acres  in  this  country 
of  feed  grains  were  exempt.  Which  is 
true? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Approximately  13.8  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  feed  grain  acres  of  the 
United  States  would  be  exempt  if  every¬ 
one  took  advantage  of  the  exemption 
under  the  40-acre  amendment.  Act¬ 
ually,  I  think  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  there  would  be  about  10  percent. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Based  upon  the  informa¬ 
tion  contained  in  the  table  which  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley],  inserted  in  the  Record  on  the 
first  day  of  the  debate,  under  the  25-acre 
exemption,  12  percent  of  the  acres  would 
be  exempt.  If  that  is  true,  how  could 
the  percentage  of  acreage  exempt  now 
be  10  percent? 

Mr.  POAGE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  may  I  suggest  to  the  gentleman 
that  the  gentleman’s  source  of  infor¬ 
mation  is  probably  just  as  good  as  mine. 
The  information  I  have  is  that  the  40- 
acre  exemption  will  probably  take  out 
about  10  percent  of  the  acres  of  feed 
grains  in  the  United  States.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  may  have  data 
that  would  indicate  something  else.  I 
am  a  little  flattered  that  the  gentleman 
feels  that  I  have  much  better  informa¬ 
tion  than  the  gentleman  has.  But  the 
gentleman  asks  for  my  information,  and 
I  am  giving  it  to  him.  The  gentleman 
may  have  other  information,  and  the 
gentleman  may  prefer  to  believe  that 
rather  than  believe  me.  The  gentleman 
can  take  his  choice. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  understand  this  infor¬ 
mation  came  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings],  has  anything 
to  add  to  it?  If  so,  I  would  be  glad  to 
hear  from  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  that  I  have 
nothing  to  add.  I  think  what  the 
gentleman  is  referring  to  is  the  fact 
that  probably  in  some  of  the  States  it 
would  be  as  high  as  20  percent.  It 
would  be  as  high  as  20  or  25  percent. 
The  information  that  I  have  is  that 
under  the  25 -acre  exemption  it  would  be 
about  8  percent  and  under  the  40-acre 
exemption  it  would  amount  to  about  2 
or  3  percent  more  which  would  bring  it 
up  to  a  total  of  about  10  percent. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  read  for  the  record  the  estimated 
number  of  farms  that  were  exempt 
under  the  25-acre  exemption.  That 
figure  is  1,204,532,  being  54  percent. 
The  number  of  acres  was  11,976,500, 
making  12  percent  according  to  this 
chart.  All  the  added  exemptions  from 
all  the  amendments  make  it  even  more 
than  the  12  percent.  And  if  it  gets  up 
to  about  20  percent  you  can  imagine  the 
amount  of  feed  grain  acres  that  the 
farmers  of  the  Midwest  are  going  to  have 
to  reduce  in  order  to  get  the  25  million 
acres  idled  in  order  to  bring  a  balance 
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between  supply  and  demand  of  feed 
grain. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct 
my  question  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mi\  Jennings].  Under  the  legis¬ 
lation  before  us,  if  I  understand  it,  corn 
grown  not  for  harvest  as  grain  but  for 
ensilage  is  classified  as  a  feed  grain. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Under  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  gentleman  is  proposing, 
and  notwithstanding  his  amendment,  a 
farmer  planting  corn  for  use  as  ensilage 
and  not  for  grain  would  still  be  under  an 
acreage  restriction  at  least  tied  to  his 
base  of  1959-60  acreage. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  The  election  that  he 
has  is  simply  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  or  not.  If  he  chooses  to  partici¬ 
pate  then  he  would  have  to  conform 
with  such  acreage  adjustments  as  were 
consistent  under  the  program  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  true  for  the 
grain  but  not  for  the  ensilage,  because 
the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  ex¬ 
clude  grain  grown  for  ensilage  up  to  his 
base  which  was  established  in  1959-60. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  My  example  was  that 
he  was  growing  only  corn  for  ensilage, 
not  grain  of  any  other  kind. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Then  he  would  come 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  and 
would  be  subject  to  the  option  of  the 
40 -acre  provision;  or,  if  he  were  above 
that,  he  would  come  under  the  act  and 
would  have  to  participate  and  cut  back 
if  the  farmers  voted  for  that  program. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  The  bill  before  us, 
amended  as  the  gentleman  proposes, 
would  still  require  a  farmer  who  was 
growing  corn  for  ensilage,  this  being  his 
only  grain,  to  hold  to  that  base  of  1959-60 
and  if  his  acreage  exceeded  that  base  he 
would  be  subject  to  penalty  whatever  use 
he  may  wish  to  make  of  the  ensilage. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  he  were  in  excess 
of  that  amount  and  decided  not  to  come 
under  the  40 -acre  exemption,  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  has  emphasized 
the  very  point  I  had  in  mind.  It  seems 
to  me  this  is  a  very  ineffective  amend¬ 
ment.  It  will  not  exempt  corn  for  silage 
from  the  program.  The  farmer  is  still 
limited  as  to  his  base.  It  creates  some 
more  complications  and  loopholes  in  the 
feed  grain  program.  It  simply  means 
that  the  corn  farmer  will  have  to  cut 
back  on  his  production  that  much  more 
in  order  to  make  up  for  this  new  loop¬ 
hole  in  the  law. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  that  I  wish  to  make  for  the  record 
is  that  those  of  us  who  are  interested 
in  areas  that  are  not  producing  grains 
for  feed  but  might  well  be  producing 
corn  as  ensilage  corn,  not  for  harvest — 
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those  acres  are  just  as  much  under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  even  as  amended  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  as  any 
other  grain  which  might  be  grown  on  the 
farm. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  f ollows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Taylor  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Jennings:  On  page  41,  line  19,  change  the 
period  to  a  comma  and  add  the  following: 
“but  excluding  the  acreage  of  feed  grains 
harvested  for  silage  If  the  operator  of  the 
farm  elects  in  writing  to  have  such  feed 
grains  harvested  for  silage  excluded.’’ 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  been  hearing  during  the  last  2  days 
that  amendments  will  be  presented  by 
committee  members  exempting  silage 
and  oats.  I  understand  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Matthews]  will 
present  an  amendment  which  complete¬ 
ly  exempts  oats.  The  silage  amendment 
presented  by  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  provides  only  a  limited  exemption. 
It  restricts  each  farmer  to  the  amount 
of  silage  that  he  produced  during  the 
base  years  of  1959-60.  My  amendment 
would  exempt  silage  entirely  just  as  oats 
is  being  exempt. 

Silage  accounts  for  only  8  percent  of 
the  total  amount  of  feed  grain  produced 
nationally.  In  North  Carolina  it  repre¬ 
sents  only  4  percent  of  the  feed  grain 
produced,  but  in  my  district  and  in  many 
other  sections  where  grain  is  produced 
mostly  for  livestock  consumption  at 
home,  silage  represents  the  majority  of 
all  feed  grain  produced  and  it  is  all  fed 
to  dairy  cattle  and  to  beef  cattle  on  the 
farm. 

Silage  is  a  roughage.  As  a  feed  it 
competes  with  hay  and  fodder  and  not 
with  dried  grain. 

There  are  sound  reasons  justifying 
treating  it  separately  from  other  corn 
or  feed  grain.  Silage  by  its  own  nature 
is  a  commodity  which  cannot  be  shipped 
in  commerce.  It  spoils  as  soon  as  air 
strikes  it.  It  invariably  is  taken  from 
the  silo  and  fed  immediately  to  livestock 
on  the  farm  where  it  is  produced,  or 
close  by. 

Silage  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  na¬ 
tional  grain  surplus  which  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  about.  There  is  no  surplus  in 
silage.  The  Federal  Government  is  not 
spending  one  penny  on  storage  for  silage. 

Exempting  silage  will  not  cause  other 
grain  producers  to  quickly  shift  to  its 
production. 

Special  silos  and  special  farm  ma¬ 
chinery  must  be  purchased  before  a 
farmer  goes  into  the  business  of  produc¬ 
ing  silage.  He  must  purchase  livestock 
before  he  can  use  it. 

In  my  section  of  the  country  and  in 
many  other  sections  the  alfalfa  beetle 
during  the  last  2  years  has  destroyed 
much  of  the  alfalfa  crop  and  livestock 
farmers  have  shifted  and  are  shifting  to 
corn  and  corn  silage  and  have  increased 
their  silage  production  extensively  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  2  or  3  years.  When  we  cut, 
them  back  to  their  1959-60  silage  base 
they  will  have  to  make  a  change  in  their 
operations.  Some  will  shift  to  oat  or 
barley  silage  but  this  requires  special 


harvesting  machinery  which  may  cost 
$5,000  or  more.  The  only  alternative  for 
many  will  be  to  sell  part  of  their  herd 
and  reduce  their  operations. 

These  dairymen  and  beef  producers 
purchase  dry  feed  on  the  national  mar¬ 
ket.  Practically  every  dairyman  in  my 
section  of  the  country  purchases  more 
than  $100  of  feed  per  cow  per  year  on  the 
national  market  and  most  of  it  comes 
from  the  Western  States.  They  repre¬ 
sent  an  important  segment  of  the  feed 
grain  market  and  they  are  helping  to 
reduce  the  surpluses. 

Putting  these  livestock  producers  part 
way  out  of  business  and  forcing  them  to 
curtail  their  operations  is  a  hardship  on 
them  and  will  not  aid  in  solving  the  na¬ 
tional  grain  surplus  problem,  but  on  the 
other  hand  we  will  be  defeating  the  very 
purpose  of  this  legislation.  We  will  be 
limiting  their  future  operations  and  lim¬ 
iting  their  ability  to  serve  as  purchasers 
of  grain. 

I  hope  that  you  will  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment  which  really  does  exempt  silage 
and  treats  silage  just  as  oats  is  being 
treated. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi*.  TAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  has  definite 
advantages  over  the  amendment  of  our 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  I  certainly  intend  to  support 
the  gentleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  commend  my 
colleague.  This  amendment  is  very  im¬ 
portant  to  our  section  of  North  Carolina. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mi'.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  twTo  amendments  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  give  as  broad  an 
opportunity  for  anyone  to  engage  in  any 
kind  of  family  farm  operation  that  it 
is  possible  to  propose  and  still  any  effec¬ 
tive  control.  Criticism  was  leveled 
against  the  Jennings  amendments,  on  the 
ground  that  they  opened  the  door  to  some 
additional  exemptions.  And  so  they  did. 
But  they  are  quite  carefully  circum¬ 
scribed  so  that  they  will  not  open  a  great 
breach  in  the  wall. 

But  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
does  tear  down  the  wall.  It  just  takes 
the  fence  down  and  says  you  can  plant 
all  the  land  you  want  in  feed  grains 
so  long  as  you  put  it  in  silage.  Now 
you  can  put  mature  corn  into  silage. 
Every  farmer  knows  that.  We  do  not 
grow  much  com  and  we  do  not  do  much 
in  the  way  of  silage  down  my  way,  but 
I  have  grown  corn  and  let  it  get  hard 
and  then  run  it  through  the  silo  cutter 
and  put  it  into  a  silo.  Anybody  can  do 
that.  All  you  have  to  do  to  avoid  this 
bill,  if  you  adopt  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment,  is  simply  store  the  corn 
in  silos  instead  of  storing  it  in  a  bin. 
That  is  all  there  is  to  it. 
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This  amendment  to  the  amendment 
opens  the  door  far  too  wide.  The  amend¬ 
ments  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
certainly  give  all  the  relief  that  is  needed 
and  all  of  the  protection  that  is  needed 
for  any  of  the  small  operators  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Do  I  understand  the 
amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  to  mean  this:  If  the 
farmer  had  a  75-acre  feed  grain  base  in 
1961  and  1962  and  had  used  part  of  that 
for  silage  under  the  Taylor  amendment 
he  could  plant  all  of  that  to  feed  grain 
and  then  plant  silage  in  addition  to  that? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  the  un¬ 
derstanding  I  have  of  it.  It  means  to 
greatly  increase  what  you  have  been 
growing.  If  you  are  going  to  have  any 
controls,  then  you  have  to  have  controls. 
If  you  do  not  believe  in  controls,  why, 
of  course,  then  there  is  not  really  any 
use  in  passing  the  Jennings  bill.  I  hope 
that  the  committee  adopts  the  one 
amendment  and  votes  down  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  speak  in  support  of  the  Taylor  amend¬ 
ment.  The  amendment  that  he  offers 
today  I  offered  in  1961.  It  was  adopted 
without  opposition  from  either  the  ma¬ 
jority  or  the  minority.  It  was  later 
taken  out  in  conference. 

It  has  been  stated  that  you  can  fill 
your  silo  with  corn.  That  is  true,  but  I 
have  never  seen  a  farmer  go  down  the 
street  with  a  wagonload  of  silage  to  be 
taken  to  the  Commodity  Credit  bins  and 
be  sold  in  competition  with  the  feed 
grain  market.  This  amendment  would 
help  the  small  family  livestock  farm. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings],  is  limited 
in  what  it  can  do.  As  I  understand  it, 
if  in  your  100-acreage  allotment  of  corn 
you  had  25  acres  of  ensilage,  the  only 
advantage  is  that  the  then  base  is  re¬ 
duced  20  percent  of  75  acres  instead  of 
20  percent  of  100. 

I  believe  that  the  Taylor  amendment 
is  fair.  I  believe  it  is  a  good  amendment. 

Let  me  add  also  that  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thomson]  offered 
a  similar  amendment  in  the  second  bill 
that  was  considered,  and  I  think  it  has 
merit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Taylor  amendment.  This 
is  why  I  do:  The  facts  of  the  matter  are 
that  the  small  fanner  who  has  to  try  to 
grow  all  the  feed  in  the  deficient  areas 
he  can  for  his  herd  of  cattle  may  have 


a  bad  season — and  we  are  having  right 
now  in  Ohio  a  dry  season.  He  may  be 
a  farmer  who  normally  puts  hay  in  his 
silage,  for  instance.  His  crop  is  cut 
down  and  he  may  decide — this  can  hap¬ 
pen,  I  have  done  it  myself — he  may  de¬ 
cide  in  July  to  plant  grain  sorghum  to 
fill  up  silos.  Under  the  Taylor  amend¬ 
ment  he  can  do  that  without  being  pen¬ 
alized,  and  he  can  have  something  for 
his  dairy  cattle.  Not  to  be  able  to  do 
so  would  work  an  extreme  hardship. 
They  should  not  be  dragged  into  this. 

Corn  may  be  used  for  ensilage,  but  if 
it  is  chopped  up  it  is  not  grain,  it  has 
become  forage.  You  can  talk  all  you 
want  to  about  putting  corn  into  the  silo; 
you  do  not  put  it  in  as  corn  but  as  a 
chopped  up  proposition  which  even¬ 
tually  becomes  forage,  something  like 
hay. 

To  adopt  the  Taylor  amendment  would 
make  this  bill  workable  in  the  areas 
where  it  would  be  necessary  to  do  a 
thing  of  this  kind.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  passes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thomson]  is  rec¬ 
ognized. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  I  heard  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  say  he 
would  offer  an  amendment  which  would 
exempt  ensilage  I  was  quite  elated,  be¬ 
cause  last  year  I  offered  an  amendment 
to  exempt  ensilage  and  it  was  defeated 
at  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  with  the  gentleman  from 
Texas.  But  when  the  amendment  was 
presented  by  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Jennings],  I  concluded  that 
this  would  be  a  sham,  and  a  delusion, 
and  a  fraud  on  the  farmer. 

This  is  no  exemption  because  you  still 
have  to  include  the  ensilage  acreage  in 
your  base  acreage.  One  of  the  reasons 
this  program  was  not  accepted  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  was  because  there 
are  many  small  family-type  farms  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  who  need  all  of  that 
acreage  for  silage  corn  or  ensilage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  agree  that 
silage  is  part  of  your  base  acreage.  The 
farmer  who  wants  to  take  silage  out  can 
take  it  out  and  still  operate  on  his  corn 
basis. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Yes; 
he  operates  on  his  corn  basis  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  ensilage.  That  is 
taken  out,  and  that  is  the  only  advantage 
he  gets.  That  is  the  explanation,  and 
that  is  the  way  the  law  is  written.  I 
am  standing  here  supporting  the  Taylor 
amendment,  because  if  you  want  to  do 
anything  for  the  dairy  farmer,  the  small 
farmer  who  produces  ensilage  and  uses 
it  not  as  a  commercial  product  but  as 
feed  on  his  farm,  you  should  accept  the 
Taylor  amendment.  Let  me  say  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  was  not  successful  in  Wisconsin — 
only  30  percent  of  the  farmers  signed 
up — the  principal  reason  was  that  you  so 
restricted  the  use  of  ensilage  that  they 
grow  there  in  such  quantities  that  they 
could  not  participate  in  the  program. 
If  you  are  genuinely  interested  in  re¬ 


ducing  the  surplus,  you  will  accept  this 
amendment  and  permit  these  farmers  to 
sign  up  and  join  the  program  to  reduce 
acreage  that  they  do  not  need  for 
ensilage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Under  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  they  could  grow  up  to  their 
base.  Under  the  Taylor  amendment  the 
sky  is  the  limit. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  There 
are  many  limitations,  and  the  sky  is  not 
one  of  them,  because  you  cannot  pile 
ensilage  up  to  the  sky. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  desire  to  prolong  the  debate.  I  only 
ask  for  the  defeat  of  the  Taylor  amend¬ 
ment  and  adoption  of  the  Jennings 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Taylor]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cooley)  ,  there 
were — ayes  123,  noes  84. 

So  the  substitute  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings],  as 
amended  by  the  substitute. 

The  amendment  as  amended  was 
St^I'GGCl  to 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings:  On 
page  53,  beginning  with  line  1,  strike  out 
down  through  line  8  and  substitute  the 
following: 

"(2)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof 
by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof 
‘any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘the  1962  crop’.” 

On  page  53,  between  lines  21  and  22,  add 
the  following: 

“(6)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection : 

“  ‘ (i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  Secretary  finds  that  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  of  farms  producing  any  kind  of  wheat 
are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat 
to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  for  each  farm 
located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of 
producing  such  kind  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has 
produced  such  kind  of  wheat  for  commercial 
food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the 
five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in 
which  such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  such  uniform  percentage  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity. 
No  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any 
farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other  than 
such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm 
for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State, 
and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and 
such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in 
establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340  (6)),  and  section  326(b)  of 
this  Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the 
storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
allotment  for  the  farm  established  without 
regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the 
increased  allotment  under  this  subsection. 
The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an 
increased  allotment  under  this  subsection 
and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not  be 
required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as 
a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support’.” 
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(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

IYl£lI*kS  ) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
know  that  a  great  many  of  you  have  re¬ 
ceived  letters  and  telegrams  from  various 
bakeries  throughout  the  country  saying 
that  there  is  a  short  supply  of  certain 
types  and  varieties  of  wheat.  We  have 
heard  a  great  deal  of  comment  from 
several  Members  who  are  interested  in 
the  type  of  wheat  that  is  raised  mostly 
east  of  the  Mississippi  River,  and  point 
out  that  there  is  no  surplus  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  type. 

Now,  this  amendment  will  insure  an 
adequate  supply  of  all  types  and  varie¬ 
ties  of  wheat.  It  gives  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  the  authority  to  increase  al¬ 
lotments  of  any  type  or  variety  of  wheat 
that  is  either  in  short  supply  or  is  about 
to  become  in  short  supply,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  that  wheat  which  is  shipped 
in  the  so-called  giveaway  programs  over¬ 
seas.  It  does  say  that  you  cannot  give 
away  wheat  overseas  under  Public  Law 
480  or  the  food-for-peace  program  and 
use  that  as  an  excuse  for  saying  we  have 
a  shortage.  You  may  export  wheat  for 
dollars  and  receive  the  dollar  subsidy 
and  have  a  shortage.  In  other  words, 
we  do  not  want  to  cut  off  the  people  who 
are  selling  for  dollars. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  know  of  no  one  object¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD  of  Pennsylvania. 
Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
discussed  this  amendment  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  delivered  to  the  gentleman  a 
letter  I  received  from  the  Ward  Baking 
Co.,  located  in  the  city  of  Pittsburgh. 
Does  this  amendment,  in  your  opinion, 
answer  the  objections  raised  by  that 
letter? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  In  my  opinion,  this 
answers  the  objections  that  any  miller 
or  any  processor  or  any  manufacturer  or 
user  of  wheat  would  have  who  says  that 
there  might  be  a  shortage  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  variety  of  wheat.  That  was  the  ob¬ 
jection  in  your  letter.  It  is  said  that  soft 
White  wheat  and  soft  Red  Winter  wheat 
can  be  used  by  confectioners  and 
bakeries  and  so  forth,  and  that  there  is 
no  surplus  of  that  particular  type  of 
wheat.  I  might  also  say  that  there  is  no 
shortage  of  that  particular  type  of  wheat. 
Last  year  when  we  had  the  wheat  bill  be- 
■  fore  the  committee  the  same  argument 
was  used,  but  when  we  asked  these  peo¬ 
ple  if  they  wanted  to  continue  to  include 
their  wheat  in  the  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram,  in  the  giveaway  program,  they 
said  that  they  would.  Now,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  indicates  it  would  have  no  imme¬ 
diate  use  for  this  particular  language  in 
the  bill.  But,  if  need  should  arise,  then 
they  would  have  the  legislation  to  insure 
our  domestic  manufacturers  and  our  ex¬ 
port  market  for  dollars  that  there  would 
be  no  shortage. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 


Mr.  BREEDING.  I  would  like  to  ask 
a  question.  Is  it  true  that  the  Secretary 
must  find  that  there  is  a  need  for  in¬ 
creased  production  of  these  varieties  be¬ 
fore  he  can  give  an  order  to  grow  more? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Absolutely.  He  must 
determine  that  there  is  a  shortage  of  any 
particular  variety  or  type  of  wheat  before 
he  can  issue  that  order,  and  he  must 
also  find  that  this  is  not  being  used  in 
the  giveaway  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  amend¬ 
ment  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

This  amendment  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  increase  allot¬ 
ments  for  any  kind  of  wheat  which  he 
detei'mines  to  be  in  short  supply. 
“Wheat  in  short  supply’’  would  be  de¬ 
fined  as  any  kind  .of  wheat  for  which 
the  acreage  allotments  are  inadequate 
to  provide  for  the  production  of  a  suffi¬ 
cient  quantity  of  such  wheat  to  satisfy 
the  demand  therefor.  The  provision 
would  not  affect  any  wheat  grown  on  a 
farm  other  than  the  kind  in  short  sup¬ 
ply. 

The  legislation  voted  by  the  other  body 
contains  this  provision  and  I  strongly 
urge  the  House  to  include  it  in  the  bill 
now  before  us.  I  feel  very  strongly  that 
this  amendment  is  in  the  public  interest 
and  would  be  of  great  benefit  to  our 
Nation’s  wheat  growers.  Again,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings! 
two  or  three  questions. 

As  I  understand  it,  any  wheat  that  has 
been  used  in  the  Public  Law  480  program 
is  not  eligible  for  an  exemption  under 
this  program? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct,  if  it 
has  been  used  in  that  program. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  a  great  many  types  of  wheat  are 
continuously  claimed  to  be  in  shortage 
and  are  in  short  supply  because  millions 
and  millions  of  bushels  of  this  wheat 
have  been  given  away  under  the  Public 
Law  480  program. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman 
further  knows  that  some  of  this  wheat 
that  is  in  shortage  in  some  of  the  States 
has  been  sold  for  feed  in  those  various 
States.  What  about  that  type  of  wheat? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Well,  let  me  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  at  the  present  time 
we  have  about  1,100  million  bushels  of 
Hard  Winter  wheat.  We  also  have  a 
carryover  of  about  180  million  bushels 
of  Hard  Spring  wheat,  the  equivalent 
of  one  crop  of  both  of  those  classes  of 
wheat.  We  have  a  fairly  large  crop  of 
Spring  wheat.  The  carryover  on  the 
other  types  of  wheat  are  comparatively 
small.  We  also  know  that  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  wheat  for  feed  may 
be  substituted  as  a  feed  grain,  if  they 
so  desire. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  In  some  of  these 
States  some  of  this  wheat  that  is  claimed 
to  be  in  short  supply,  part  of  it  was  used 
for  Public  Law  480  purposes,  and  part 
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of  it  was  sold  for  feed  in  that  particular 
area  because  they  could  not  afford  to 
ship  it  to  some  other  area. 

Then,  the  gentleman  also  recognizes 
the  fact  that  a  lot  of  these  various  types 
of  wheat  can  be  substituted  for  each 
other,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Yes;  I  understand 
that  many  types  of  wheat  can  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  each  other.  I  also  under¬ 
stand  that  there  are  certain  products 
which  take  a  particular  type  of  wheat, 
such  as  Durum.  But,  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  that  there  is 
some  flexibility  and  latitude  of  substitu¬ 
tion  of  one  type  of  wheat  for  another 
type  of  wheat  in  general  usage,  but  not 
in  specific  usage. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  whenever  it  has  been  shown  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  committee  that 
any  of  these  types  of  wheat  are  in  short 
supply,  we  have  made  a  special  ruling 
for  that  particular  type  of  wheat. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
correct;  yes,  he  is  certainly  correct. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  it  would  still  be  a  good  plan 
for  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to 
have  a  hearing  in  order  to  determine 
whether  or  not  there  was  actually  a 
shortage  or  whether  there  was  just  a 
claimed  shortage  because  of  this  wheat 
which  has  been  shipped  out  under  the 
Public  Law  480  program? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  do  not  think  this  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  would  give  any 
unusual  powers  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  do  not  think  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  should  be  called  together 
to  determine  every  time  that  there  is  an 
alleged  shortage  of  a  particular  type  of 
wheat.  This  amendment  is  placed  in 
the  bill  for  the  specific  purpose  of  insur¬ 
ing  an  adequate  supply  of  these  special 
types  of  wheat.  I  do  not  think  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  regardless  of 
what  administration  he  might  be  serving 
under,  is  going  to  say  that  there  is  a 
shortage  of  any  particular  type  of  wheat 
when  one  does  not  actually  exist,  and 
when  a  good  case  cannot  be  made  for  it. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  that  we 
call  a  meeting  of  the  committee  for  this 
purpose. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  we  do  not  have  to  be  called 
together  because  we  are  in  session  about 
8  months  out  of  every  year,  no  wheat 
crop  is  raised  between  September  or 
October  and  January  first  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  year. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  do  not  share  the 
gentleman’s  concern. 

Ml-.  BELCHER.  Coming  from  a  tra¬ 
ditional  wheat  area,  I  will  have  to  op¬ 
pose  the  amendment  which  has  been  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think,  perhaps  this 
amendment  was  offered  in  good  faith.  I 
think  it  was  offered  in  an  effort  to,  per¬ 
haps,  balance  the  supply  of  certain  vari¬ 
eties  of  wheat.  But  what  it  actually, 
does  is  this:  It  just  constitutes  another 
trespass  upon  the  historical  wheat  pro- 


10538 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  June  21 


ducing  areas  in  the  Middlewest.  It  is 
just  as  simple  as  that.  Those  of  us  who 
represent  the  historical  wheat  producing 
areas  have  been  subjected  to  this  raid 
under  the  15-acre  exemption  whereby 
the  Nation  gained  5,000  new  wheat 
farmers  every  year.  Five  thousand  new 
wheat  farmers  every  year  have  entered 
into  the  wheat  production  industry  be¬ 
cause  of  the  15-acre  exemption.  That 
has  now  been  ended  under  the  terms  of 
the  1961  act. 

In  this  bill  it  is  provided  that  the  na¬ 
tional  wheat  allotment  shall  be  assigned 
on  the  basis  of  a  5-year  history.  The 
present  formula  assigns  State  quotas. 
This  new  formula  automatically  takes 
120,000  acres  of  wheat  out  of  Kansas  and 
redistributes  it  around  to  all  the  other 
States  that  historically  have  not  been 
wheat  producing  States. 

You  can  see  what  this  does.  If  you 
are  going  to  permit  special  treatment 
for  special  areas,  you  will  build  up  a 
State  history  in  the  recipient  State  and 
trespass  further  upon  Kansas,  Okla¬ 
homa,  and  Texas  and  transfer  the 
acreage  to  such  States  as  Virginia  and 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Just  as  a  bit  of  cor¬ 
rection,  the  gentleman  said  that  it  has 
introduced  so  many  new  wheat  farmers 
each  year.  It  has  produced  1,200,000 
wheat  farmers  within  the  past  10  years. 
There  are  1,200,000  now  raising  wheat 
under  the  15-acre  exemption  and  600,000 
that  raise  above  15  acres. 

Mr.  AVERY.  And  those  new  farmers 
have  produced  about  all  the  surplus  that 
is  considered  burdensome  now  in  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
that  under  my  amendment  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  if  he  finds  a  shortage,  may  permit 
only  these  varieties  to  be  grown  in  coun¬ 
ties  in  which  they  have  been  grown,  on 
farms  on  which  they  have  been  grown. 
In  addition  to  that,  this  will  not  be 
counted  as  a  base  for  any  future  allot¬ 
ments  so  what  the  gentleman  is  talk¬ 
ing  about,  building  up  additional  bases, 
will  not  count. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  am  glad  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  the  point.  I  do  not 
think  he  made  that  point  when  he  pre¬ 
sented  his  amendment  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  It  is  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  itself. 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  is  not  as  bad  as  I 
thought  it  would  be.  But  it  is  a  further 
discrimination  against  the  wheat  farmer, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mi'.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  If  we  continue  in  this 
way,  by  the  time  we  finish  debate  this 
afternoon,  the  only  State  to  which  this 


bill  will  apply  will  be  the  State  of  Kan¬ 
sas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  right.  We  are 
setting  them  out  one  at  a  time. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  statement  was 
made  that  this  would  not  count  for  fu¬ 
ture  wheat  history.  That  is  what  we 
were  told  with  reference  to  the  15-acre 
exemption  for  about  10  years.  After 
we  gave  enough  of  those  exemptions,  this 
bill  gives  an  allotment  to  all  of  those 
who  were  formerly  under  the  15-acre 
exemption.  What  assurance  do  we  have 
in  the  future  that  they  will  not  present 
the  same  kind  of  a  bill  giving  an  allot¬ 
ment  to  these  people  to  come  in  under 
this  exemption? 

Mr.  AVERY.  There  is  no  assurance 
at  all.  This  is  obviously  just  another 
substitute,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  to 
get  another  vote  or  two  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  adverse  to  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  wheat  producing  area  and 
I  urge  the  Members  to  defeat  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going  to  speak 
on  the  merits  of  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment.  But  I  checked  to  find  out 
whether  this  amendment  ever  had  been 
considered  by  the  committee  and  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “No.”  Anyone  who  listened  could 
tell  that  this  amendment  covers  about  a 
page  and  a  half.  This  is  the  manner  in 
which  we  have  been  legislating  on  a  very 
important  proposal  that  affects  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  our  country.  I  checked  and 
found  that  the  bulk  of  the  previous 
amendments  that  were  offered,  and  con¬ 
cerning  which  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  rose  and  said, 
“Well,  we  do  not  have  any  particular 
objection,”  had  never  been  before  the 
committee.  If  these  amendments  were 
so  desirable,  those  of  us  who  are  not  on 
the  committee  would  have  expected  them 
to  be  presented  to  the  committee  and 
considered  quietly,  carefully,  and  objec¬ 
tively  as  they  can  be  by  the  committee. 

One  other  point.  Missing  in  all  of  this 
has  been  the  question.  What  has  been 
the  recommendation  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  on  these  various  amendments?  It 
is  almost  routine  in  the  House  when  an 
amendment  is  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  for  someone  to  give  the  position  of 
the  administration.  I  do  not  happen  to 
be  of  the  same  party  as  the  administra¬ 
tion,  but  I  am  certainly  concerned  about 
what  the  Executive  might  say  on  some  of 
these  things.  This  manner  of  proceed¬ 
ing  is  just  outrageous.  We  cannot  pos¬ 
sibly  write  good  legislation  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  in  this  fashion,  by  consid¬ 
ering  matters  that  are  complicated,  par¬ 
ticularly  to  those  not  on  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  It  becomes  very  clear, 
as  someone  has  pointed  out,  that  appar¬ 
ently  anybody  who  is  willing  to  give  a 
vote  to  the  chairman  and  has  an  amend¬ 
ment  can  just  go  up  and  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  and  he  will  say,  “Yes,  we  will  accept 
it.”  I  will  tell  you  the  reason  why.  It  is 
because  this  bill,  under  whatever  pro¬ 


cedure  is  followed,  is  going  to  be  written 
in  conference. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  appreciate  the  con¬ 
cern  that  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
has  for  the  opinion  of  the  administra¬ 
tion.  I  should  like  to  inform  him  that 
these  amendments  have  been  accepted. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  going  to  say  that  about  every 
amendment  that  has  been  offered  here? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Only  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Then  I 
would  have  thought  they  would  have 
been  submitted  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  in  due  course,  and  I  would 
have  expected  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  to  consider  them  in  their  own 
session  and  not  in  this  fashion  on  the 
floor  of  the  House.  This  is  just  out¬ 
rageous. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for  the 
statement  he  has  just  made.  It  has  been 
a  long  time  since  I  have  seen  a  per¬ 
formance  here  that  even  approximated 
this.  It  is  not  for  me  to  make  the  motion 
to  recommit.  There  is  very  strong  feel¬ 
ing  over  here  that  that  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  should  be  to  send  this  bill  back 
to  the  committee.  I  cannot  think  of 
anything  that  would  be  more  salutary 
than  to  get  this  bill  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  let  them  bring  back  a  bill 
that  they  could  support  when  they  get 
it  on  the  floor,  instead  of  writing  amend¬ 
ments,  whatever  may  be  involved,  in  a 
fashion  that  cannot  possibly  be  justified. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  If  this  was  desirable,  if 
the  administration  was  for  these  amend¬ 
ments,  certainly  they  should  have  been 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  in  proper  session  instead  of  on 
the  floor  of  this  House,  instead  of  this 
procedure  which  is  just  picking  up  a  vote 
here  and  there,  and  ending  with  a  bill 
that  is  very  obviously  going  to  be  a  bad 
bill. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  If  that  just  happens 
to  expedite  the  handling  of  this  bill  on 
this  basis,  if  we  started  off  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  year  by  having  every 
Member  of  Congress  write  on  a  piece  of 
paper  what  he  would  like  in  the  agri¬ 
cultural  bill  for  his  own  district,  this 
would  not  make  it  necessary  to  have 
these  prolonged  hearings.  We  have  had 
about  19  amendments  on  the  floor  so 
far.  We  could  just  put  those  in  the 
.  bill  and  send  it  to  conference,  and  then 
take  whatever  bill  came  out  of  confer¬ 
ence. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  just  about 
what  would  happen.  We  would  have  800 
bills.  I  am  willing  to  cut  off  this  debate 
and  vote  this  up  or  down,  and  forget  it. 
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Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  You  can  cut 
off  debate  by  not  having  all  these  amend¬ 
ments  to  which  your  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  has  not  given  any  consideration. 
I  a,m  somewhat  familiar  with  legislative 
language.  The  gentleman  from  Virginia 
and  othei’s  may  have  good  intentions 
in  all  of  the  amendments,  but  when 
you  get  into  the  details  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  wording,  there  is  considerable  dis¬ 
pute  about  what  words  mean  and  those 
expert  in  legislative  drafting  should  re¬ 
view  them  carefully. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  want  the  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Avery),  there 
were — ayes  150,  noes  76. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Poage  :  On  page 
40,  between  lines  18  and  19,  insert  tbe  fol¬ 
lowing: 

"Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  law,  subject  to  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe,  an  acreage  equal  to  that  part  of  a 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  commodity 
which  is  not  utilized  for  the  production  of 
such  commodity  because  of  adverse  weather 
conditions  may  be  devoted  to  the  production 
of  feed  grains  under  the  following  condi¬ 
tions:  (1)  Any  acreage  so  devoted  to  feed 
grains  shall  not  be  considered  as  feed  grain 
acreage  for  purposes  of  determining  the 
farm  marketing  excess;  (2)  price  support 
shall  be  restricted  to  that  percentage  of  the 
total  production  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  feed  grains  bears  to  the  total 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm;  (3)  the 
land-use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be 
inapplicable  to  a  farm  on  which  any  acreage 
is  so  devoted  to  feed  grains;  and  (4)  any 
acreage  so  devoted  to  feed  grains  shall  not 
be  considered  as  feed  grain  acreage  in  de¬ 
termining  whether  the  producer  exceeded  the 
farm  acreage  in  determining  whether  the 
producer  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  feed  grains  for  purposes  of  sections 
339,  360J,  379c  of  this  Act  and  sections  105 
and  107  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.” 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  like  to  explain 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Was  this 
offered  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  was  or  not. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  submit 
that  is  a  typical  example  of  what  is 
being  done  here. 

Mr.  POAGE.  May  I  tell  you  what  this 
amendment  does.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  does  not  know  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  does. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Nor  does 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  know  what  it 
does. 


Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  the  gentleman  in 
the  well  knows  what  the  amendment 
does.  The  amendment  provides,  where 
a  farmer  has  an  allotment  for  cotton  or 
wheat  or  peanuts  or  rice  or  tobacco — 
where  he  has  an  allotment  that  he  can¬ 
not  plant  because  of  unusual  weather 
conditions  either  because  it  is  too  dry  or 
it  has  been  flooded  or  because  it  is  hailed 
out  so  that  he  cannot  make  his  crop  on 
the  allotted  acres  of  that  allotted  crop, 
then  he  may  plant  feed  grain  on  those 
acres  to  the  amount  of  the  acreage  that 
was  allotted  for  the  other  crop. 

Now  the  rationale  of  that  is,  and  I 
think  it  is  a  very  sound  proposition,  that 
fundamental  justice  requires  that  we 
should  allow  these  people  who  see  their 
entire  year’s  earnings  taken  away  from 
them  to  plant  some  crop,  and  normally 
feed  grain  is  the  only  crop  they  can 
plant.  If  you  pass  a  law  and  say  they 
cannot  stay  in  business  at  all  even  though 
the  land  is  there  and  the  weather  is  still 
seasonable  to  plant  feed  grain,  then  you 
will  be  doing  the  kind  of  thing,  which 
too  many  of  our  newspapers  like  to  pub¬ 
licize  about  the  farm  program  and  you 
will  be  doing  the  kind  of  thing  that  they 
say  we  are  doing. 

We  do  not  want  to  be  doing  that  sort 
of  thing.  We  do  want  to  say  to  those 
people  who  cannot  plant  their  allotted 
crops  that  they  can  plant  something,  and 
that  means  feed  grain,  because  as  a  prac¬ 
tical  fact  you  all  know  that  feed  grain  is 
the  only  crop  that  can  be  planted  late  in 
the  season  or  after  planting  time  for 
the  other  allotted  crops. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  This  should  be  writ¬ 
ten  into  permanent  law,  because  many 
times  due  to  drought  conditions,  flood 
conditions,  or  hailed-out  crops  we  are 
asked  to  pass  emergency  legislation  to 
aid  stricken  farmers. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  is  ex¬ 
actly  right.  Time  and  again  we  pass 
legislation  for  fanners  who  are  flooded 
out  or  hailed  out.  We  have  even  let 
them  plant  crops  for  which  they  had 
never  held  allotments.  This  is  limited 
to  allotted  acreage.  They  cannot  get 
support  price  on  this  grain,  it  cannot 
count  as  history  for  any  future  years. 
I  think  there  are  adequate  limitations 
on  it  to  protect  the  farmer  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  Government  program. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  this 
amendment  is  vital  and  essential  to  pre¬ 
vent  disastrous  results  from  flood  or 
from  hail.  I  certainly  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  for 
offering  this  amendment  which  I  had 
requested  the  committee  to  offer.  This 
is  an  amendment  which  the  gentleman 
and  I  have  discussed  many  times  during 
the  last  2  or  3  weeks.  The  amendment 
is  almost  identical  to  the  one  I  had  pre¬ 
pared  and  which  is  in  the  Record  of  day 
before  yesterday,  a  copy  of  which  is  now 
at  the  Clerk’s  desk. 

This  amendment  is  vital  to  this  bill. 
I  strongly  urge  its  adoption.  I  have  been 
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encouraged  to  believe  it  will  be  adopted. 
The  farmers  I  represent  are  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  over  this  matter.  They  feel  that 
the  amendment  is  absolutely  necessary. 

The  provision  would  give  the  farmer 
something  to  fall  back  on  in  event  of  a 
disaster  to  his  allotted  crop,  such  as  cot¬ 
ton.  The  amendment  would  provide  a 
lifesaver  without  seriously  affecting  na¬ 
tional  production. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  would  not  mean  a  great  ad¬ 
ditional  production  of  feed  grains  but 
would  be  somewhat  of  an  insurance 
against  complete  disaster,  to  those  who 
raise  peanuts,  tobacco,  or  cotton,  because 
of  unfavorable  weather? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  simply  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  see  that  we  do  not  do  the  un¬ 
reasonable  things  we  might  do  without 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr, 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  is  a  city 
dweller.  I  do  not  understand  what  this 
will  do  for  the  peanut,  cotton,  or  to¬ 
bacco  farmers.  Would  they  as  an  alter¬ 
native  plant  some  sort  of  feed  grain? 
Will  the  gentleman  give  us  a  hypothet¬ 
ical  case? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  I  will  be  glad  to. 
Down  in  some  parts  of  Texas  it  has  not 
rained,  still  has  not  rained,  and  the  time 
for  planting  cotton  will  certainly  be  up 
soon — it  is  up  now  as  a  practical  mat¬ 
ter,  but  nobody  would  attempt  to  plant 
cotton  past  the  first  of  July  if  it  has 
not  rained  by  that  time.  That  farmer 
then  is  going  to  have  to  go  without  any 
income  whatsoever.  By  this  amend¬ 
ment  he  would  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  plant  something  else,  and  feed  grain 
is  the  only  thing  he  can  plant. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  In 
other  words,  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  give  him  an  alternative  by 
which  he  could  save  himself  during  that 
year. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Un¬ 
der  these  disaster  conditions. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right,  some¬ 
thing  to  fall  back  on  if  he  was  hailed 
out  or  flooded  out. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  last  straw.  We  have  gotten  into  a 
ridiculous  situation.  I  am  amazed  to 
think  that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
should  find  itself  in  the  ridiculous  pos¬ 
ition  whereby  any  member  of  the  maj¬ 
ority  party  who  wants  an  amendment 
can  have  it  by  simply  going  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and  having  it 
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OK’d.  Many  amendments  have  been 
offered  on  which  no  hearings  were  held. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  a  se¬ 
lect  group  of  members  on  the  majority 
side  got  together  a  day  or  two  ago  and 
agreed  on  some  13  amendments.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  minority  on  the  committee 
were  not  consulted,  so  we  know  nothing 
about  them. 

Under  all  of  the  circumstances,  the 
only  reasonable,  sensible  thing  to  do  is 
to  send  this  bill  back  to  the  committee. 

I  wonder  whether  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  would  like  to  amend 
the  title  of  this  bill?  The  reference  in 
the  title  to  the  bill  relating  to  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  CCC  stocks  would  no  longer 
seem  necessary  in  view  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  adopted  which  would  bring  about 
more  production  instead  of  less. 

This  amendment,  if  passed,  would  get 
us  into  more  production  like  nobody’s 
business.  If  planting  of  feed  grains  on 
cotton  acreage  is  permitted,  we  would 
only  create  a  worse  surplus  situation  in 
feed  grains.  Instead  of  cutting  down  on 
production  it  looks  as  if  the  proponents 
are  doing  everything  humanly  possible 
to  increase  the  surplus  situation  which 
in  turn  means  more  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

The  amendment  is  a  one-way-street 
operation.  Why  not  let  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers  wherever  they  can,  raise  wheat,  to¬ 
bacco,  peanuts,  rice,  or  cotton  acres,  if 
they  suffer  a  loss  on  their  feed  grain 
crops?  Oh,  no.  It  just  works  to  the 
advantage  of  the  proponents  of  this  sort 
of  legislation.  We  in  the  Midwest,  in 
the  feed  grain  area,  simply  have  to 
tighten  our  belts  and  live  under  these 
tight  controls  while  others  enjoy  this 
kind  of  preferential  treatment. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  If  my  alfalfa  winter- 
kills,  can  I  plant  corn  under  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  No,  you  cannot. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  In  other  words,  we 
want  our  cake  and  we  want  to  eat  it  too. 
What  we  cannot  do  in  our  district 
somebody  else  can  do  in  their  district. 
It  is  apparent  here  that  somebody  is 
asking  too  much. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  It  is  a  one-way  street. 
One  of  these  days  you  are  going  to  find 
cotton  in  trouble.  Tobacco  has  been  in 
trouble,  but  we  came  to  the  rescue  of  the 
tobacco  farmers  2  years  ago  last  year. 
Why  not  give  the  feed  grain  farmers  a 
little  consideration? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Is  there  anything  in  the 
Poage  amendment  to  prevent  a  farmer 
collecting  crop  insurance  and  going 
ahead  and  raising  these  other  crops? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 


Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Every¬ 
one  seems  to  be  getting  sympathy  here. 
My  poor  little  old  artichoke  growers  are 
having  a  tough  time  out  in  California. 
Do  you  think  we  ought  to  do  something 
for  those  artichoke  people? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  hope  very  much  that 
the  press  takes  cognizance  of  what  has 
been  going  on  here  this  afternoon.  It  is 
enough  to  embarrass  many  of  us 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross!. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  my  time  in  the  interest  of  harmony. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  TollefsonL 

Mr.  TOLLEFSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
farm  bill,  which  the  House  is  consider¬ 
ing,  is  a  bill  to  regiment  farmers  such  as 
they  have  never  been  regimented  before. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  district  want  no  part  of  it  and 
have  so  informed  me  in  no  uncertain 
terms. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  claims 
that  the  bill  will  save  the  taxpayers  $1 
billion  per  year.  All  the  evidence  seems 
to  be  to  the  contrary.  In  my  humble 
opinion,  the  bill  will  increase  costs  to  the 
taxpayer.  Because  of  the  controls  and 
redtape  the  measure  would  create,  addi¬ 
tional  personnel  would  be  required  to 
administer  the  law.  Since  January  of 
1961  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
added  6,000  employees.  This  new  pro¬ 
posal  would  add  thousands  of  others. 

My  farmers  are  small  ones  compared 
to  those  in  the  Midwest.  They  are  for 
a  large  part  dairy  farmers,  poultry  and 
egg  producers,  truck  and  berry  farmers. 
This  bill  would  not  help  them.  On  the 
contrary,  it  would  hurt  them.  Those  in 
the  dairy  and  poultry  area  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  pay  higher  prices  for  their  feed 
grains.  There  would  be  no  question 
about  it.  An  announced  objective  of  the 
bill  is  to  raise  the  income  of  the  farmers. 
That  objective  could  not  be  attained 
without  increasing  the  price  of  the  feed- 
grains  they  produce.  Consequently,  my 
farm  people  would  be  hurt. 

My  consumers  would  also  be  hurt  by 
the  bill.  My  distinguished  Democrat  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  a  senior  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  told  the 
House  on  Tuesday  that  if  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  proposal  was  enacted  into  law 
the  cost  of  bread  to  the  American  house¬ 
wives  would  be  increased  by  $164  million 
per  year.  He  called  it  a  bread  tax,  and 
I  agree. 

West  coast  Congressmen  should  vote 
against  the  bill.  One  of  the  strong 
Democrat  proponents  of  the  measure  to¬ 
day  voluntarily  admitted  that  it  would 
be  bad  for  the  West.  We  from  the  West 
know  he  is  right  and  should  vote  against 
it.  We  should  know  also  that  the  bill  is 
bad  for  the  whole  country.  This  was 
clearly  pointed  out  in  an  editorial  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  Washington  Daily  News 
of  yesterday  which  stated,  and  I  read 
as  follows : 

A  Bill  To  Control  Farmers 

This  week  the  House  is  debating  the  so- 
called  farm  bill — similar  to  a  measure  already 
passed  by  the  Senate. 


It  is  a  bill  to  regiment  agriculture  as  it 
never  has  been  regimented  before.  It  would 
double  and  triple  present  controls. 

Agriculture  Secretary  Freeman,  busy  coax¬ 
ing  votes  from  doubtful  House  Members, 
makes  the  sweeping  claim  that  this  is  a  Rill 
"for  all  the  people — it  would  benefit  farmers, 
taxpayers,  and  consumers.”  He  expects  us 
to  take  his  word  for  it. 

But  the  evidence  is  to  the  contrary. 

It  is  an  all-or-nothing  bill.  If  it  becomes 
law,  wheat  and  feed  grains  farmers  will  be 
given  a  choice:  Either  they  can  vote  for 
full  Government  controls  or  they  can  give 
up  price  supports  entirely.  That  is  a  rigged 
choice,  obviously. 

The  administration  claims  the  bill  would 
cut  costs  (to  the  taxpayer)  but  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau  Federation  estimates  it 
would  have  the  opposite  effect. 

One  aspect  of  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  scandal 
was  his  manipulation  of  acreage  allotments. 
By  greatly  increasing  the  number  of  acre¬ 
age  allotments,  the  bill  would  make  possible 
more  manipulation. 

Controls  make  redtape  and  redtape  re¬ 
quires  more  payrollers.  The  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  pay  roll,  already  zooming,  would 
be  upped  more  and  more.  (Up  to  May  I,  the 
Kennedy  administration  had  added  6,000 
employees  in  this  Department.) 

As  an  example  of  the  way  the  bill  plays 
both  ends  against  the  middle,  Mr.  Freeman 
proposed  to  pay  dairy  farmers  for  not  pro¬ 
ducing  milk.  But  the  dairyman  could  be 
paid  for  selling  or  leasing  his  cows  to  others, 
who  could  keep  them  in  production.  Or 
for  diverting  the  milk  to  feeding  pigs  or 
calves. 

"Milk  diverted  to  the  feeding  of  calves,” 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  remarks,  “could 
lead  to  an  increase  in  the  number  of  cows 
available  for  future  milk  production.” 

But  it  would  cost  the  taxpayers  a  fat  sum, 
just  the  same. 

President  Kennedy  has  charged  Republi¬ 
cans  with  playing  politics  over  this  bill. 
Perhaps  so.  But  the  whole  farm  program  is 
shot  with  politics — what  the  country  needs 
is  not  more  controls  over  farming,  but  more 
restraints  on  politicians  telling  farmers  what 
they  have  to  do.  , 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Mahon]. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  under 
the  rules  of  the  House  when  a  bill  is 
being  considered  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  originating  the  legislation  have 
preference  over  noncommittee  members 
in  securing  recognition  of  the  Chair  for 
the  offering  of  amendments  and  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  pending  legislation.  This  is  a 
good  rule  which  should  not  be  altered, 
but  at  times  it  is  difficult  for  Members 
of  the  House  who  are  not  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  present  adequately  their  views. 

It  was  largely  because  of  this  situation 
that  I  urged  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  to  take  the  initiative  in 
offering  the  amendments  for  which  I 
have  been  campaigning  for  the  past  3 
weeks  and  which  I  presented  to  the 
House  on  June  19  and  are  contained  in 
the  Record  of  that  date,  beginning  on 
page  10183. 

I  want  to  say  that  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  have  been 
most  cooperative  and  helpful.  This  I 
appreciate  very  much. 

I  am  pleased  over  the  acceptance  of 
the  two  amendments  which  I  offered 
earlier  today.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
additional  amendments  which  I  shall 
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present  later  today  and  which  I  may  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  explain  to  the 
House  as  a  result  of  the  parliamentary 
situation. 

I  strongly  favor  the  amendment  which 
gives  the  producer  a  better  alternative  in 
the  event  feed  grain  controls  are  voted 
down  in  the  referendum.  The  bill  as 
originally  presented  to  the  House  is 
wholly  unacceptable  in  that  respect. 

I  wish  to  specifically  urge  the  approval 
of  my  amendment  which  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

On  page  25,  line  7,  change  the  semicolon 
to  a  comma  and  add  the  following:  “and  the 
Secretary  shall  make  an  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment  for  the  amount  by  which  the  acreage 
of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  was  reduced  dur¬ 
ing  the  base  period  in  order  to  permit  the 
full  utilization  of  any  acreage  allotment  in 
effect  for  any  commodity  on  the  farm. 

The  law  specified  that  the  farmer,  who 
chose  the  choice  B  cotton  program  in 
1959  or  1960,  would  get  no  credit  on  his 
cotton  history  as  a  result  of  the  choice 
B  program  and  that  he  would  take  a 
lesser  support  price.  He  should  not 
therefore  be  penalized  on  his  feed  grain 
history  as  a  result  of  his  choice. 

I  am  not  one  who  believes  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  offer  attractive  support  prices 
for  crops  with  unlimited  production. 
On  the  other  hand,  any  legislation  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  must  be  in  the  over¬ 
all  best  interest  of  the  farmer,  and  the 
general  public  as  well.  I  am  very  much 
disturbed  over  the  situation  confronting 
us  in  this  legislation  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  my  time  and  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Poage)  there 
were — ayes  88,  noes  136. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Matthews: 
On  page  16,  beginning  with  line  21,  strike 
out  down  through  the  period  in  line  22. 

On  page  41,  line  13,  strike  out  “oats.” 

(Mr.  MATTHEWS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  pending  agricul¬ 
tural  legislation  as  presented  in  H.R. 
11222  and  would  like  to  say  at  the  outset 
that  the  reason  for  my  support  is  that 
we  are  facing  a  crisis  in  American  agri¬ 
culture,  not  because  of  the  problem  that 
the  Soviet  Union  has — the  inability  to 
produce  more  than  is  needed,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  tremendous  efficiency  of  the 
American  farmer  that  has  resulted  in 
his  ability  to  feed  26  other  people  and 
still  have  a  surplus  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  In  fact,  we  were  told  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Honorable 
Orville  Freeman,  in  his  testimony  before 
our  committee,  that  our  potential  for 
agricultural  production  will  outrun  pros¬ 
pective  demand  for  farm  products  over 
the  next  10  or  20  years,  even  with  the 
augmented  food  aid  programs  at  home 


and  abroad.  By  1980  it  is  estimated  that 
we  will  need  51  million  acres  less  crop¬ 
land  than  the  458  million  acres  we  had 
in  cropland  in  1959.  The  surplus  of 
agricultural  production  is  in  the  ware¬ 
houses  and  grain  elevators  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  Particularly  do  we  have  a  problem 
in  feed  grains  and  at  the  present  time 
we  have  2.1  billion  bushels  of  feed  grains 
in  surplus.  The  cost  of  storing  our  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities  is  ap¬ 
proximately  a  billion  dollars  a  year. 
Much  of  the  profit  of  agriculture  has 
gone  on  to  the  owners  of  the  warehouses 
and  all  of  you  are  familiar  with  the  tre¬ 
mendous  profits  that  can  be  made  in 
simply  storing  our  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  The  illegal  transactions 
of  Billie  Sol  Estes  remind  us  of  the  im¬ 
pact  of  this  program  in  the  hands  of  un¬ 
scrupulous  operators. 

I  feel  that  this  problem  of  agricultural 
surplus  hangs  over  the  heads  of  the 
farmer  in  America  and  will  eventually 
bring  about  the  ruin  of  a  prosperous 
American  agriculture  unless  something 
is  done  about  this  problem.  The  tax¬ 
payers  of  America  have  a  right  to  de¬ 
mand  a  program  that  helps  the  farmer 
and  consumer  and  does  not  simply  pile 
up  unneeded  agricultural  surpluses  to 
rot  in  the  warehouses  of  America.  The 
carryover  of  wheat  next  July  1  on  the 
basis  of  estimated  supply  and  disap¬ 
pearance  is  expected  to  be  about  1,380 
million  bushels,  which  is  down  from  the 
alltime  records.  Stocks  will  remain  far 
in  excess  of  our  need  for  reserves  to  meet 
possible  emergencies.  The  supply  of 
feed  grains  in  the  current  marketing 
year  is  estimated  at  225.5  million  tons, 
more  than  5  million  tons  less  than  was 
available  during  the  previous  marketing 
year,  but  let  us  keep  in  mind  that  do¬ 
mestic  disappearance  in  1961  to  1962  is 
estimated  at  135  million  tons  and  ex¬ 
ports  at  13.3  million  tons.  April  1  stock 
reports  indicate  that  com  stocks  alone 
are  about  280  million  bushels  less  than 
last  year,  but  keep  in  mind  that  it  is 
estimated  that  even  with  the  reductions 
under  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
grams,  that  at  the  end  of  1962,  we  shall 
have  77.4  million  tons  of  feed  grains  at 
the  end  of  the  year.  As  of  March  31,  this 
year,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
had  $3.1  billion  invested  in  feed  grains. 
We  simply  must  do  something  about  the 
problem. 

The  programs  or  approaches  to  solve 
the  problem  are:  First,  to  terminate  all 
price  support  and  production  adjust¬ 
ment  programs;  or,  second,  turn  away 
from  acreage  adjustment  programs  and 
reduce  price  supports  moderately;  or 
third,  enact  permanent  legislation  that 
would  make  it  possible  to  adjust  farm 
output  to  actual  requirements  at  fair 
prices  and  to  reduce  existing  stocks  to 
manageable  levels. 

Very  few  people  recommend  the  first 
alternative,  which  would  not  only  ruin 
the  American  farmer,  but  would  bring 
about  a  severe  depression  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  fact  that  we  would  have  a 
depression  has  been  documented  in  inde¬ 
pendent  studies.  Now,  if  we  use  the 
second  alternative — ending  production 
adjustment  programs  and  placing  price 
supports  at  relative  low  levels,  as  was 
tried  by  Secretary  Benson  in  the  pre¬ 


vious  administration,  we  know  from  ex¬ 
perience  that  we  will  have  steadily  grow¬ 
ing  stocks  and  rising  costs  for  handling 
and  storage.  So,  the  present  agricul¬ 
tural  legislation  approaches  the  third 
alternative,  and  by  using  this  alterna¬ 
tive,  it  is  hoped  that  surpluses  can  be 
cut  down  in  such  a  way  as  to  help  pro¬ 
ducers  get  a  return  more  commensurate 
with  their  investments,  to  keep  stable 
prices  for  the  consumer,  and  to  permit 
the  continuing  healthy  condition  of  the 
livestock  industry  in  America.  It  is  easy 
to  criticize,  Mr.  Chairman.  Disraeli 
once  said  “It  is  much  easier  to  be  criti¬ 
cal  than  correct.”  But  we  must  present 
cold,  hard  alternatives.  Let  me  repeat 
again  that  the  American  taxpayers  feel 
that  we  should  do  something  about  the 
billion-dollar  annual  cost  of  handling 
the  tremendous  agricultural  surplus  in 
America,  caused  largely  by  the  wheat 
and  feed  grain  commodities. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  difficult  to 
tailor  bills  to  suit  each  farmer  in 
America.  We  realize  that  when  we  pro¬ 
pose  national  legislation,  there  will  be 
some  aspects  of  it  that  are  not  favored 
by  everybody.  In  my  own  congressional 
district,  we  have  the  problems  of  the 
farmers  who  produce  the  corn  and  other 
feed  grains.  Then  we  have  the  problems 
of  the  livestock  and  poultry  industry  that 
are  consumers  of  feed  grains.  Insofar 
as  those  who  produce  feed  grains  in 
Florida  are  concerned,  I  sincerely  be¬ 
lieve  that  on  the  basis  of  the  emergency 
feed  grain  programs,  the  producers  have 
profited  greatly  from  that  program,  and 
will  profit  from  the  proposed  program. 
I  believe  they  realize  that  fact.  It  is  in¬ 
teresting  to  note  in  Florida  that  in  1961, 
we  had  a  base  acreage  of  632,300  acres  of 
corn,  and  115,900  acres  were  diverted 
into  the  emergency  feed  grain  program. 
Four  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty- 
nine  farmers  participated,  or  28  percent 
of  the  total  farms.  Now,  in  1962,  we 
have  had  163,900  acres  of  corn  that  were 
signed  up  for  the  emergency  feed  grain 
program,  as  compared  to  115,900  acres 
diverted  last  year.  This  would  indicate, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  our  corn  producers 
are  taking  advantage  of  this  present 
emergency  feed  grain  legislation.  It 
would  also  indicate  that  despite  Florida 
being  in  a  feed  deficit  area,  our  producers 
of  corn  have  not  found  it  profitable  to 
produce  the  maximum  amount  of  their 
corn  acreage.  Other  fanners  in  Florida 
who  have,  I  know,  a  serious  concern 
about  the  problems  of  a  feed  grain  deficit 
will,  I  hope,  keep  this  in  mind.  I  think 
we  should  also  point  out  that  there  is  not 
the  strict  control  in  this  legislation  that 
some  people  think  there  should  be.  For 
example,  the  control  is  not  on  a  bushel 
basis,  and  in  our  own  State  of  Florida,  it 
is  estimated  that  the  average  yield  of 
corn  is  30  bushels  per  acre,  whereas  any¬ 
one  familiar  with  Florida  agriculture 
knows  that  on  many  acres,  much  more 
than  that  amount  of  corn  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  with  more  fertilizer  applied,  and 
with  good  rainfall  or  irrigation.  So,  the 
fact  remains  that  on  the  reduced  acreage 
in  Florida,  it  would  seem  that  we  have  a 
good  opportunity  to  produce  all  of  the 
feed  grains  for  which  there  is  a  local 
demand. 
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Now,  insofar  as  the  livestock  and  poul¬ 
try  producers  in  Florida  are  concerned, 
I  know  here  again  we  have  difficulty  in 
tailoring  this  proposed  legislation  to 
meet  on  a  100-percent  basis  all  the  de¬ 
sires  of  our  people.  No  one  likes  Gov¬ 
ernment  regulation.  I  do  not  want  it 
unless  it  is  absolutely  necessary.  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  agricultural  problem  in 
America  before  too  long  will  be  such  that 
we  can  eliminate  many  controls.  But  I 
sincerely  believe  down  deep  in  my  heart 
that  if  we  have  a  guaranteed  price  sup¬ 
port,  we  simply  must  have  Government 
controls.  This  program  does  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  establish  Government  controls 
over  our  livestock  producers.  In  this 
connection,  I  want  to  quote  from  a  letter 
sent  to  the  Honorable  W.  R.  Poage,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  the  chairman  of 
our  Subcommittee  on  Livestock  and  Feed 
Grains,  by  Mr.  Charles  S.  Murphy,  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  dated 
June  14,  1962.  This  letter  was  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  questions  raised  concerning  the 
effect  of  the  feed  grain  provisions  of 
H.R.  11222,  on  the  livestock  industry. 
Mr.  Murphy  stated  that  the  “Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  does  not  want,  nor 
do  they  see  any  need  for,  direct  Govern¬ 
ment  programs  for  cattle  and  hogs.  The 
feed  grain  program  of  H.R.  11222  is 
specifically  designed  to  avoid  any  need 
for  such  programs.”  Mr.  Murphy  goes 
on  to  state  that  the  present  voluntary 
program,  as  well  as  the  long  range  pro¬ 
gram,  is  considered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  as  the  best  means  of 
avoiding  price  supports  or  Government 
restrictions  on  cattle  and  hogs. 

Now,  why  do  they  take  that  position? 
It  is  because,  in  my  opinion,  that  if  we 
do  not  have  any  feed  grain  program,  the 
tremendous  surplus  of  feed  grains  will 
lead  to  such  cheap  supplies  of  feed 
grains,  which  in  turn  will  lead  to  the  ex¬ 
cessive  expansion  of  cattle  and  hog  pro¬ 
duction,  and  consequently  low  prices  for 
these  key  meat  products.  Let  us  keep 
in  mind  that  for  the  past  10  years,  the 
feed  grain  programs  putting  3  to  5  per¬ 
cent  of  each  year’s  production  into  Gov¬ 
ernment  warehouses  instead  of  into 
more  cattle,  hogs,  milk,  and  poultry,  has 
helped  to  support  livestock  prices.  We 
have  a  reduction  of  many  million  bushels 
of  feed  grains  this  year  because  of  the 
emergency  programs,  but  we  shall  pro¬ 
duce  this  year  one-fourth  billion  bushels 
more  than  we  feed.  CCC  storage  and 
handling  costs  for  corn  rose  from  $20 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  1953,  to  over 
$148  million  in  the  fiscal  year  1960. 
Fifty-two  million  dollars  has  been  spent 
in  a  year  to  move  corn  around  to  find 
storage  for  it.  Interest  costs  amounted 
to  over  $100  million  in  1961.  Let  me  re¬ 
peat,  I  believe  livestock  prices  can  be 
better  maintained  and  improved  now  by 
reasonable  price  supports  and  by  limiting 
feed  grain  production. 

In  this  proposed  legislation,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  may  permit  grazing 
from  April  1  to  October  1,  with  the  loss 
of  all  of  the  conservation  payments  to 
the  producer.  From  October  1  to  March 
31,  grazing  will  be  permitted  without 
loss  of  payments.  We  have  been  assured 
that  the  maximum  use  of  this  authority 
would,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 


have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  livestock 
industry.  Not  many  farmers  would  be 
willing  to  sacrifice  their  conservation 
payment  for  the  grazing  privilege. 

There  will  be  further  amendments  of¬ 
fered  during  this  debate,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  for  which  I  shall  vote,  that  in  my 
opinion  will  further  benefit  the  livestock 
industry  and  poultry  producers.  As  you 
know,  already  in  the  bill  there  is  au¬ 
thority  to  grow  the  maximum  of  40  acres 
without  being  required  to  come  under 
the  program.  That  means  that  any 
farmer  in  Florida  who  has  been  pro¬ 
ducing  40  acres  of  feed  grains  can  con¬ 
tinue  that  production,  and  does  not  have 
to  come  under  the  program.  This  would 
mean  60  percent  of  our  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducers  would  not  come  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  if  they  so  desired.  Another  amend¬ 
ment  which  I,  myself,  plan  to  offer  is  to 
exclude  oats  from  the  feed  grain  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  bill.  I  feel  that  this  would  be 
of  tremendous  help  to  our  livestock  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  since  oats  is  not  in  excessive 
surplus,  it  would  not  harm  the  program. 
If  this  amendment  is  passed,  it  would 
mean  that  all  of  the  oats  desired  could 
be  planted  for  livestock  food  and  other 
uses. 

An  amendment  to  liberalize  the  use  of 
silage  has  been  passed.  There  are  still 
unlimited  opportunities  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  pasture  lands  for  livestock 
food.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  bill, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  permit 
no  decrease  of  production  in  the  food 
deficit  area. 

I  emphasize  these  facts  to  point  out 
once  again  why  I  do  not  fear  that  this 
program  will  harm  the  livestock  pro¬ 
ducer.  I  feel  that  he  will  have  the  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  food  for  his  stock  and 
that  these  prices  will  not  be  too  high. 
Let  me  emphasize  that  with  the  tremen¬ 
dous  surplus  of  2.1  billion  bushels  of  feed 
grain  that  we  have  at  the  present  time, 
it  is  absolutely  inconceivable  to  me  that 
prices  of  feed  grains  to  the  livestock  op¬ 
erators  will  get  out  of  hand.  There  will 
probably  be  other  amendments  offered, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  for  which  I  shall 
vote,  which  will  assure  our  livestock  pro¬ 
ducers  and  other  farmers  of  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  freedom  that  is  possi¬ 
ble  in  this  program.  Remember,  we  are 
trying  to  save  the  taxpayers  of  America 
a  billion  dollars  a  year  by  eliminating 
useless  production  of  unneeded  feed 
grains  and  in  reducing  excessive  storage 
costs  resulting  from  the  same. 

I  want  to  emphasize  again  the  fact 
that  many  of  our  Republican  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  voted  for  the 
sugar  program  this  week.  I  pointed  out 
in  the  debate  on  that  program  that  here 
we  were  giving  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  set  the  price  of 
sugar  in  America,  we  were  giving  him  the 
authority  to  control  the  production  of 
sugar.  There  was  only  a  very  feeble  pro¬ 
test  to  this  tremendous  authority  invest¬ 
ed  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  inso¬ 
far  as  that  particular  program  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Now  you  hear  this  most  vocal 
criticism  of  giving  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  proposed  in  H.R. 
11222.  Let  me  say  that  I  do  not  want 
any  more  Government  regulation  than  is 
necessary.  I  come  from  that  part  of  the 


country  which  still  believes  in  the  Jef¬ 
fersonian  theory  of  States  rights. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
granted  only  if  the  farmers,  themselves, 
approve  of  it.  This  program  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  feed  grain  producers  of  this 
country,  and  as  you  know,  two-thirds  of 
them  must  vote  for  this  program  and  say 
to  the  Secretary  that  we  shall  invest  in 
you  this  authority,  and  if  they  do  not 
vote  for  it,  this  program  is  defeated.  I 
realize  that  if  this  program  is  defeated, 
that  the  fanner  will  have  some  tre¬ 
mendous  problems.  I  do  not  believe  this 
program  will  be  defeated  if  it  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  farmers  of  America.  It  is 
the  same  kind  of  program  that  has 
worked  so  successfully  for  tobacco.  I 
realize  that  there  are  differences  in  the 
production  of  feed  grains.  For  example, 
there  is  a  much  larger  acreage  devoted 
to  feed  grains  than  to  tobacco,  but  the 
same  type  of  program — let  me  repeat 
again — that  we  are  hoping  we  can  work 
out  for  feed  grains  is  the  same  kind  of 
program  that  has  been  working  for 
flue-cured  tobacco,  for  corn,  for  cotton, 
for  peanuts,  for  rice.  The  farmers  of 
America  have  never  turned  down  these 
programs  in  referendum,  and  these  pro¬ 
grams  have  insured  a  fair  treatment  for 
farmer  and  for  consumer  alike. 

Now,  there  are  those  who  are  critical 
of  this  program,  and  it  is  so  easy  to 
criticize.  I  admit  criticism  is  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  every  American  citizen,  but  what 
is  the  alternative  of  the  critics?  If  this 
bill  is  defeated,  let  me  emphasize  that 
we  return  to  the  unlimited  production 
of  feed  grains  that  was  in  effect  during 
Mr.  Benson’s  administration  with  a  guar¬ 
anteed  price  support,  and  that  means  the 
accumulation  of  more  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  bushels  of  feed  grains  that  we 
do  not  need,  and  that,  in  my  opinion, 
will  in  a  short  time  cause  the  complete 
destruction  of  all  of  the  farm  progrms. 
I  did  not  institute  these  programs,  Mr. 
Chairman.  We  had  these  farm  programs 
before  I  came  to  Congress.  But  every 
year  that  I  have  been  here,  I  have  earn¬ 
estly  sought  to  work  for  programs  that 
insisted  in  return  for  a  firm  price  sup¬ 
port  on  agricultural  commodities,  a  pro¬ 
duction  control.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
to  the  taxpayers  of  America,  I  do  not 
think  it  is  fair  to  the  farmers  of  America, 
to  give  a  firm  price  support  without  a 
control  of  production. 

The  farmers  of  America,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  understand  this  problem.  They 
had  rather  produce  less  and  get  a  fair 
pi’ice  than  produce  an  unlimited  amount 
and  get  little  or  nothing  for  it.  The 
choice  is  theirs  in  this  bill  that  we  pre¬ 
sent  to  you.  I  feel  confident  that  their 
choice  will,  as  always,  reflect  their  good 
judgment. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
point  out  a  more  optimistic  note.  It  is 
amazing  that  today  we  are  discussing 
American  agriculture  in  the  terms  of 
problems  of  producing  more  than  we  can 
use.  There  are  a  billion  people  in  the 
world  who  go  hungry  every  day,  and  yet 
we  have  this  tremendous  production  in 
America,  which  surely  is  a  blessing  far 
greater  than  we  realize.  Many  times 
you  hear  people  say,  “You  give  food  to 
people  abroad  who  are  hungry,  and  there 
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are  Americans  who  are  hungry.”  If  that 
be  true,  then  there  is  no  excuse  for  it. 
The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  spon¬ 
sored  legislation  that  will  permit  food  to 
go  to  needy  people  in  America.  Hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  last  year  of 
our  surplus  agricultural  production  has 
gone  to  needy  persons,  schools  and  in¬ 
stitutions,  to  the  school  lunch  program, 
to  the  special  milk  program.  Millions 
and  millions  of  people  living  in  family 
units  in  America  have  received  this  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  production.  What  a 
tremendous  blessing  it  is  to  realize  that 
we  do  not  have  the  problem  faced  by 
our  enemy,  Soviet  Russia,  insofar  as 
agricultural  production  is  concerned. 

Let  me  point  out,  also,  that  agricul¬ 
ture  today  employs  7  million  people,  more 
employment  than  in  any  other  segment 
of  the  private  enterprise  system  in  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  that  in  addition  to  these  7  mil¬ 
lion  people  employed  in  .  agriculture, 
there  are  14  million  others,  or  about 
twice  as  many  more,  who  receive  jobs 
because  of  businesses  supplying  agricul¬ 
ture.  They  receive  jobs  because  of  the 
businesses  distributing  the  agricultural 
products,  and  so,  although  we  have  only 
2  million  farm  families  in  America,  and 
3.7  million  operating  farms,  there  are 
approximately  21  million  working  peo¬ 
ple  in  America  dependent  upon  agricul¬ 
ture.  I  think  we  ought  to  emphasize  the 
positive  aspects  of  this  program.  We 
often  talk  about,  in  a  critical  tone,  the 
departure  of  the  family-sized  farm  oper¬ 
ation,  and  sometimes  the  agricultural 
programs  are  blamed  for  the  loss  of  the 
family-sized  farmer.  I  maintain  that 
we  have  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
family-sized  farmers  on  the  land  today 
because  of  programs  passed  by  Congress. 
By  helping  American  agriculture  we 
have  helped  the  whole  Nation.  In  these 
trying  periods  of  unemployment  due  to 
automation,  we  certainly  need  to  keep  as 
many  people  on  the  farm  as  we  can. 
When  they  leave  the  farm,  where  are 
we  going  to  put  them?  Labor  leaders 
have  told  us  in  testimony  before  our 
committee  from  time  to  time  that  we 
have  no  need  for  much  of  the  farm  labor 
that  has  been  siphoned  off  of  the  farm 
and  has  had  to  go  to  the  cities.  I  say 
these  agricultural  programs  have  helped 
keep  people  on  the  farm. 

We  must,  insofar  as  is  humanly  pos¬ 
sible,  continue  to  produce  on  our  Ameri¬ 
can  farms  so  that  our  people  will  have 
more  work  opportunities,  so  that  we  can 
export,  so  that  we  can  be  competitive  in 
the  future  as  we  are  today  in  the  world 
markets,  where  we  need  to  send  our  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses.  We  must  keep  this 
program  in  balance,  or  this  program, 
again,  I  predict,  will  stagnate,  it  will 
deteriorate,  it  will  eventually  fall  under, 
unless  we  can  do  something  about  this 
tremendous  useless  production  of  feed 
grains. 

There  are,  of  course,  Mr.  Chairman, 
five  titles  to  this  bill.  I  would  not  slough 
over  these  other  titles.  They  are  not, 
however,  as  controversial  as  the  feed 
grain  program.  Title  I  concerns  land 
use  adjustment.  I  have  had  friends  in¬ 
terested  in  a  watershed  program  in  our 
district  in  the  Mills  Creek  area  ask  for 
me  to  vote  for  title  I  because  of  the  great 


benefits  it  would  give  to  them  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  that  watershed  project. 

Title  II  concerns  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  Act  and  does  not 
seem  to  be  controversial. 

Title  III  has  already  been  eliminated. 

Title  IV  is  the  controversial  feed  grain 
section. 

Title  V  concerns  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  and  is  not  controversial, 
in  my  opinion. 

Now,  there  are  some  who  will  say, 
‘‘Let  us  vote  against  all  of  H.R.  11222.” 
Let  me  remind  you  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  has  labored  for  months 
on  the  very  distressing  problems  that 
faced  us.  To  refuse  to  come  up  with  a 
solution  is  to  evade  responsibility.  I  do 
not  like  some  of  the  provisions  in  H.R. 
11222.  I  do  not  like  the  further  regi¬ 
mentation  of  the  American  farmer.  I 
hope  and  pray  with  all  my  heart  that 
we  can  get  away  from  regimentation. 

I  simply  believe,  however,  that  the 
basic  solutions  offered  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  in  controlling  feed  grains 
in  the  next  sevei’al  years  make  the  best 
solution  of  this  problem.  I  reserve  for 
myself,  of  course,  the  right  in  future 
years  to  assess  the  agricultural  program 
on  a  yearly  basis,  as  I  have  done  in  the 
past.  Nothing  is  permanent,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  but  change.  Surely  through  the 
years  we  are  going  to  have  to  continue 
changing  American  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams.  I  do  not  want  any  more  regimen¬ 
tation  than  is  necessary.  I  want  to.  move 
to  the  maximum  of  freedom. 

However,  I  want  to  protect  to  the  best 
of  my  ability  the  American  farmer  and 
the  American  consumer.  So  it  is,  then, 
that  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  to 
support  this  pending  legislation,  with 
many  of  the  amendments  that  are  going 
to  be  considered,  as  the  best  solution  that 
is  possible  for  the  present. 

My  proposed  amendment  would  delete 
oats  from  the  crops  included  as  feed 
grains  subject  to  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  under  H.R.  11222. 
The  question  of  whether  or  not  oats 
ought  to  be  included  in  the  bill  is  a  close 
one.  Oats  is  not  in  surplus  supply.  It  is 
produced  for  hay  and  pasture  as  well  as 
for  grain,  and  is  used  as  a  cover  crop 
also.  In  these  respects  it  differs  from 
the  other  three  important  feed  grains. 

On  the  other  hand,  oats  can  be  substi¬ 
tuted  for  the  other  grains  to  some  ex¬ 
tent.  Also,  it  is  possible  that  many 
farmers  who  produce  oats  would  prefer 
to  have  the  added  flexibility  of  having 
their  base  acreages  of  all  feed  grains,  in¬ 
cluding  oats,  combined. 

On  balance,  however,  it  seems  desir¬ 
able  not  to  include  oats  in  the  program. 
This  will  eliminate  any  uncertainty 
about  whether  or  not  farmers  who  use 
oats  as  pasture,  as  hay,  or  as  a  cover 
crop  can  continue  their  usual  operations. 
With  oats  excluded  there  should  be  no 
question  of  an  adequate  supply  or  of 
continuation  of  the  customary  uses 
made  of  oats. 

Rye  would  continue  to  be  included  un¬ 
der  the  feed-grain  section  of  the  bill  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary.  In  cer¬ 
tain  sections  of  the  country  this  would 
be  desirable,  and  that  the  opportunity 
for  the  Secretary  to  include  rye  ought 
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to  remain  in  the  bill,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  it  could  be  applied  in  cer¬ 
tain  sections  of  the  country  without 
necessarily  being  applied  nationally. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  members  of  the 
committee  have  asked  me  about  another 
amendment  that  I  shall  introduce  as 
soon  as  I  can  be  recognized  after  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  amendment.  The  sec¬ 
ond  amendment  concerns  the  use  of  di¬ 
verted  acres  so  that  we  can  maintain  on 
them  conservation  uses  that  will  keep 
the  land  free  from  erosion,  weeds,  in¬ 
sects,  and  rodents,  as  approved  by  the 
Secretary.  Many  of  you  have  asked  me 
about  that  particular  amendment,  and  I 
would  like  to  say  that  I  shall  offer  it  after 
the  discussion  of  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment,  which,  as  stated  by  the  reading, 
will  eliminate  oats  from  the  provision 
of  the  feed  grain  bill. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Would  the 
gentleman  describe  this  as  the  wild  oats 
amendment? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  would  not  know 
exactly  how  to  answer  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
cept  to  say  that  I  do  not  believe  so.  I 
think  all  of  us  realize  that  many  of  our 
farmers  have  planted  oats  for  grazing. 
Oats  are  not  in  surplus  supply.  There  is 
less  than  one-fourth  year’s  supply  on 
hand.  In  the  committee  we  talked  about 
many  farmers  who  produced  oats  and 
raised  them,  but  they  never  harvested  the 
oats,  and  we  did  not  want  any  question 
at  all  about  this  idea  that  the  farmer 
or  the  rancher  could  plant  all  the  oats 
he  wants  to  for  grazing  and  that  these 
oats  will  not  come  under  the  provisions 
of  this  bill  if  it  is  passed. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  The  gentleman  said 
we  only  had  a  one-fourth  year  supply  on 
hand.  Since  we  only  have  a  half  year’s 
supply  of  corn  on  hand,  what  would  the 
gentleman’s  definition  of  “surplus”  be? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  In  this  instance  I 
would  say  that  oats  represent  an  entirely 
different  type  of  crop  than  corn,  because 
oats  are  used  as  pasture.  Oats  can  be 
used  as  hay  and  can  be  used  as  a  cover 
crop.  This  situation,  I  think,  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  will  not  present  any  problem  at  all 
like  the  situation  with  the  other  feed 
grains. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Matthews!  had  discussed 
this  amendment  with  me,  and  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  with  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Not  in  an  effort  to  gain  any 
votes,  I  see  no  objection  to  accepting 
the  amendment,  and  I  hope  there  will  not 
be  any  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Was  this  amendment 
considered  in  committee? 
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Mr.  MATTHEWS.  We  talked  about  it 
at  considerable  length,  but  not  the  exact 
language  of  this  amendment  before  the 
full  committee,  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Would  this 
apply  to  all  oats  grown  for  all  purposes, 
or  just  for  pasture? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  It  would  be  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  it  would  apply  to  oats 
grown  for  all  purposes. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Well,  I 
certainly  would  be  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  In  other  words,  it 
would  exclude  oats  from  the  provisions 
of  the  bill.  We  have  recognized  here  this 
afternoon  many  times  the  need  for  giv¬ 
ing  our  farmers  flexibility  of  operation, 
giving  them  as  much  freedom  within 
bounds  of  regulation  as  we  can.  It 
would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  is  a  wonderful  opportunity  to  give 
the  farmer  more  flexibility  in  his  feed 
grain  operations. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Would  the  oats 
raised  in  1959-60  count  toward  the  base? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  No;  this  would 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  base  acre¬ 
age,  if  this  amendment  is  passed.  Oats 
would  not  come  under  the  provisions  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  In  other  words, 
this  would  reduce  the  feed  grain  base 
acreage  on  the  farm  by  the  average 
amount  that  was  planted  to  oats  in  1959 
and  1960. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  think  the  answer 
to  that  question  is  “Yes”. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  May  I  ask  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Florida  I  Mr. 
Matthews],  if  we  exclude  oats  on  the 
ground  that  there  is  no  surplus  in  oats, 
would  we  not  just  turn  around  and  in¬ 
vite  those  who  are  not  now  growing  oats 
to  plant  oats  and  thereby  create  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  oats? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  that 
the  real  reason  for  excluding  oats  is  the 
fact  that  they  have  always  been  used 
largely  as  pasturage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
title  IV  and  all  amendments  thereto  close 
at  5: 45. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
title  IV  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  at  6  o’clock. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  close  at  6  o’clock  on  title 
IV  and  all  amendments  thereto. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Could  the  Chair  advise 
the  Members  as  to  how  many  more 
amendments  are  pending  at  the  desk 
on  this  title,  since  we  voted  to  close 
debate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  no 
idea  how  many  amendments  will  be 
offered. 

Mr.  AVERY.  My  inquiry,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  was  directed  at  the  number  of 
amendments  now  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  no 
way  of  knowing  that. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  in  relation  to  the  amendment 
which  has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  may 
do  that. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  inquire  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  relative  to  his  amendment. 
If  his  amendment  is  approved  what  is 
the  status  of  the  commodity  oats  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  price  support? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
the  price  support  would  be  at  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary,  as  it  is  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  inquire  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  to  a  clarification  of  the  status 
of  the  commodity  of  oats? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  let  me 
repeat,  if  the  gentleman  will  permit,  that 
it  is  my  understanding  the  status  of  oats 
would  be  as  it  is  at  the  present  time,  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 

I  would  like  for  the  gentleman  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  if 
there  is  any  other  information  which  the 
gentleman  might  supply  in  addition  to 
what  I  have  stated. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Matthews]  is  very 
correct  in  stating  that  this  amendment 
takes  oats  out  from  under  the  terms  of 
this  bill. 

Therefore,  oats  would  remain  exactly 
as  they  are  today.  Oats  today  are 
presently  supported  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary.  They  would  remain  ex¬ 
actly  in  that  situation. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  That  would  be  under 
title  IH  of  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  motion  to  close  de¬ 
bate  on  title  IV  and  all  amendments 
thereto  at  6  o’clock,  Would  that  foreclose 


any  amendments  that  may  be  offered  at 
the  end  of  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  not  fore¬ 
close  the  offering  of  amendments.  How¬ 
ever,  debate  on  title  IV  would  not  con¬ 
tinue  beyond  6  o’clock. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  fur¬ 
ther  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Title  IV  is  not  the  final 
section  of  this  bill,  is  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  right; 
there  is  another  title,  as  the  gentleman 
knows. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes,  to  be  debated  after 
6  o’clock? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  may  be  after  6 
o’clock.  We  are  talking  now  about  title 
IV. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  My  question  was,  Mr. 
Chairman,  Would  amendments  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  order  which  might  be  offered 
following  title  IV? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  They  could  be. 
Six  o’clock  has  been  fixed  as  the  time 
for  the  conclusion  of  debate  on  title  IV 
only,  not  on  the  entire  bill. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Hoeven  substitute.  . 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  remind  the  Committee  that  we 
are  still  considering  the  Hoeven  sub¬ 
stitute  to  title  IV.  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  the  Hoeven  substitute  because 
with  all  the  trouble  we  are  in  with  title 
IV,  here  is  a  good  solution.  The  Hoeven 
substitute  would  come  in  place  of  all 
these  provisions  here,  about  which  we 
have  gotten  into  so  much  difficulty. 
There  are  four  things  it  would  do: 

First.  It  would  extend  the  present 
emergency  wheat  program  for  1  year. 

.  Second.  It  would  extend  the  emer¬ 
gency  feed  grains  program  for  1  year, 
with  some  changes,  which  I  shall  ex¬ 
plain. 

Third.  It  would  permit  a  farmer  who 
did  not  raise  anything  on  his  feed  grain 
acres  next  year  to  go  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  buy  a  like 
amount  of  feed  grains  at  a  bargain 
price,  thereby  drawing  down  the  amount 
in  surplus. 

Fourth.  It  would  permit  the  present 
conservation  reserve  contracts  to  con¬ 
tinue  so  that  the  27  million  acres  that 
are  presently  out  of  production  in  the 
conservation  reserve  would  continue  to 
stay  out  of  production  rather  than  to 
come  in  and  provide  another  glut  on  the 
market  which  would  practically  elimi¬ 
nate  any  reduction  that  the  feed  grains 
program  we  are  considering  today  would 
do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  continue  for  a  full  5 
minutes.  I  have  not  had  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  Hoeven  substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 
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Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
have  to  object. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  yield  my  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to 
object  to  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Matthews]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Matthews) 
there  were — ayes  90,  noes  104. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Matthews 
and  Mr.  Hoeven. 

The  Committee  again  divided  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
148,  noes  106. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McSween:  On 
page  45,  line  3,  strike  out  “price  support  for 
each  crop  of  corn”  and  substitute  "if  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  are 
not  disapproved  by  producers,  price  support 
for  corn  of  such  crop”. 

On  page  45,  between  lines  15  and  16,  insert 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of 
feed  grains  are  disapproved  by  producers, 
price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall 
be  at  such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  appropriate  after  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  factors  specified  in  section  401(b) 
and  will  not  result  in  a  material  increase  in 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  feed 
grains. 

On  page  45,  line  16,  renumber  paragraph 
(2)  as  pargaraph  (3). 

On  page  45,  beginning  with  line  23,  strike 
out  down  through  line  25,  and  substitute 
the  following: 

“(4)  price  support  for  feed  grains  shall  be 
made  available  only  to  cooperators.” 

On  page  46,  beginning  with  line  1,  strike 
out  down  through  line  3. 

On  page  46,  line  4,  insert  at  the  beginning 
of  paragraph  (5)  the  following: 

“if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
crop  of  feed  grains.” 

On  page  46,  line  13,  after  the  period  insert 
the  following:  “If  markeing  quotas  are  not 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains,  a  ‘co- 
operator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.” 

On  page  46,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert 
the  following : 

“(6)  the  term  ‘feed  grains’,  as  used  in  this 
section,  means  feed  grains  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.” 

On  page  80,  line  6,  immediately  preceding 
“price  support”  insert  "if  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  for  wheat”. 

On  page  80,  lines  12-13,  strike  out  “if  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of 
wheat”. 

On  page  80,  beginning  with  line  15,  strike 
out  down  through  line  17  and  substitute  the 
following: 

“(4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  dis¬ 
approved  by  producers  shall  be  at  such  level 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  is 
appropriate  after  consideration  of  the  factors 


specified  in  section  401(b)  and  will  not  re¬ 
sult  in  a  material  increase  in  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  wheat.” 

On  page  80,  line  21,  at  the  beginning  of 
paragraph  (6)  insert  the  following:  “if  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of 
wheat,”. 

On  page  81,  line  6,  after  the  period  insert 
the  following:  “If  marketing  quotas  are  not 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’ 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced 
on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  does  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat.” 

On  page  47,  line  1,  beginning  after  the 
comma,  strike  out  down  through  line  6  and 
substitute  the  following:  “if  a  marketing 
quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year 
is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  during  such  marketing 
year  not  to  exceed  ten  million  tons,  or  the 
equivalent  in  bushels,  of  feed  grains  at  not 
less  than  5  per  centum  above  the  current 
support  price  for  such  commodity,  plus  rea¬ 
sonable  carrying  charges,” 

On  page  81,  line  16,  beginning  after  the 
comma,  strike  out  down  through  line  21  and 
substitute  the  following:  “the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted 
use  from  its  stocks  during  the  marketing 
year  not  to  exceed  two  hundred  million 
bushels  of  wheat  at  not  less  than  5  per 
centum  above  the  current  support  price  for 
such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges.” 

(Mr.  McSWEEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  be  brief  and  will  yield  for  any 
questions  any  Member  may  have  on  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  charge  has  been 
leveled  against  this  bill  basically  that  it 
provides  either  for  regimentation  or  ruin. 
While  I  do  not  agree  completely  with 
that  charge  I  would  say  that  under  the 
terms  of  this  amendment  farmers  would 
have  a  choice  under  the  bill  of  either 
participation  or  protest  rather  than  reg¬ 
imentation  or  ruin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  takes  care  of  the 
situation  in  the  event  the  referendums 
are  not  carried.  In  such  event  this 
amendment  would  provide  price  support 
for  wheat  and  feed  grains  at  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  percent  of  parity.  Surplus  stocks 
would  also  be  insulated  to  the  extent  that 
there  would  be  a  minimum  sales  price  of 
105  percent  of  support  price  plus  carry¬ 
ing  charges.  This  would  give  the  farm¬ 
ers  a  reasonable  choice  between  either 
voting  for  the  program  or  voting  against 
the  program.  This  would  mean  there 
would  not  be  a  harsh  choice,  and  there 
would  not  be  the  dumping  threat.  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an 
amendment  which  is  a  substitute  for  the 
McSween  amendment.  Would  it  be 
proper  for  me  to  offer  that  now  before 
the  McSween  amendment  is  voted  on? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  be. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Andersen  of  Minnesota  moves  that  the 
Committee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill 


back  to  the  House  with  instructions  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  earlier  in  the  afternoon  I  had 
announced  that  if  a  motion  to  recommit 
failed  it  was  my  intention  to  vote  for 
this  bill  on  final  passage.  Now  that  the 
bill  has  been  gutted  with  exceptions  and 
exemptions,  first  in  the  40-acre  provi¬ 
sion,  in  the  ensilage  provision,  and  in 
the  oats  provision,  this  is  now  becoming 
a  mockery,  and  I  will  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  passage  of  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
sen!  . 

The  preferential  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
substitute  for  the  McSween  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Qtjie  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
McSween:  Page  46,  line  1,  strike  lines  1 
through  3  and  insert  the  following: 

“(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  if  marketing  quotas  for  feed  grains 
are  disapproved  by  producers,  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  at  50  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  to  all  producers  and  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  sell 
any  feed  grains  for  unrestricted  use  at  less 
'than  80  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of 
such  feed  grains;  and”. 

Page  46,  line  24,  strike  lines  24  and  25. 

Page  47,  line  1,  strike  lines  1  through  6. 

Page  80,  line  15,  strike  lines  15  through  17 
and  insert  the  following: 

“(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  if  marketing  quotas  on  wheat  are 
disapproved  by  producers,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  at  50  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  to  all  producers  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  sell  any 
wheat  for  unrestricted  use  at  less  than  80 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  wheat;  ”. 

Page  81,  line  14,  strike  lines  14  through  21. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Mem¬ 
bers  can  understand  from  a  reading  of 
the  amendment  just  what  it  means.  If 
a  referendum  is  turned  down,  the  farm¬ 
ers  get  50  percent  of  parity,  and  CCC 
cannot  dispose  of  surpluses  until  the 
market  price  reaches  80  percent  of 
parity,  thereby  preventing  CCC  from  de¬ 
pressing  the  price  to  the  detriment  of 
the  farmers. 

In  the  Hoeven  substitute  there  is  a 
provision  for  the  extension  of  the  1961- 
62  feed  grain  program.  This  gives  an 
opportunity  for  all  farmers  to  receive  a 
payment  in  kind  in  place  of  price  sup¬ 
ports,  amounting  to  15  cents  per  bushel. 
A  farmer  who  feeds  his  grain  to  his  live¬ 
stock,  if  he  complies,  has  to  seal  his  grain 
under  the  present  feed  grain  law,  and 
then  buy  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
storage  at  market  price.  This  means  a 
transfer  of  grain  since  a  farmer  receives 
$1.20  for  putting  his  grain  in  CCC  stor¬ 
age  and  has  been  able  to  buy  corn  for 
less  than  $1.  This  would  eliminate  that 
and  would  enable  all  farmers,  whether 
they  are  cash  grain  farmers  or  feeding 
their  own  livestock  to  be  able  to  get  the 
benefit  of  the  program  if  they  comply. 
There  will  be  no  price  supports,  no  diver¬ 
sion  payments  for  anybody  who  does  not 
comply  with  the  program.  It  would  give 
a  benefit  to  those  who  do  comply,  and 
there  will  be  no  benefits  to  those  who 
do  not  comply. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  QuieI. 

The  substitute  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment  to  the  pending 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dominick  as 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  McSween:  Page  47,  line  3,  after  the  word 
“Corporation”,  strike  out  “may  sell”  and  all 
that  follows  down  through  the  end  of  line  6 
and  insert:  “may  not  seU  from  its  stocks 
during  such  marketing  year  any  feed  grains 
except  as  specifically  authorized  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  or  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  or  as  authorized  by  current 
mutual  security  programs,  by  the  fifth  sen¬ 
tence  of  this  section,  or  by  section  416  hereof, 
or  for  disaster  relief.” 

Page  81,  line  18,  after  the  word  “Corpora¬ 
tion”,  strike  out  “may  sell”  and  all  that  fol¬ 
lows  down  through  the  end  of  line  21  and  in¬ 
sert!  “may  not  sell  from  its  stocks  during 
such  marketing  year  any  wheat  except  as 
specifically  authorized  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  or  under  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  or  as  authorized  by  current  mutual 
security  programs,  by  the  fifth  sentence  of 
this  section,  or  by  section  416  hereof,  or  for 
disaster  relief.” 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  been  listening  here  for  3  days  to 
the  Democrats  saying  that  this  is  not  a 
compulsory  program.  They  have  said 
that  two-thirds  of  the  people  who  vote 
on  this  have  a  choice  of  voting  it  up  or 
down.  But,  the  fact  remains  this  it  is 
not  a  free  choice.  If  the  farmers  vote 
the  program  down,  they  are  then  faced 
with  no  supports  but  with  a  Secretary 
who  can  come  in  and  dump  surplus  sup¬ 
plies  on  the  market  thus  ruining  the 
only  available  market.  What  I  have 
tried  to  do  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  very 
simple.  The  amendment  would  simply 
prohibit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  if 
the  program  is  defeated  by  vote  of  the 
farmers  from  dumping  surplus  commod¬ 
ities  on  the  free  market  in  competition 
with  the  farmers.  He  could  still  dispose 
of  the  surplus  through  Public  Law  480, 
through  disaster  relief,  the  school  lunch 
program,  and  all  of  the  other  mecha¬ 
nisms.  If  the  producers  vote  down  the 
program  proposed  under  this  bill,  if  his 
amendment  is  adopted,  they  would  then 
be  free  of  controls  and  free  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  competition  from  the  Government 
itself.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  accomplish  the  results  we  have 
heard  noise  about  but  seen  no  action 
on.  If  you  are  going  to  have  a  free  mar¬ 
ket,  you  have  to  restrict  your  Secretary 
from  artifically  affecting  that  market  by 
the  action  he  takes  in  connection  with 
surplus  commodities.  If  we  are  going  to 
give  the  farmer  a  real  voting  choice  if 
strict  production  and  acreage  controls 
with  supports  on  the  one  hand,  or  free¬ 
dom  from  Government  controls  with  no 
supports  on  the  other,  the  Secretary 
must  be  restrained  from  artifically  de¬ 
pressing  the  market  by  threatening  to 
dump  surplus  on  the  market.  Let  us  give 
our  fanners  a  real  choice  instead  of  a 
choice  between  shotguns  and  slow  stran¬ 
gulation. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]. 

The  substitute  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  McSween]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  McSween) 
there  were — ayes  132,  noes  99. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
frm  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Hoeven  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  use  this  mo¬ 
ment  to  present  two  witnesses,  one  of 
whom  is  Carl  Byoir  Associates  of  New 
York  City.  I  hold  here  a  letter  dated 
June  6,  1962,  addressed  “For  Cargill, 
Inc.,”  in  which  it  says  that  on  behalf  of 
Cargill,  Inc.,  one  of  the  many  organiza¬ 
tions  whom  it  represents,  they  submit 
this  proposition  which  they  say  will  be 
offered ; 

It  is  understood  that  Congressman  Quie, 
of  Minnesota,  and  probably  others  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  will  introduce 
legislation  along  these  lines. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  “lines”  seem  to  be 
exactly  that  of  the  Hoeven  substitute.  I 
assume,  therefore,  that  the  Hoeven  sub¬ 
stitute  must  be  the  proposition  that  is 
proposed  by  these  advertising  associates 
of  New  York  in  behalf  of  Cargill,  Inc. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  call  one  fur¬ 
ther  witness,  one  who  has  been  a  hostile 
witness  from  time  to  time,  and  with 
whom  I  have  often  differed.  I  am  happy 
to  find  the  Farm  Bureau  is,  at  this  time, 
in  full  accord  with  my  views  and  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  Hoeven  substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Breeding:  On 
page  36,  line  22,  after  “farm”  insert  a  colon 
and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  this  re¬ 
quirement  to  devote  such  acreage  to  soil- 
conserving  uses  shall  not  operate  to  prevent 
the  use  which  would  otherwise  be  permitted 
under  this  title  of  any  acreage  allotment  in 
effect  for  any  commodity  on  the  farm”. 

On  page  61,  line  14,  after  “farm”  insert  a 
colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  this 
requirement  to  devote  such  acreage  to  soil- 
conserving  uses  shall  not  operate  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  use  which  would  otherwise  be  per¬ 
mitted  under  this  title  of  any  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  in  effect  for  any  commodity  on  the 
farm”. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  a  provision  in  the  present  act  today 
that  does  cause  considerable  agitation  at 
the  ASC  committee  offices  at  home.  I 
would  like  to  give  the  Members  this  ex¬ 
ample  and  show  them  why  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered. 

The  proposed  wheat  and  feed  grains 
program  would  provide  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  the  two  crops,  and  would  re¬ 
quire  that  farmers  divert  a  certain  acre¬ 
age  to  other  specified  and  limited  uses. 
The  bill  would  also  require  farmers  to 


maintain  in  addition  to  the  diverted 
acreage,  the  acreage  in  conserving  crops 
or  practices — grass,  legumes,  summer 
fallow — which  they  had  in  the  base 
period. 

A  similar  requirement  is  included  in 
the  temporary  programs  for  feed  grains 
and  wheat  which  are  now  in  effect  and 
has  led  to  some  difficulty  of  administra¬ 
tion.  Consider  a  wheat  farmer  with  300 
acres  of  cropland — including  a  200-acre 
allotment  in  1959  and  1960  and  100  acres 
of  summer  fallow.  This  farmer  decided 
for  reasons  of  his  own  to  underplant  his 
acreage  allotment  in  those  years  and  to 
summer  fallow  a  larger  acreage  than  had 
been  his  practice.  He  planted  150  acres 
of  wheat — 50  acres  below  his  allotment — 
and  had  150  acres  of  summer  fallow. 
This  larger  summer  fallow  acreage  be¬ 
came  a  part  of  the  farmers’  conserving 
acreage  requirement  under  the  1962 
wheat  program. 

Under  the  1962  program,  he  had  an 
acreage  allotment  of  180  acres — a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  10  percent — and  was  required  to 
divert  20  acres  to  conserving  uses.  Since 
he  had  150  acres  in  conserving  uses  in 
1959  and  1960,  as  described  above,  he 
appears  to  be  required  to  maintain  that 
acreage  also. 

But  when  you  add  together  his  180 
acres  of  wheat  allotment  for  1962,  his 
20 -acre  diversion  requirement  and  the 
150-acre  conserving  requirement,  it 
totals  350  acres.  This  is  50  acres  more 
than  the  farmer  has. 

The  logical  way  to  solve  this  problem 
is  to  adjust  the  farmers’  conserving  re¬ 
quirement  back  to  normal,  so  that  he  is 
not  required  to  plow  up  part  of  his  wheat 
allotment,  in  order  to  have  enough  acre¬ 
age  to  meet  the  “conserving”  require¬ 
ment. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
direct  my  attention  to  wheat,  bread,  and 
flour  prices. 

A  question  was  raised  in  the  debate 
on  H.R.  11222  on  Tuesday  of  this  week 
concerning  the  price  of  wheat  in  1963 
under  the  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  relationship  of  the  price 
of  wheat  to  the  price  of  flour  and  bread. 
The  argument  was  made  that  the  bill 
puts  a  bread  tax  on  consumers  and  that 
it  would  cost  American  consumers  an 
additional  $164  milion  each  year  com¬ 
pared  with  the  present  system. 

These  statements  are  not  true.  They 
are  based  upon  a  misunderstanding  of 
the  wheat  bill.  This  has  been  recog¬ 
nized  by  the  millers  and  bakers  of  this 
country.  Through  their  responsible  or¬ 
ganizations  they  have  stated  that  there 
is  no  cause  for  concern  that  the  price 
of  flour  or  bread  would  be  increased  as  a 
result  of  the  wheat  marketing  certifi¬ 
cate  program. 

I  quote  from  the  Southwestern  Miller 
of  April  17: 

The  concern  of  the  baking  industry  over 
the  imposition  of  a  bread  tax  through  the 
certificate  plan  for  wheat  has  been  dispelled 
by  action  in  both  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  through  assurances  from 
the  office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Free¬ 
man,  it  is  indicated  in  a  bulletin  issued  by 
the  American  Bakers  Association. 
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The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  also 
sent  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  restating  his  as¬ 
surance  that  the  price  support  level  for 
wheat,  including  the  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  in  1963,  would  be  at  about  the 
same  level  as  for  1962 — $2  per  bushel. 

Members  of  Congress  ought  to  be 
aware  also  of  the  very  distant  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  price  of  bread  to  the  price 
of  wheat.  From.  1947  to  1959  the  retail 
price  of  a  1 -pound  loaf  of  bread  rose 
from  12.5  cents  to  about  20  cents.  In 
that  time  the  farm  value  of  wheat  in 
that  loaf  of  bread  declined  from  3  cents 
to  2.3  cents. 

The  claim  has  been  made  that  the 
proposed  wheat  program  would  add  1 
cent  to  the  price  of  a  1 -pound  loaf  of 
bread.  The  facts  are  that  the  farm  price 
of  wheat  would  have  to  be  increased  by 
approximately  one-third  before  a  cent 
increase  in  the  price  of  bread  could  be 
justified  on  the  basis  of  higher  wheat 
prices. 

Since  no  increase  in  wheat  prices  is 
indicated  next  year,  claims  that  bread 
prices  will  be  raised  by  this  farm  bill  are 
in  error. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  letter  written  to  me 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  20,  1962. 
Hon.  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Breeding:  An  improved  wheat 
program  is  a  key  feature  of  the  pending  farm 
bill.  You  and  your  subcommittee  have 
amended  and  approved  the  original  bill  to 
make  it  more  acceptable  to  farmers  and  the 
grain  industry  and  more  attractive  to  con¬ 
sumers  and  taxpayers. 

Objections  to  the  wheat  program  have 
been  minor.  One  misunderstanding  remains, 
however,  and  ought  to  be  cleared  up. 

This  wheat  program  would  not  increase 
flour  and  bread  prices.  The  range  of  price 
supports  for  wheat  would  not  be  changed  by 
the  bill,  but  would  remain  between  75  and 
90  percent  of  parity.  I  have  assured  the  Con-  ■ 
gress  in  public  hearings  that  the  price  sup¬ 
port  level  for  certificate  wheat  in  1963  would 
be  near  $2  per  bushel — the  1962  support 
price.  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill,  there¬ 
fore,  which  can  be  construed  as  leading  to 
an  increase  in  the  price  of  bread  or  flour. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Jennings]. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jennings:  On 
page  38,  line  19,  strike  out  subsection  (f )  and 
insert: 

"(f)  During  the  crop  years  1963,  1964,  and 
1965,  the  diverted  acreage  may  be  grazed  at 
the  producer’s  option,  but  no  payment  shall 
be  made  for  acreage  which  is  grazed.” 

On  page  35,  line  6,  strike  out  paragraph 
(3)  and  insert:’ 

"(3)  Beginning  with  the  crop  year  1966, 
the  Secretary  may,  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  permit  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age  to  be  grazed  in  order  to  alleviate  hard¬ 


ship  arising  from  drought,  floods,  or  other 
emergency  condition.” 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
the  amendment  says,  it  would  permit  at 
the  option  of  the  producer, -grazing  the 
acreage  that  he  takes  out  of  production 
in  lieu  of  payments.  It  is  merely  an  op¬ 
tion  for  the  years  in  which  he  is  going  to 
receive  payments.  Under  the  revision 
now  he  will  receive  payments  based  upon 
50  percent  for  the  years  1963,  1964,  and 
1965.  This  gives  him  the  option  of  graz¬ 
ing  those  acres  in  lieu  of  payments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  good  amend¬ 
ment.  It  provides  more  freedom.  I 
recommend  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Kyl)  there 
were — ayes  126,  noes  109. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  for  de¬ 
bate  on  title  IV  has  expired. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Nelsen  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  H.R.  11222  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  waiting  patiently  for  2  days,  for 
an  opportunity  to  offer  an  amendment 
or  two  to  a  farm  bill.  Farming  happens 
to  be  my  business.  Yet  I  am  being  de¬ 
nied  a  reasonable  opportunity  because 
of  action  closing  debate  on  title  IV.  This 
denies  me  an  opportunity  to  speak  in 
support  of  amendments  that  I  think 
would  help  a  bill  and  a  law  with  which 
I  have  to  live.  It  is  easy  to  legislate  for 
farmers  in  Brooklyn.  My  neighbors  with 
me  live  with  these  bills  that  we  pass  in 
this  Congress.  It  is  our  bread  and  but¬ 
ter,  living  on  the  farm.  Now  we  are 
being  gagged,  giving  us  little  time  to 
properly  consider  these  amendments. 
We  have  listened  to  amendments  for  2 
days  from  a  committee  that  has  been 
sitting  for  months.  These  amendments 
are  being  offered  and  we  are  denied  the 
opportunity  to  properly  consider  them 
with  all  the  facts  before  us.  I  protest 
this  type  of  legislating. 

I  have  been  in  legislative  work  since 
1935  and  never  in  my  life  have  I  seen  a 
performance  or  better  stated,  a  circus, 
such  as  we  have  witnessed  on  this  floor 
on  important  legislation  for  the  farmers 
of  America.  The  Midwest  will  suffer 
because  of  what  has  been  done. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  preferential 
motion. 

I  have  two  amendments  at  the  desk. 
One  of  the  amendments  I  think  goes  to 
the  heart  of  the  amendment  mentioned 
by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  I 
think  he  indicated  that  he  wants  to  use 
a  5 -year  history  instead  of  a  2-year 
history  to  determine  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  That  will  not  work,  because 
during  1  or  2  of  those  years  they  did 
not  have  sufficient  records. 

I  have  an  amendment  on  that  subject 
which  I  think  is  meritorious.  It  would 
use  in  addition  to  the  2 -year  history 
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other  factors  that  were  used  in  1957  and 
1958  in  the  acreage  reserve  program.  It 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  other  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  to  use  a  2-year  history  as  prac¬ 
tically  the  only  criteria  for  determining 
these  allotments.  It  would  permanently 
write  into  the  law  something  that  is 
basically  unfair. 

The  other  amendment  is  to  provide 
that  during  the  first  year,  it  would  be  a 
voluntary  program.  I  say  it  is  utterly 
impossible  in  the  next  60  days  to  find  out 
what  is  in  this  bill,  to  interpret  it,  ex¬ 
plain  it  to  the  farmers,  set  allotments, 
determine  who  is  exempt  and  who  is 
eligible  to  vote,  and  then  have  a  proper 
election.  Feed  grain  farmers  are  en¬ 
titled  to  a  year  to  find  out  how  this  bill 
would  work  and  especially  what  has  been 
done  under  the  silage  amendment,  which 
will  open  the  floodgates  and  surely  re¬ 
sult  in  unfair  reduction  of  allotments  by 
other  farmers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]  if 
he  was  ever  denied  the  right  to  offer 
amendments  in  the  committee  room  or 
to  come  there  and  offer  amendments  for 
consideration  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  have  been  sitting  here 
2  days  to  urge  consideration  of  my 
amendment.  The  doors  were  closed  for 
proper  discussion  of  these  amendments. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  the  gentleman 
got  his  5  minutes,  instead  of  talking 
about  his  amendment,  as  did  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa,  he  started  a  tirade 
against  the  committee. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  have  been  courteous 
to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  properly  yielding 
to  committee  members,  but  many  Mem¬ 
bers  not  on  Agriculture,  have  not  had 
an  adequate  opportunity  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  for  consideration. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  urge  that  you 
listen  to  these  two  amendments  I  will 
offer.  I  am  sure  they  would  help  the 
bill  and  are  meritorious. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Stratton - 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  The 
amendment  the  gentleman  is  offering  is 
to  title  IV,  and  under  the  gag  rule  im¬ 
posed  on  this  House  time  has  expired 
and  the  amendment  is  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  amendment  has  not  been  re¬ 
ported,  the  Chair  has  no  knowledge  of 
what  it  contains. 

Mi’.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 
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Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Are  all  amend¬ 
ments  at  the  desk  to  be  read  and  acted 
upon  that  deal  with  title  IV? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Only  if  the  Mem¬ 
bers  who  sent  the  amendments  to  the 
desk  rise  in  their  places  and  request  that 
the  amendments  be  considered. 

Mr.  MAHON.  How  can  gentlemen  get 
recognition  in  order  to  do  that?  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  four  or  fiVe 
amendments  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  was 
recognized  three  or  four  times,  and  I 
am  sure  he  will  rise  when  the  appro¬ 
priate  time  comes.  Then  he  will  be 
recognized. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Stratton:  On 
page  88,  line  3,  after  “this  section”  insert  a 
new  section  to  be  numbered  ‘‘Sec  438,”  to 
read  as  follows: 

Sec.  438.  Section  8c  (5)  of  The  Agricultur¬ 
al  Adjustment  Act,  as  reenacted  and 
amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows:  (1)  By  redesignating  paragraphs  (D), 

(E) ,  (F),  and  (G)  of  section  8c(5)  as  (E), 

(F) t  (G),  and  (H),  respectively,  and  by  in¬ 
serting  after  paragraph  (C)  of  such  section 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

“  ‘(D)  Providing  for  the  payment  by  han¬ 
dlers  (not  otherwise  subject  to  the  pricing 
provisions  of  the  order)  in  an  amount  not 
greater  than  the  difference  between  the  min¬ 
imum  prices  based  on  use  classification 
established  pursuant  to  paragraph  (A)  of 
this  subsection  and  the  price  of  milk  in  the 
lowest  use  classification,  for  any  milk  or 
milk  products  sold  by  such  handlers  in  the 
area  subject  to  the  order.  Such  payments 
shall  be  made  to  the  fund  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (C)  of  this  subsection: 
Provided,  however.  That  such  payments 
shall  not  be  required  if  a  handler  chooses. 
If  so  eligible,  to  comply  with  all  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  order.  No  payments  shall  be 
required  hereunder  if  any  provision  of  the 
order  is  based  on  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(B)  (i)  of  this  subsection.’ 

‘‘(2)  Section  8c  (5)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  last  paragraph  thereof  the 
following:  *:  Provided,  however,  That  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  not  pre¬ 
vent  the  making  of  payments  under  para¬ 
graph  (D)  of  this  subsection’. 

“(3)  Section  8(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“  ‘(20)  All  provisions  of  orders  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  re¬ 
lating  to  payments  such  as  are  provided  in 
paragraph  (D)  of  subsection  (5),  are  hereby 
validated,  and  shall  have  full  force  and 
effect.’  ” 

Mr.  STRATTON  (Interrupting  the 
reading  of  the  amendment) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  further  reading  of  the  amendment 
be  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  object. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  the  dairy  amendment  which  I  said 
yesterday  I  would  offer  to  restore  the 
integrity  of  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
milk  marketing  order  No.  2,  protect  the 
income  of  our  dairy  farmers,  and  assure 
the  statutory  basis  of  the  so-called  com¬ 
pensatory  payments  feature  of  the 
order  thrown  out  the  other  day  by  the 
Supreme  Court. 


Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  this. 
If  you  want  to  help  the  dairy  farmers  of 
New  York  and  not  just  talk  about  it, 
here  is  your  chance  to  do  it.  We  can 
only  correct  the  Supreme  Court’s  action 
by  legislative  action,  and  we  all  know 
that  unless  such  legislation  is  adopted 
now  as  a  part  of  the  pending  farm  bill, 
there  will  be  virtually  no  chance  of  the 
adoption  of  any  separate  legislation  on 
this  urgent  matter  during  the  balance  of 
this  session,  and  before  the  problem  fac¬ 
ing  our  New  York  State  dairy  farmers 
becomes  urgent.  If  we  hope  to  rely 
merely  on  administrative  action  to  deal 
with  this  problem,  then  we  will  find  that 
this  administrative  relief  will  come  too 
slowly,  and  will  not  be  enough  to  meet 
the  needs  of  our  New  York  State  dairy 
farmers. 

This  fact  is  demonstrated,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  by  the  following  letter  received  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  which  I  in¬ 
clude  at  this  point: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  21, 1962. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your 
request  for  the  views  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  concerning  an  amendment  to 
the  pending  farm  bill  proposed  by  Congress¬ 
man  Samuel  Stratton  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937 
with  respect  to  compensatory  payment  pro¬ 
visions  in  milk  marketing  orders. 

The  compensatory  payment  provisions  in 
the  New  York-New  Jersey  milk  order  were 
invalidated  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  its 
decision  on  the  Lehigh  Valley  case  June  4, 
1962.  This  decision,  although  related  to  the 
provisions  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  milk 
order,  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  have  an  im¬ 
pact  on  the  compensatory  payment  regula¬ 
tions  in  other  markets. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  fully  sup¬ 
ports  the  objective  of  maintaining  orderly 
marketing  conditions  in  the  New  York-New 
Jersey  market  and  in  other  markets  and  is 
deeply  concerned  with  the  effect  which  the 
Supreme  Court  decision  may  have  upon 
these  markets.  The  problems  raised  by  the 
Supreme  Court  decision  have  not  yet  been 
fully  evaluated.  The  case  will  be  remanded 
to  the  district  court  for  final  disposition. 
The  full  evaluation  by  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  by  reason  of  the  complex  nature 
of  the  decision  and  the  complexities  of  milk 
marketing  has  not  been  completed  and  may 
necessarily  be  affected  by  such  final  action 
as  the  district  court  takes. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  an¬ 
nounced  the  appointment  of  a  committee  of 
industry  leaders  in  the  New  York-New  Jer¬ 
sey  area  to  advise  with  the  Department  as  to 
the  steps  which  may  be  taken  to  avoid  dis¬ 
ruption  of  orderly  marketing  of  milk  in  that 
area.  It  is  necessary  in  this  connection  to 
consider  the  nature  and  scope  of  adminis¬ 
trative  action  which  may  be  taken  within  the 
framework  of  the  statutory  authority  in  the 
light  of  the  Supreme  Court  decision,  as  well 
as  the  nature  of  legislative  action  which  may 
be  necessary. 

We  understand  that  proposals  for  admin¬ 
istrative  action  have  been  prepared  for  sub¬ 
mission  to  the  Department  by  substantial 
producer  groups  in  the  New  York-New 
Jersey  market.  An  analysis  of  the  possi¬ 
bility  for  administrative  action  contained  in 
such  proposals  will  have  to  be  made  in  the 
light  of  the  Supreme  Court  decision.  In  the 
meantime  the  Department  will  take  such 
administrative  action  to  avoid  disruption  of 
marketing  as  is  determined  to  be  feasible. 


Moreover,  there  is  serious  division  within 
the  dairy  industry  over  this  issue.  We  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  conflict  between  the  contesting 
dairy  interests  involved  in  the  Lehigh  Valley 
case  would  extend  throughout  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry  generally  in  reaction  to  the  proposed 
legislation. 

For  these  reasons  the  Department  feels 
that  legislative  action  would  be  premature 
at  this  time. 

The  Department,  in  addition  to  being 
deeply  concerned  about  this  matter,  is  also 
deeply  concerned  about  other  aspects  of  the 
dairy  problem.  We  believe  there  is  an  ur¬ 
gent  need  for  action  by  Congress  to  restore 
milk  prices  and  dairy  farm  income  to  a  more 
adequate  level  and  to  deal  with  the  in¬ 
creasingly  serious  problem  of  surplus  milk 
supplies  which  is  rapidly  approaching 
emergency  proportions.  Therefore,  in  view 
of  the  need  for  more  adequate  appraisal  of 
the  effect  of  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
in  the  Lehigh  Valley  case  and  in  view  of  the 
urgent  need  of  legislative  action  on  the  over¬ 
all  dairy  problem,  I  strongly  urge  that  Mr. 
Stratton’s  proposed  amendment  to  the 
pending  bill  is  withdrawn  at  this  time  and 
that  it  be  considered  along  with  other  pro¬ 
posals  for  improving  the  dairy  program  at 
hearings  of  your  committee  at  the  very 
earliest  opportunity.  The  Department  urges 
and  will  strongly  support  prompt  action 
diming  the  current  session  of  Congress  on 
these  pressing  problems  in  the  dairy  industry. 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

I  am  glad  to  see,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
as  a  result  of  my  amendment  and  my 
efforts  to  get  legislative  relief  for  our 
New  York  dairy  farmers,  the  Secretary 
is  now  prepared  to  pledge  that  “in  the 
meantime  the  Department  will  take 
such  administrative  action  to  avoid  dis¬ 
ruption  of  marketing  as  is  determined 
to  be  feasible.” 

What  this  means  is  that  we  may  get 
some  help  to  stave  off  some  of  the  more 
serious  results  of  the  Supreme  Court  ac¬ 
tion,  and  I  am  glad  to  have  helped  to 
bring  that  about.  But  you  can  see  from 
a  careful  reading  of  the  Secretary’s  letter 
that  it  will  be  a  long,  long  time  after  a 
hearing,  and  after  further  action  in  the 
district  court — that  any  adequate  action 
will  be  taken.  I  am  also  concerned  by 
the  Secretary’s  reference  to  “serious  di¬ 
vision  within  the  dairy  industry  over 
this  issue.”  The  only  “serious  division” 
that  can  exist  within  the  dairy  industry 
on  this  issue  cannot  lie  within  New 
York  State,  because  all  of  the  four  major 
dairy  cooperatives  in  the  State  have  ap¬ 
pealed  to  Washington  for  prompt  and 
speedy  relief  from  the  economic  threat 
posed  by  the  Supreme  Court  decision. 
The  only  opposition  to  the  kind  of  re¬ 
lief  which  my  amendment  offers  comes 
from  those  outside  New  York  State  who 
now  view  this  Court  decision  as  a  fresh 
opportunity  on  their  part  to  move  into 
the  New  York  milk  market,  just  as  they 
have  been  trying  to  do  in  connection 
with  their  efforts  to  enact  the  national 
milk  sanitation  bill  into  law — unsuc¬ 
cessfully,  I  am  happy  to  report,  as  the 
result  of  my  action  in  helping  to  kill  this 
undesirable  bill  in  committee  last  year. 

These  midwestern  milk  producers,  of 
course,  do  oppose  my  efforts  to  restore 
the  compensatory  payment  procedure. 
They  hope  the  whole  New  York  order 
will  break  down  in  the  wake  of  the  court 
decision,  and  then  they  can  begin  to 
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flood  our  markets  with  their  tired  mid- 
western  milk. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  intends  not  to  take  any  correc¬ 
tive  administrative  action  on  this  matter 
that  will  not  be  opposed  by  these  mid- 
western  interests,  then  it  is  even  more 
clear  that  any  real  relief  for  our  New 
York  State  dairy  farmers  must  come  by 
legislation,  and  it  must  come  as  a  part 
of  the  bill  before  us  today,  not  2  weeks 
or  2  months  from  now. 

May  I  add,  too,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in 
spite  of  Secretary  Freeman’s  suggestion, 
I  have  not  the  slightest  intention  of 
withdrawing  my  amendment.  It  is  our 
job  as  Members  of  Congress  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  legislation  to  offer  and  sup¬ 
port.  I  intend  to  continue  to  exercise 
those  duties  in  my  own  case  in  line  with 
my  own  conscience  and  with  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  people  of  upstate  New  York, 
whom  I  have  the  honor  to  represent. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  when  I 
first  advised  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  my  intention  to  introduce  this 
amendment,  I  commented  on  the  fact 
that  I  was  surprised  not  to  have  heard 
favorably  on  my  amendment  from  the 
Governor  of  New  York.  I  advised  the 
committee  that  I  had  wired  him  to 
challenge  him  to  reply  to  me  here  by 
noon  today  whether  he  was  prepared  to 
support  my  amendment  to  help  our  New 
York  dairy  farmers  and  would  also  enlist 
for  my  amendment  the  support  of  the 
Republican  Members  of  Congress  from 
New  York. 

I  can  now  advise  the  members  of  the 
committee  that  I  have  received  a  tele¬ 
gram  from  Albany  in  response  to  my 
wire.  It  did  not  come  from  Mr.  Rocke¬ 
feller,  but  rather  from  Mr.  Don  J. 
Wickham,  the  New  York  State  commis¬ 
sioner  of  agriculture.  I  include  Com¬ 
missioner  Wickham’s  wire  at  this  point: 

Albany,  N.Y.,  June  21,  1962. 
Hon.  Samuel  S.  Stratton, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  of  Representatives  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Your  attempt  to  make  capital  out  of  the 
serious  situation  faced  by  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  dairy  farmers  because  of  the  re¬ 
cent  Supreme  Court  decision  relating  to 
compensatory  payments  is  a  disservice  to  the 
farmers  of  this  region.  I  am  sure  that  the 
dairy  farmers  and  the  dairy  industry  of  New 
York  State  know  of  Governor  Rockefeller’s 
efforts  to  have  President  Kennedy  and  Sec¬ 
retary  Freeman  take  prompt  action  to  pre¬ 
vent  disruption  of  the  orderly  marketing  of 
milk  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  market. 

Governor  Rockefeller’s  telegram  to  the 
President  of  June  12  strongly  urged  him  to 
take  administrative  or  legislative  steps  to 
counteract  the  damage  that  can  result  from 
the  Supreme  Court  decision.  Subsequently, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  named  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  study  the  situation,  which  I  am 
informed,  will  make  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  him  next  Tuesday.  Your  telegram 
clearly  reveals  that  you  are  either  unaware 
of,  or  you  have  chosen  to  ignore,  the  facts 
that  the  immediacy  of  the  problem  requires 
prompt  administrative  action  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  I  am  confident 
that  this  approach,  which  has  the  support 
of  Governor  Hughes  of  New  Jersey  and  Gov¬ 
ernor  Rockefeller  is  sounder  than  a  hastily 
conceived  amendment  tacked  on  a  farm  bill 
opposed  by  an  overwhelming  number  of  New 
York  farmers.  Most  dairymen  are  unfamiliar 
with  your  proposed  amendment  to  the  farm 


bill  and  would  have  no  opportunity  to  be 
heard  on  it.  The  Secretary’s  committee  de¬ 
serves  the  right  to  have  its  recommendations 
received  and  acted  upon. 

Don  J.  Wickham. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  message  from  the 
Rockefeller  administration  is  so  much 
political  doubletalk. 

If  the  Governor  really  wants  some 
legislative  relief  for  our  New  York  State 
farmers,  as  the  commissioner’s  tele¬ 
gram  says,  then  there  is  no  other  way 
to  get  legislative  relief  except  through 
Congress.  I  would  remind  him  that 
neither  Secretary  Freeman  nor  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  can  provide  legislative 
relief.  Congress  alone  has  the  power  to 
legislate.  And,  as  I  have  already  indi¬ 
cated,  the  practical  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  either  we  in  Congress  take  this 
corrective  legislative  action  today  as  a 
part  of  this  farm  bill,  or  else  we  get  no 
legislative  action. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Governor 
wants  only  administrative  action,  then, 
as  I  have  already  pointed  out  in  discuss¬ 
ing  the  Secretary’s  letter,  administra¬ 
tive  action  will  come  too  late,  and  in 
any  event  will  not  be  adequate  to  meet 
the  wishes  and  desires  of  our  New  York 
State  farmers. 

Commissioner  Wickham  says  the  dairy 
farmers  of  New  York  do  not  know  how 
they  feel  about  the  Stratton  amend¬ 
ment.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  of  course 
ridiculous,  since  my  amendment  would 
simply  restore  the  status  of  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  milk  marketing  order 
No.  2  to  what  it  was  prior  to  the  action 
of  the  Supreme  Court  on  June  4 — which 
is  obviously  what  all  New  York  farmers 
want,  since  the  Court’s  action  has 
deeply  upset  all  of  them. 

The  only  opposition  to  the  Stratton 
amendment  comes,  as  I  have  indicated, 
from  those  producers  outside  the  New 
York  area,  especially  those  in  the  Mid¬ 
west,  who  have  been  trying  for  years  to 
disrupt  our  stable  milk  market  order 
area  and  flood  it  with  their  tired  mid- 
western  milk. 

I  am  a  little  bit  surprised  to  find  from 
the  commissioner’s  telegram  that  Mr. 
Rockefeller  and  the  Republican  State 
agriculture  department  are  now  siding 
with  these  midwestern  dairy  interests 
against  the  Stratton  amendment  and 
the  protection  it  affords  to  our  New  York 
State  farmers.  This  is  an  incredible 
situation,  that  the  Governor  of  a  State 
should  oppose  the  interests  of  his  own 
farmers  and  should  side  instead  with 
those  who  would  undermine  their  eco¬ 
nomic  welfare. 

I  can  only  conclude  that  Mr.  Rocke¬ 
feller  is  willing  to  sell  New  York  State 
dairy  farmers  down  the  river  because  he 
is  unwilling  to  risk  the  loss  of  a  few 
midwestern  votes  in  his  current  cam¬ 
paign  for  the  Presidency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  amendment  does 
not  prevail  then  someone  else  will  have 
to  take  the  blame  for  any  chaos  that 
ensues  as  a  result  of  the  Supreme  Court 
order.  As  a  Member  of  Congress  I  have 
tried  to  do  my  best  to  help.  I  urge  the 
support  of  all  my  colleagues  in  restoring 
the  welfare  of  our  dairy  farmers  in  the 
Empire  State  of  New  York. 
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Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  puts  the  House  into  a  com¬ 
pletely  new  and  unexplored  area.  The 
amendment  is  a  very  long  and  complex 
one  which  requires  the  most  careful 
study  and  scrutiny  before  being  adopted. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  case  of  Lehigh  Valley  Co-op 
versus  the  United  States  interpreted  a 
provision  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937  which  was  added 
by  our  late  colleague,  August  Andersen, 
of  Minnesota,  many  years  ago.  That 
opinion  was  rendered  only  a  few  days 
ago.  Its  impact  is  still  unknown. 

The  Court  did,  however,  leave  the  door 
open  to  further  administrative  changes 
which  might  hold  some  promise  for  the 
advocate  of  this  amendment. 

Whatever  its  merits  may  be,  I  feel  that 
our  Dairy  and  Poultry  Subcommittee  of 
our  committee  should  certainly  have  the 
opportunity  to  hold  complete  and  thor¬ 
ough  hearings  on  the  gentleman  from 
New  York’s  bill,  and  I  will  certainly  en¬ 
courage  such  hearings.  It  should  not, 
however,  be  included  in  the  bill  at  this 
time.  In  order  that  the  Members  might 
know  what  th«  case  involves,  I  submit 
the  Supreme  Court  decision  for  your 
consideration : 

[Supreme  Court  of  tbe  United  States — No.  79, 
October  term,  1961  ] 

Lehigh  Valley  Cooperative  Farmers,  Inc., 
et  al„  Petitioners,  v.  United  States  et  al. 
(On  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Third  Circuit) 

(June  4,  1962) 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  Court. 

Petitioners,  operating  milk  processing 
plants  in  Pennsylvania,  challenge  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  certain  “compensatory  payment”  pro¬ 
visions  included  in  milk  marketing  orders 
affecting  the  New  York-New  Jersey  area, 
which  were  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  the  authority  granted  him 
by  section  8c  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  7  U.S.C.,  section  608c. 
That  section  permits  the  Secretary  to  issue 
regional  regulations  governing,  in  various 
enumerated  respects,  the  marketing  of  cer¬ 
tain  agricultural  commodities,  among  which 
is  milk.  This  provision  in  question  requires 
those  who  buy  milk  elsewhere  and  bring  it 
into  the  region  for  sale  as  fluid  milk  to  pay 
to  the  farmers  who  supply  the  region  a  fixed 
amount  as  a  “compensatory  payment.”  This 
amount  is  measured  by  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  minimum  price  set  by  the  Market 
Administrator  for  fluid  milk  and  the  mini¬ 
mum  price  for  surplus  milk.  The  Judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third  Circuit, 
287  F.  2d  726,  upholding  the  validity  of  the 
“compensatory  payment”  provision  here  un¬ 
der  attack,1  conflicted  with  an  earlier  deci- 


1  The  petitioners  instituted  this  action 
challenging  the  validity  of  the  compensatory 
payment  provision  by  filing  administrative 
petitions  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
pursuant  to  sec.  8c(15)(A)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  7 
U.S.C.,  sec.  608c(15)(A).  The  hearing  ex¬ 
aminer  sustained  the  petitioners’  contentions 
on  the  authority  of  Kass  v.  Brannan,  196  F. 
2d  791,  but  the  judicial  officer,  acting  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dis¬ 
missed  the  petitions. 

Petitioners  then  sought  review  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  ruling  in  the  district  court  under 
sec.  8c(15)  (B)  of  the  act.  The  review  pro¬ 
ceedings  were  consolidated  with  enforcement 
actions  brought  by  the  Government  pursuant 
to  sec.  8a  (6)  of  the  act.  The  district  court, 
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sion  rendered  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit,  Kass  v.  Brannan,  196  F.  2d 
791.  To  resolve  this  conflict  we  granted 
certiorari.  366  U.S.  957. 

I.  THE  GENERAL  SCHEME  OF  MILK  REGULATION 

The  order  around  which  the  present  con¬ 
troversy  centers,  now  titled  Milk  Marketing 
Order  No.  2  7  CFR  sections  1002.1  et  seq.,2 * 
though  somewhat  more  complex  than  others, 
is  in  its  general  outline  representative  of  the 
pattern  of  regulation  established  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  the  promotion  of  orderly  market¬ 
ing  conditions  in  the  milk  industry  and  the 
preservation  of  minimum  prices  for  farmers. 
Pursuant  to  the  authority  granted  by  sec¬ 
tion  8c  (5)  (A),2  the  order  classifies  milk  that 
is  sold  within  the  New  York-New  Jersey  mar¬ 
keting  area  “in  accordance  with  the  form 
in  which  or  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
used.”  Milk  that  contains  3  to  5  percent 
butterfat — the  usual  proportion  in  ordinary 
liquid  mlik — and  is  sold  for  fluid  consump¬ 
tion  is  assigned  to  class  I.  Milk  that  is  used 
for  cream  (sweet  and  sour),  half  and  half, 
or  milk  drinks  containing  less  than  3  per¬ 
cent  or  more  than  5  percent  butterfat  is 
classified  in  class  II.  The  remainder — milk 
that  is  to  be  stored  for  a  substantial  period 
and  used  for  dairy  products  such  as  butter 
and  cheese — is  grouped  in  class  III  (7  CFR 
sec.  1002.37) . 

This  classification  reflects  the  relative 
prices  usually  commanded  by  the  different 
forms  of  milk.  Thus,  highest  prices  are  paid 
for  milk  used  for  fluid  consumption,  and  the 
lowest  for  milk  which  is  to  be  processed  into 
butter  and  cheese.  Since  the  supply  of  milk 
is  always  greater  than  the  demands  of  the 
fluid -milk  market,  the  excess  must  be  chan¬ 
neled  to  the  less  desirable,  lower  priced  out¬ 
lets.  It  is  in  order  to  avoid  destructive  com¬ 
petition  among  milk  producers  for  the  pre¬ 
mium  outlets  that  the  statute  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  devise  a  method  whereby 
uniform  prices  are  paid  by  milk  handlers  to 
producers  for  all  milk  received,  regardless  of 
the  form  in  which  it  leaves  the  plant  and 
its  ultimate  use.  Adjustments  are  then 
made  among  the  handlers  so  that  each 
eventually  pays  out-of-pocket  an  amount 
equal  to  the  actual  utilization  value  of  the 
milk  he  has  bought. 


relying  on  Kass  v.  Brannan,  supra,  held  that 
the  payment  prevision  was  invalid.  183  F. 
Supp.  80.  It  was  this  decision  that  was  re¬ 
versed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  287  F.  2d  726. 

2  A  general  reorganization  of  ch.  IX 
of  title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
during  the  past  year  has  resulted  in  redesig¬ 
nation  of  most  of  the  milk  marketing  or¬ 
ders.  The  New  York-New  Jersey  order  had 
previously  been  designated  as  “Milk  Market¬ 
ing  Order  No.  27”  and  had  been  found  at  7 
CFR,  sec.  927.  The  section  references  and 
the  contents  of  the  regulations  as  quoted 
throughout  this  opinion  are  as  they  were 
in  effect  on  Jan.  1, 1962. 

•"Sec.  8c(5)  (A)  provides: 

"(5)  Milk  and  its  products;  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  orders. 

“In  the  case  of  milk  and  its  products,  or¬ 
ders  issued  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
contain  one  or  more  of  the  following  terms 
and  conditions,  and  (except  as  provided  in 
subsec.  (7)  of  this  section)  no  others: 

“(A)  Classifying  milk  in  accordance  with 
the  form  in  which  or  the  purpose  for  which 
it  is  used,  and  fixing,  or  providing  a  method 
for  fixing,  minimum  prices  for  each  such  use 
classification  which  all  handlers  shall  pay, 
and  the  time  when  payments  shall  be  made, 
for  milk  purchased  from  producers  or  asso¬ 
ciations  of  producers.  Such  prices  shall  be 
uniform  as  to  all  handlers,  subject  only  to 
adjustments  for  (1)  volume,  market,  and 
production  differentials  customarily  applied 
by  the  handlers  subject  to  such  order,  (2) 
the  grade  or  quality  of  the  milk  purchased, 
and  (3)  the  locations  at  which  delivery  of 


Under  the  marketing  order  here  in  ques¬ 
tion  it  is  primarily  the  handlers  whose 
plants  are  located  within  the  marketing  area 
and  who  regularly  supply  that  area  with 
fluid  milk  who  are  regulated.  All  handlers 
who  receive  or  distribute  milk  within  the 
area  are  required  to  submit  monthly  re¬ 
ports  to  the  Market  Administrator,  listing 
the  quantity  of  milk  they  have  handled  and 
the  use  for  which  it  was  sold.  But  only  the 
handlers  operating  “pool  plants” — i.e.,  plants 
which  meet  certain  standards  set  out  in 
7  CFR  sections  1002.25-1002.29  4 5 — must  pay 
the  producers  from  whom  they  buy  the 
uniform  price  set  by  the  Administrator. 
This  price  is  calculated  each  month  on  the 
basis  of  the  reports  that  are  submitted. 
After  determining  the  minimum  prices  for 
each  use  classification  pursuant  to  formulas 
set  out  in  7  CFR  sections  1002.40,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  computes  an  average  price  for 
the  “pool”  milk  handled  during  that  month. 
This  figure  is  reached  by  first  multiplying 
the  “pool”  milk  disposed  of  in  each  class  by 
the  established  minimum  price  for  that 
class,  and  then  adding  the  products  to  the 
“compensatory  payments”  made  for  non¬ 
pool  milk.  After  certain  minor  adjustments 
are  made,  this  sum  is  divided  by  the  total 
quantity  of  “pool”  milk  sold  in  the  market 
during  the  month.  The  quotient  is  a  “blend 
price.”  With  some  adjustments  to  reflect 
transportation  expenses,  this  uniform  price 
must  be  paid  to  producers  by  all  handlers 
maintaining  “pool”  plants  (7  CFR  sec. 
1002.66) . 

Adjustments  among  handlers  are  made  by 
way  of  a  "Producer  Settlement  Fund,”  into 
which  each  handler  contributes  the  excess  of 
his  “use  value”  6  over  the  uniform  price  paid 
by  him  to  his  producer.  Handlers  whose  “use 
value”  of  the  milk  they  purchase  is  less  than 
the  “blend  price”  they  are  required  to  pay 
may  withdraw  the  difference  from  the  fund. 
The  net  effect  is  that  each  handler  pays  for 
his  milk  at  the  price  he  would  have  paid 
had  it  been  earmarked  at  the  outset  for  the 
use  to  which  it  was  ultimately  put.  '  But 
the  farmer  who  produces  the  milk  is  pro¬ 
tected  from  the  effects  of  competition  for 
premium  outlets  since  he  is  automatically 
allotted  a  proportional  share  of  each  of  the 
different  "use”  markets. 

H.  THE  COMPENSATORY  PAYMENT  PROVISION 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  this  system  of 
regulation  contemplates  economic  controls 
only  over  pool-handler  plants  since  only 
such  handlers  are  required  to  pay  the  “blend 
price’’  to  their  producers  and  to  account  to 
the  Producer  Settlement  Fund.  If  limited 
to  the  provisions  recounted  above,  the  regu¬ 
latory  scheme  would  not  affect  milk  brought 
into  the  New  York-New  Jersey  marketing 
area  by  handlers  who  are  primarily  engaged 
in  supplying  some  other  market  and  whose 
producers  are  not  located  within  the  New 
York -New  Jersey  area.  Some  of  the  regional 
orders  now  in  effect  do  not  undertake  any 
economic  regulation  of  “outside”  or  “other 
source”  milk.1’  But  it  is  quite  obvious  that 
under  certain  circumstances  some  regula¬ 
tion  of  such  milk  may  be  necessary.  Accord- 


such  milk,  or  any  use  classification  thereof, 

is  made  to  such  handlers.” 

4  These  provisions  establish  certain  per¬ 
formance  requirements  aimed  at  insuring 
that  the  plant  continues  to  provide  fluid 
milk  to  the  marketing  area  even  in  periods 
of  short  supply.  Thus,  it  is  primarily  the 
handlers  whose  main  concern  is  the  market¬ 
ing  area  who  qualify  for  the  “pool.” 

5  “Use  value”  is  the  price  the  handler  would 
have  had  to  pay,  at  prevailing  minimum 
rates,  had  he  purchased  his  milk  at  a  price 
reflecting  its  ultimate  disposition. 

6  See  7  CFR  secs.  1034  (Dayton-Spring- 
field),  1037  (north-central  Ohio),  1038 

(Rockford-Freeport),  1074  (southwest  Kan¬ 
sas)  . 


ingly,  section  8c  (7)  (D)  of  the  act,  7  U.S.C. 
section  608c(7)  (D) ,  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  include  in  his  regulating  orders  conditions 
that  are  incidental  to  terms  expressly  author¬ 
ized  by  the  statute,  and  that  are  “necessary 
to  effectuate  the  other  provisions  of  such 
order.” 

A  handler  who  brings  outside  milk  into  a 
marketing  area  may  disrupt  the  regulatory 
scheme  in  at  least  two  respects: 

(1)  Pool  handlers  in  the  marketing  area 
who  are  required  to  pay  the  minimum  class 
prices  for  their  milk  may  find  then’  selling 
prices  undercut  by  those  of  nonpool  han¬ 
dlers  dealing  in  outside  milk  purchased  at 
an  unregulated  price. 

(2)  Producers  in  the  marketing  area, 
whose  blend  price  depends  on  how  much 
of  the  relatively  constant  fluid-milk  demand 
they  supply  in  a  given  month,  may  find  the 
outside  milk  occupying  a  portion  of  the 
premium  market,  thus  displacing  the  pool 
milk  and  forcing  it  into  the  less  rewarding 
surplus  uses,  with  the  ultimate  effect  of 
diminishing  the  blend  price  payable  to  pro¬ 
ducers. 

In  an  effort  to  cope  with  these  disruptive 
economic  forces,  the  Secretary  devised  his 
“compensatory  payment”  plan.  In  essence 
the  plan  imposes  special  monetary  exactions 
on  handlers  introducing  outside  milk  for 
fluid  consumption  into  a  marketing  area  in 
months  when  there  is  a  substantial  surplus 
of  milk  on  the  market.7 

Of  the  68  regional  milk  orders  which 
establish  marketwide  pools,®  64  contain 
“compensatory  payment”  provisions  of  one 
kind  or  another.  The  order  now  before  us 
is  typical  of  23  of  these  orders.®  The  order 
provides  that  a  handler  who  brings  “outside” 
milk  into  the  New  York-New  Jersey  area 
and  sells  it  for  fluid  use  must  pay  to  the 
pool’s  producers,  through  the  producer  set¬ 
tlement  fund,  an  amount  equal  to  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  minimum  prices  for  the 
highest  and  for  the  lowest  use  classifications 
prevailing  in  that  area.  In  other  words,  for 
each  hundredweight  of  nonpool  milk  sold  for 
class  I  use  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
area,  a  payment  equal  to  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  class  I  and  class  III  prices  must  be 


7  The  payment  provision  of  7  CFR  sec. 
1002.83  applies  only  in  those  months  when 
the  volume  of  milk  sold  for  class  III  use  ex¬ 
ceeds  15  percent  of  the  total  pool  milk  re¬ 
ported  in  the  marketing  area. 

*  The  act  authorizes  the  establishment  of 
either  marketwide  pools  or  individual  han¬ 
dier  pools.  Since  the  latter  require  only  that 
each  handler  pay  uniform  prices  to  all  the 
producers  from  which  he  buys,  but  does  not 
impose  a  uniformity  requirement  among  the 
various  handlers,  there  is  no  need  for  ad¬ 
justments  among  handlers.  Consequently, 
no  compensatory  payment  provision  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  orders  establishing  individual 
handler  pools.  See  7  CFR  secs.  1004  (Phila¬ 
delphia),  1005  (Tri-State),  1010  (Wilming¬ 
ton),  1039  (Milwaukee),  1041  (Toledo),  1044 
(Michigan  Upper  Peninsula),  1078  (north 
central  Iowa),  1096  (northern  Louisiana), 
1097  (Memphis),  1102  (Fort  Smith),  1129 
(Austin- Waco),  1130  (Corpus  Christi),  1134 
(western  Colorado) . 

“Compare  7  CFR  secs.  1001.65  (Greater 
Boston),  1003.62  (Washington,  D.C.),  1006.65 
(Springfield,  Mass.),  1007.65  (Worcester), 
1008.54  (Wheeling),  1009.54  (Clarksburg,  W. 
Va.),  1011.62  (Appalachian),  1014.46  (south¬ 
eastern  New  England),  1015.46  (Connecti¬ 
cut)  ,  1016.62  (Upper  Chesapeake  Bay) , 

1030.61  (Chicago),  1031.70(b)  (South  Bend- 
La  Porte-Elkhart) ,  1036.84(b)  (northeastern 
Ohio),  1048.54  (Greater  Youngstown-War- 
ren),  1061.54  (St.  Joseph),  1068.70(b)  (Min- 
neapolis-St.  Paul),  1071.62(b)  (Neosho  Val¬ 
ley),  1072.55  (Sioux  Falls-MitcheU) ,  1106.55 
(Oklahoma),  1125.70  (Puget  Sound),  1126.70 
(d)  north  Texas),  1133.70(b)  (Inland 
Empire) . 
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made  by  the  seller  to  the  producer  settlement 
fund. 

ni.  THE  PURPOSE  AND  EFFECT  OF  THE 
COMPENSATORY  PAYMENT 

After  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second 
Circuit  had  held  the  compensatory  payment 
requirement  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
Milk  Marketing  Order  (then  order  No.  27) 
to  be  a  “penalty,”  Kass  v.  Brannan,  196  P.  2d 
791,  795,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  con¬ 
ducted  extensive  hearings  to  determine 
whether  it  should  be  retained.  His  findings, 
which  appear  at  18  Fed.  Reg.  8444-8454,  ex¬ 
plain  this  requirement  as  the  most  satisfac¬ 
tory  means  of  imposing  “a  suitable  charge  on 
such  unpriced  milk  in  an  amount  sufficient 
to  neutralize,  compensate  for  and  eliminate 
the  artificial  economic  advantage  for  non¬ 
pool  milk  which  necessarily  is  created  by  the 
classified  pricing  and  pooling  of  pool  milk 
under  the  order.”  (Id.  at  8448.)  There  seems 
little  doubt  that  an  assessment  equal  to  the 
class  I  to  class  III  differential  would,  in  all 
but  rare  instances,  nullify  any  competitive 
advantage  that  nonpool  milk  could  have: 
only  if  the  sum  of  the  purchase  price  of  the 
outside  milk  and  the  cost  of  its  transporta¬ 
tion  to  market  were  less  than  the  class  III 
price  would  a  handler  find  it  profitable  to 
bring  such  milk  into  the  marketing  area. 
But  it  must  be  obvious  that  this  payment 
is  wholly  or  partially  “compensatory” — i.e., 
puts  pool  and  nonpool  milk  “on  substantially 
similar  competitive  positions  at  source” 
(ibid.)- — only  if  the  milk  has  been  purchased 
at  not  more  than  the  class  III  price.  If  the 
purchase  price  of  the  nonpool  milk  exceeds 
the  class  III  price  within  the  area,  the  effect 
of  the  fixed  compensatory  payment  is  to 
make  it  economically  unfeasible  for  a  han¬ 
dler  to  bring  such  milk  into  the  marketing 
area. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture's  determina¬ 
tion  that  the  class  I-class  HI  differential  was 
the  most  suitable  compensatory  figure  rested 
upon  what  was,  in  effect,  an  irrebuttable 
presumption  that  the  nonpool  milk  was  pur¬ 
chased  at  a  rate  commensurate  with  the 
value  of  “surplus”  (class  III)  milk.  See  18 
Federal  Register,  at  8448. 10  That  presump  - 


10  “As  stated  earlier  herein,  all  milk  which 
is  established  to  be  primarily  associated  with 
the  New  York  milk  marketing  area  under 
the  standards  prescribed  by  the  order  is 
included  in  the  New  York  pool.  Converse¬ 
ly,  the  nonpool  milk  which  enters  the  mar¬ 
keting  area  for  fluid  use  originates  from 
plants  which  are  not  sufficiently  associated 
with  the  New  York  market  to  have  their 
milk  in  the  pool.  Such  plants  have  their 
primary  interests  in  other  fluid  markets  or 
specialized  manufacturing  uses  and  fre¬ 
quently  have  more  milk  than  is  required 
for  these  primary  purposes.  It  is  this  sur¬ 
plus  milk  at  nonpool  plants  which  can  be 
‘dumped’  into  the  New  York  market  for 
fluid  use,  provided  only  that  the  plant  and 
the  milk  has  marketing  area  health  ap¬ 
proval.  The  operator  of  such  a  nonpool 
plant  has  a  choice  of  using  the  excess  milk 
for  surplus  uses  (ordinarily  in  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  various  milk  products)  or  of 
sending  it  to  the  New  York  marketing  area 
for  fluid  uses.  In  making  this  decision  he 
will  compare  the  respective  net  returns  to 
him  for  this  surplus  milk  and  will  naturally 
select  the  fluid  alternative,  for  it  will  yield 
the  greater  return.  In  the  absence  of  classi¬ 
fied  pricing,  his  cost,  at  source,  for  the  ex¬ 
cess  milk  remains  exactly  the  same  whether 
he  uses  it  for  surplus  disposition  or  for 
fluid  use.  The  pool  plant  operator  on  the 
other  hand  has  no  such  advantage  for  he 
pays  a  higher  classified  price,  at  source,  if 
he  sells  the  milk  in  the  market  area  for 
fluid  use  (class  I-A  or  n)  than  if  he  dis¬ 
poses  of  it  for  surplus  manufacturing  uses 
(class  III) . 
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tion  was  based  in  turn  on  the  supposition 
that  the  nonpool  milk  could  not  have  been 
worth  more  than  the  class  in  price  where 
purchased  since  It  could  not  be  shipped  else¬ 
where  for  class  I  use.  But  it  must  be  ap¬ 
parent  that  it  is  only  if  the  milk  is  denied 
access  to  other  marketing  areas  or  if  a  pro¬ 
hibitive  payment  is  assessed  on  its  use  else¬ 
where  that  it  will  depreciate  in  value  to  class 
III  levels.  For  if  the  milk  can  be  freely 
shipped  elsewhere  for  fluid  use  or  if  it  is 
purchased  in  an  area  where  prices  paid  to 
producers  are  regulated,  it  will  command  a 
higher  price. 

Indeed,  the  facts  of  the  case  now  before 
us  demonstrate  the  shortcomings  of  the 
Secretary’s  reasoning.  One  of  the  peti¬ 
tioners,  Suncrest  Farms,  Inc.,  purchases  its 
milk  in  Pennsylvania  under  regulations 
established  by  the  Pennsylvania  Milk  Con¬ 
trol  Commission.  In  September  1957,  which 
was  one  of  the  months  during  which  it 
sought  to  sell  its  milk  in  the  New  York- 
New  Jersey  marketing  area,  Suncrest  was 
required  to  pay  $6.40  per  hundredweight  for 
the  milk  it  purchased  from  dairy  farmers  in 
Pennsylvania.  The  class  I-class  III  differ¬ 
ential  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  market¬ 
ing  area  during  that  month  was  $2.78  per 
hundredweight.  Thus,  if  the  “compensatory 
payment”  were  assessed,  Suncrest  would  ac¬ 
tually  be  forced  to  pay  $9.18  per  hundred¬ 
weight  for  fluid  milk  sold  in  the  area,  while 
the  handlers  maintaining  pool  plants  in  the 
area  would  pay  only  the  class  I  price,  which 
was  $6.23  in  August  1957.11 

If  competitive  parity  among  handlers  of 
pool  and  nonpool  milk  were  the  only  objec¬ 
tive  of  the  Secretary’s  “compensatory”  regu¬ 
lation,  other  marketing  orders  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  show  that  this  result  has  been  achieved 
without  imposing  unnecessary  hardships, 


“If  this  artificial  advantage  in  favor  of 
surplus  nonpool  milk  at  the  plant  of  origin 
is  to  be  effectively  removed,  as  it  must  be, 
the  milk  must  be  treated  and  evaluated  for 
what  it  actually  is,  namely  surplus  milk  in 
the  milkshed.  If  New  York  marketing  area 
disposition  were  not  available  for  this  sur¬ 
plus,  the  nonpool  handler  could  derive  from 
it  only  its  surplus  value.  This  surplus 
value  is  true  value  or  ‘opportunity  cost’  and 
such  surplus  value  should  be  used  as  the 
subtrahend  in  the  formula  for  compensa¬ 
tion  payments  on  nonpool  milk  from  plants 
not  subject  to  a  Federal  order. 

“The  class  HI  price  under  the  New  York 
order  is  the  class  price  which  is  payable,  at 
source,  for  pool  milk  under  the  New  York 
order  when  used  for  most  surplus  uses.  It 
is  expressly  designed  to  fix  a  proper  classi¬ 
fied  value,  at  source,  for  surplus  milk.  The 
class  III  price  closely  approximates  the 
amount  paid  in  the  Northeast  to  farmers 
not  under  the  New  York  order  for  so  much 
of  their  milk  as  is  used  for  general  manu¬ 
facture. 

“It  is  therefore  a  dependable  indicator  of 
the  value  of  surplus  milk  at  source.  If  a 
nonpool  handler,  for  his  own  reasons, 
chooses  to  pay  more  than  its  true  market 
value,  at  source,  for  surplus  milk  which  he 
sends  to  the  New  York  area,  the  pool  should 
not  underwrite  this  unnecessary  cost,  par¬ 
ticularly  since  the  premium  can  be  used  to 
outbid  pool  handlers  for  milk,  as  previously 
shown.” 

11  The  fact  that  petitioners  were  paying 
more  for  their  milk  than  the  class  I  price 
in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  marketing  area 
leaves  no  room  for  any  suggestion  that  they 
will  be  receiving  a  “windfall”  if  it  is  ulti¬ 
mately  adjudged  that  they  are  entitled  to 
have  returned  the  full  amount  of  their  com¬ 
pensatory  payments. 


virtually  “trade  barriers”  as  in  the  instance 
just  given,12  on  the  nonpool  milk.13 

It  is  in  considering  the  effect  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  compensatory  payment  provisions  on  the 
pool  producers,  however,  that  the  principal 
concern  of  the  Secretary  becomes  quite  ap¬ 
parent.  As  has  been  noted,  the  sale  for 
fluid  use  of  nonpool  milk  in  the  marketing 
area  displaces  pool  milk  that  might  other¬ 
wise  be  used  for  this  premium  outlet.  Since 
the  market  area’s  “blend  price”  is  computed 
only  with  reference  to  the  pool  milk,  the 
effect  of  the  entry  of  nonpool  milk  is  to 
drive  down  the  price  that  is  paid  to  pro¬ 
ducers  in  the  area.  A  close  examir&tion  of 
the  workings  of  the  present  compensatory 
payment  provision  reveals  that  its  effect  is  to 
preserve  for  the  benefit  of  the  area’s  pro¬ 
ducers  the  blend  price  that  they  would  re¬ 
ceive  if  all  outside  milk  were  physically 
excluded  and  they  alone  would  supply  the 
fluid-milk  needs  of  the  area.  For  every  cwt. 
of  pool  milk  that  is  forced  into  “surplus” 
use  by  the  entry  of  nonpool  milk,  the  handler 
introducing  the  outside  milk  is  required  to 
pay  for  the  benefit  of  the  area’s  producers 
the  difference  between  the  value  the  pool 
milk  would  have  had  if  the  nonpool  milk 


12  The  total  amount  of  the  compensatory 
payments  involved  in  this  litigation,  embrac¬ 
ing  a  period  of  approximately  4  years,  was 
some  $617,000  as  to  Lehigh  Valley  and 
$108,000  as  to  Suncrest. 

13  Several  of  the  marketing  orders  make 
the  compensatory  payment  equal  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  class  I  price  in  the  market¬ 
ing  area  and  the  actual  cost  of  the  nonpool 
milk.  See  7  CFR  secs.  1042.60  (Muskegon), 
1128.62(b)  (central  west  Texas).  In  some 
marketing  areas  the  handler  who  deals  in 
nonpool  milk  is  permitted  to  elect  each 
month  between  paying  the  fluid  milk-sur¬ 
plus  use  differential  and  paying  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  his  actual  cost  and  the  mini¬ 
mum  regional  price  for  class  I  milk.  See  7 
CFR  secs.  1013.62  (southeastern  Florida), 

1033.61  (Greater  Cincinnati),  1035.63  (Co¬ 
lumbus,  Ohio),  1040.66  (southern  Michigan) , 
1043.84  (upstate  Michigan),  1045.83  (north¬ 
eastern  Wisconsin) ,  1047.62  (Fort  Wayne) , 

1064.61  (Greater  Kansas  City),  1065.62  (Ne¬ 
braska-western  Iowa),  1067.61  (Ozarks), 

1069.62  (Duluth-Superior),  1073.62  (Wich¬ 
ita),  1094.62  (New  Orleans),  1098.92 
(Nashville),  1103.62  (central  Mississippi), 

1105.62  (Mississippi  Delta),  1107.61  (Missis¬ 
sippi  gulf  coast),  1131.62  (central  Arizona), 

1135.62  (Colorado  Springs-Pueblo) ,  1136.62 
(Great  Basin) ,  1137.62  (eastern  Colorado). 

Other  marketing  orders,  applicable  in  some 
areas,  assess  a  compensatory  payment  equal 
to  the  difference  between  the  "blend  price” 
paid  in  the  area  for  pool  milk  and  the  Class 
I  price,  thus  treating  the  handler  of  nonpool 
milk  as  if  he  were  a  member  of  the  pool  with 
respect  to  such  milk  as  he  introduced  into 
the  marketing  area. 

Where  this  differential  is  accepted  as  the 
measure  of  the  compensatory  payment  it  is 
done  only  in  those  months  when  the  sur¬ 
plus  is  lowest.  In  the  spring  and  summer 
months  the  fluid  milk-surplus  use  differ¬ 
ential  is  exacted.  See  7  CFR  secs.  1032.55(b) 
(suburban  St.  Louis,  August-February) , 
1046.55(b)  (Ohio  Valley,  August-March), 
1049.55(b)  (Indianapolis,  August-March), 
1062.55(b)  (St.  Louis,  August-February), 
1063.63(b)  (Quad  Cities-Dubuque,  July-No- 
vember),  1066.57(a)  (Sioux  City,  August- 
February),  1070.63(b)  (Cedar  Rapids-Iowa 
City,  July-November),  1075.63(b)  (Black 
Hills,  July-March),  1076.63(b)  (eastern 
South  Dakota,  July-February) ,  1079.63(b) 
(Des  Moines,  July-March) ,  1090.54(b)  (Chat¬ 
tanooga,  August-February),  1095.70(e)(2) 
( Louisville-Lexington  October-December ) 
1099.62(a)  (Paducah,  August-March),  1101.93 
(b)  (Knoxville,  August-February),  1104.53 
(b)  (Red  River  Valley,  August-January) , 
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had  never  entered  and  the  value  it  has  once 
the  nonpool  milk  is  sold  for  fluid  use.14  In 
effect,  therefore,  the  nonpool  milk  is  forced 
to  subsidize  the  pool  milk  and  Insulate  the 
pool  milk  from  the  competitive  impact 
caused  by  the  entry  of  outside  milk.  This 
■was  recognized  by  the  court  of  appeals 
which  held  that  such  a  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  was  "designed  to  compensate  the  pool 
for  the  loss  of  the  class  I  fluid  milk  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  *  *  *  protect  the  uniform  blend 
price  in  the  marketing  area.”  (287  P.  2d,  at 
730.)  It  is  only  if  the  Secretary  has  been 
authorized  by  the  statute  to  impose  such 
economic  trade  barriers  on  the  entry  of 
milk  into  an  area  so  as  to  protect  the  prices 
received  by  the  pool  producers  that  the 
present  compensatory  payment  plan  can  be 
sustained  as  “necessary  to  effectuate”  the  ex¬ 
pressly  authorized  provisions  of  this  order. 


1108.54(b)  (central  Arkansas,  August-Feb- 
ruary),  1127.65(b)  (San  Antonio,  January 
and  August),  1132.63(b)  (Texas  Panhandle, 
July-February) . 

The  latter  method  treats  the  handler  of 
nonpool  milk  who  buys  at  a  price  in  excess 
of  the  blend  price  as  if  he  were  a  member  of 
the  pool  since  a  handler  in  the  pool  may,  if 
he  chooses,  pay  his  producer  more  than  the 
blend  price  set  by  the  Market  Administrator, 
see  Stark  v.  Wickard,  321  U.S.  288,  291,  but 
must  still  account  to  the  Producer  Settle¬ 
ment  Fund  as  if  he  had  paid  only  the  blend 
price.  By  treating  nonpool  milk  in  the  same 
manner,  the  Secretary  might  be  able  to  jus¬ 
tify  a  compensatory  payment  equal  to  the 
difference  between  the  nonpool  milk’s  use 
value  and  the  blend  price,  though  we  do  not 
decide  the  question.  See  generally,  Hutt, 
Restrictions  on  the  Free  Movement  of  Fluid 
Milk  Under  Federal  Milk  Marketing  Orders, 
37  U.  Det.  L.  J.  525,  564r-577  (1960). 

The  suggestion  that  a  nonpool  handler 
would  be  given  a  competitive  advantage 
under  either  of  these  methods  because,  in 
the  words  of  the  judicial  officer,  he  does  not 
have  to  equalize  his  utilization  as  do  pool 
handlers  is  demonstrably  unsound.  Insofar 
as  the  handlers’  sale  of  milk  is  concerned, 
neither  pool  nor  nonpool  handlers  are  re¬ 
quired  to  share  or  equalize  their  proceeds 
with  others.  To  the  extent  that  this  con¬ 
tention  relates  to  the  handlers’  purchase  of 
milk  and  is  meant  to  suggest  that  nonpool 
handlers  will  find  it  easier  to  buy  milk  be¬ 
cause  'they  will  be  able  to  pay  higher  prices 
to  their  producers,  the  exaction  of  a  class 
I-blend  price  payment  would  effectively  dis¬ 
courage  purchases  in  excess  of  the  blend 
price  (which  is  what  the  pool’s  producers 
are  paid).  And  the  assertion  that  the  pool 
carries  the  surplus  burden  for  outside 
handlers  is  based  on  the  same  mistaken  rea¬ 
soning  as  underlies  the  Secretary’s  determi¬ 
nation  to  retain  the  class  I-class  III  pay¬ 
ment  after  Kass  v.  Brannan,  supra.  See  pp. 
9-10,  supra. 

14  A  highly  simplified  illustration  serves  to 
clarify  this  effect:  If  the  class  I  price  on  a 
given  date  is  $6  per  hundredweight  and  the 
class  III  price  is  $3  per  hundredweight  and 
if  2,000  hundredweight  are  consumed  as  fluid 
milk  and  another  2,000  hundredweight  are 
produced  by  the  dairy  farmers  in  the  area 
and  utilized  for  surplus  uses,  the  computa¬ 
tion  of  the  blend  price  would  be  as  follows: 


Table  A 

Class  I -  2,000x6.00  equals  12,000 

Class  III -  2,000X3.00  equals  6,000 


Totals  4,000  at  blend  price, 

$4.50  -  18,000 


If  500  hundredweight  are  then  brought  in 
from  the  outside  as  nonpool  milk  and  sold 
for  class  I  use,  500  hundredweight  of  the 
pool  milk  will  drop  into  class  III  (since  the 


IV.  SECTION  8C(5)  <G) 

Section  8c(5)  (G)  of  the  act,  however, 
taken  in  light  of  its  legislative  history,  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  regulation  here  imposed  by 
the  Secretary  was  of  the  sort  that  Congress 
intended  to  forbid.  Section  8c(5)  (G) 
provides: 

“No  marketing  agreement  or  order  ap¬ 
plicable  to  milk  and  its  products  in  any 
marketing  area  shall  prohibit  or  in  any  man¬ 
ner  limit,  in  the  case  of  the  products  of  milk, 
the  marketing  in  that  area  of  any  milk  or 
product  thereof  in  any  production  area  in  the 
United  States.” 

This  provision  was  first  enacted  into  law 
as  part  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1935,  49  Stat.  750,  amending  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933,  48  Stat.  31.  It 
was  reenacted  as  part  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  50  Stat. 
246,  which  reaffirmed  the  marketing  order 
provisions  of  the  1935  act  after  the  process¬ 
ing  tax  had  been  struck  down  as  unconstitu¬ 
tional  in  United  States  v.  Butler,  297  U.S.  1. 

Along  with  enumerating  the  powers 
granted  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  so 
as  to  avoid  the  “delegation”  problems 
brought  to  light  by  the  then  recent  decision 


fluid  milk  demand  remains  relatively  con¬ 
stant)  : 

Table  B 


Class  I _  1,500x6.00  equals  9,000 

Class  III _  2,500X3.00  equals  7,500 


Totals  4,000  at  blend  price, 

$4.125 _ _ _  16,500 


The  producers  in  the  pool  would  thereby 
be  receiving  $0,375  less  per  hundredweight 
than  had  the  nonpool  milk  stayed  out  alto¬ 
gether.  By  distributing  to  them  (through 
the  exaction  made  of  nonpool  handlers)  the 
difference  between  class  I  and  class  III 
prices  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  nonpool 
milk  sold  in  the  area  as  class  I,  that  deficit 
is  restored.  Thus, 

Table  C 

(Nonpool  milk  sold  as  class  I)  X  (class  I 
minus  class  III)  equals  (loss  to  pool  by  dis¬ 
placement  of  class  I  outlet)  or  500  X  3.00 
equals  1,500;  1,500  divided  by  4,000  hundred¬ 
weight  equals  .375  per  hundredweight. 

The  Secretary’s  formula,  therefore,  pre¬ 
cisely  accomplishes  the  restoring  to  the  pool’s 
producers  whatever  they  have  lost  by  reason 
of  the  occupation  of  their  class  I  outlet  by 
the  nonpool  milk. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  actual  compu¬ 
tation  of  the  blend  price,  as  set  out  in  7 
CFR  section  1002.66,  achieves  this  same  re¬ 
sult  in  an  indirect  fashion.  Instead  of  com¬ 
puting  the  blend  price  without  reference  to 
any  nonpool  milk,  the  Secretary’s  formula 
includes  the  compensatory  payments  within 
the  list  of  minimum-price  obligations  that 
are  added  in  determining  the  total  proceeds 
for  milk  sold  within  the  area.  7  CFR  section 
1002.66(c) .  But  the  blend  price  is  then  com¬ 
puted  by  dividing  this  sum  by  the  amount 
of  “milk  delivered  by  producers,”  i.e.,  pool 
milk.  Consequently,  the  actual  computation 
of  the  uniform  price  under  the  above  illus¬ 
tration  would  be  as  follows : 


Table  D 

Class  I - 1,500  x  6.00  equals  9,  000 

Class  III - 2,500  X  3.00  equals  7,  500 


Compensator  payments 

(nonpool  milk)._  500  X 

3.00  equals  1, 500 
Total  (pool  milk) ,  4,000  at 

blend  price,  $4.50 _ 18,  000 

The  funds  paid  into  the  Producer  Settle¬ 
ment  Fund  by  the  handlers  dealing  in  non¬ 
pool  milk  are  then  available  to  the  pool  han¬ 
dlers,  whose  credits  from  the  fund  will  be 
larger  to  the  extent  that  they  have  been 
forced  to  pay  a  higher  blend  price. 


in  Schechter  v.  United  States,  295  U.S.  495, 
the  Congress  sought  in  1935  to  limit  the 
Secretary’s  powers  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
establishing  “trade  barriers.”  Midwestern 
legislators  were  particularly  concerned  over 
this  possibility.  When  the  reported  bill, 
which  contained  no  provision  like  the  present 
section  8c(5)  (G)  came  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  Representative 
Andresen,  of  Minnesota,  suggested  that  the 
Secretary  might  use  his  powers  to  “stop  the 
free  flow  in  commerce  *  *  *  of  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts.”  He  received  an  assurance  from  Rep¬ 
resentative  Jones,  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  that  the 
Secretary  was  not  authorized  to  require  any¬ 
thing  more  of  milk  coming  into  a  marketing 
area  than  that  it  "comply  with  the  same 
conditions  which  the  farmers  and  distribu¬ 
tors  comply  with  in  that  region.”  79  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  9462. 18 

An  amendment  to  the  bill  clarifying  this 
position  was  then  offered  by  Representative 
Sauthoff  of  Wisconsin,  79  Congressional 
Record  9493, 10  but  no  action  was  taken  on 
that  proposal. 

On  the  next  day.  Representative  Andersen 
proposed  from  the  floor  of  the  House  the 
forerunner  to  the  present  section  8c (5)  (G) 
(79  Congressional  Record  9572).  His 
amendment  took  the  following  form: 

“(g)  No  marketing  agreement  or  order  ap¬ 
plicable  to  milk  and  its  products  in  any 
marketing  area  shall  prohibit  the  marketing 
in  that  area  of  any  milk  or  product  thereof 
produced  in  any  production  area  in  the 
United  States.” 

There  was  no  objection  to  the  addition  of 
this  language,  Representative  Jones  remark- 


15  “Mr.  Andresen.  Is  there  anything  in  the 
milk  section  of  the  bill  which  give  the  Sec¬ 
retary  authority  to  set  up  trade  barriers 
and  stop  the  free  flow  in  commerce  through¬ 
out  the  United  States  of  dairy  products? 

“Mr.  Jones.  No.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  that  would  authorize  that.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  require  that  in  crossing  from  one 
region  to  another  that  they  comply  with 
the  same  conditions  which  the  farmers  and 
distributors  comply  with  in  that  region. 

“Mr.  Andresen.  That  is,  sanitary  regula¬ 
tions? 

“Mr.  Jones.  Sanitary  and  other  uniform 
regulations;  but  he  cannot  set  up  any  trade 
barriers  which  would  keep  them  out. 

“Mr.  Andresen.  A  great  many  Members 
have  inquired  about  that  feature,  and  I  just 
wanted  the  gentleman  to  bring  that  out. 

“Mr.  Jones.  The  amendments  require  a 
uniform  price  and  uniform  set  of  conditions 
and  fair  distribution.  In  the  first  place,  I 
do  not  believe  we  could  give  authority  to 
set  up  these  barriers.  In  the  second  place, 
the  bill  does  not  do  that.  It  simply  enables 
them  to  have  a  program  in  one  of  these 
regions,  and  in  developing  these  orders  which 
the  Secretary  issues,  he  uses  the  word  ‘re¬ 
gion’  wherever  possible.  Those  on  the  out¬ 
side  must  come  into  that.” 

16  The  proposed  amendment  read : 

“Sec.  — (b)  :  No  marketing  agreement,  or¬ 
der  or  regulation  shall  contain  any  term 
or  provision  which  will  tend  to  result  in  pre¬ 
venting  or  hindering  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  product  thereof  produced  in  any 
region  or  area  of  the  United  States  from  be¬ 
ing  brought  into  or  sold  in  any  other  such 
region  or  area  or  shall  have  the  effect  of 
subsidizing  the  production  or  sale  of  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof 
in  any  such  region  or  area,  in  such  a  manner 
i, hat  such  commodity  or  product  thereof  will 
tend  to  be  sold  in  such  other  region  or  areas 
at  prices  which  will  tend  to  depress  prices 
thereon  of  such  commodity  or  product  there¬ 
of.” 
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ing  that  “it  Is  simply  clarifying.’* *  Ibid.  But 
when  Representative  Sauthoff  sought  to 
change  the  amendment  by  substituting  the 
words  "limit  or  tend  to  limit”  for  "prohibit,” 
Representative  Jones  objected  on  the  ground 
that  necessary  milk  classification  and  mini¬ 
mum  pricing  for  the  protection  of  outside 
milk  producers  regularly  supplying  their 
own  marketing  area  would  "tend  to  limit” 
the  introduction  of  their  milk  into  other 
areas.17  Ibid. 

The  House  bill,  with  the  language  added 
by  Representative  Andresen’s  amendment, 
went  to  the  Senate.  Accompanying  the  bill 
to  the  floor  was  Senate  Report  No.  1011,  74th 
Congress,  1st  session,  which  stated  at  page 
11: 

“To  prevent  assaults  upon  the  price  struc¬ 
ture  by  the  sporadic  importation  of  milk 
from  new  producing  areas,  while  permitting 
the  orderly  and  natural  expansion  of  the  area 
supplying  any  market  by  the  introduction  of 
new  producers  or  new  producing  areas,  orders 
may  provide  that  for  the  first  3  months  of 
regular  delivery,  payments  shall  be  made  to 
producers  not  theretofore  selling  milk  in 
the  area  covered  by  the  order  at  the  price 
fixed  for  the  lowest  use  classification.  This 
is  the  only  limitation  upon  the  entry  of  new 
producers — wherever  located — into  a  market, 
and  it  can  remain  effective  only  for  the  spec¬ 
ified  3-month  period.”  18 

In  the  Senate  section  8c (5)  (G)  was 
amended,  without  objection,  79  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  11655,  to  read: 


17  “Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  would  absolutely  wreck  the  whole 
milk  program.  In  order  to  get  away  from 
the  terrific  conditions  that  have  prevailed  in 
the  milk  industry  there  is  provided  in  the 
bill  authority  to  fix  a  minimum  price  to 
producers.  That,  at  least  in  a  measure, 
would  limit  or  tend  to  limit  shipment,  and 
yet  the  gentleman,  I  am  sure,  does  not  want 
to  interfere  with  the  price  to  producers. 
Then  it  is  a  universal  custom  in  the  market¬ 
ing  of  milk  to  classify  milk.  This,  in  a  way, 
is  a  limitation.  *  *  « 

"Mr.  Boileatx.  *  •  *  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  if  in  his  opinion  there 
is  anything  in  this  bill  that  gives  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  or  to  anyone  else  any 
power  to  restrict  the  free  flow  of  milk  or  any 
other  commodity  between  the  various  States? 

"Mr.  Jones.  No;  there  is  nothing  in  it  that 
will  do  that.  The  only  tendency  is  to  make 
all  sections  comply  with  the  same  rules. 

*  •  •  •  • 

"Mr.  Hull.  «  *  •  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there 
is  nothing  in  this  bill  which  would  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  any  sub¬ 
ordinate  so  to  limit  transportation  or  ship¬ 
ment  of  dairy  products  from  one  State  into 
another,  then  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  as  amended  by  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Sauthoff]  can  do  no  harm. 

“The  three  States  of  Minnesota,  Iowa,  and 
Wisconsin,  produce  about  45  percent  of  the 
butter  made  in  this  country  and  we  are  in¬ 
terested  in  this  matter  of  the  shipment  of 
dairy  products  to  other  States. 

“Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

“Mr.  Hull.  I  yield. 

"Mr.  Jones.  Would  the  gentleman  object 
to  the  requirement  that  Chicago  dealers  pay 
the  Wisconsin  producer  a  minimum  price? 

"Mr.  Hull.  Not  at  all. 

"Mr.  Jones.  That  certainly  would  tend  to 
limit.” 

18  The  “3-month  period”  provision  here  re¬ 
ferred  to  is  the  present  sec.  8c(5)(D)  which 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  set  the  surplus- 
use  price  as  the  price  to  be  paid  to  any  new 
producer  who  enters  the  pool.  In  the  final 
version  of  the  act  the  introductory  period 
was  reduced  to  2  months. 


“(G)  No  marketing  agreement  or  order 
applicable  to  milk  and  its  products  in  any 
marketing  area  shall  prohibit  or  in  any 
manner  limit,  except  as  provided  for  milk 
only  in  subsection  (D) ,  the  marketing  in 
that  area  of  any  milk  or  product  thereof 
produced  in  any  production  area  of  the 
United  States.” 18 

Section  8c(5)  (G)  emerged  from  confer¬ 
ence  in  its  present  form.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  explained  how  the  differences  between 
the  House  and  Senate  versions  were  re¬ 
solved  (H.  Rept.  1757,  74th  Cong.,  1st  sess., 
21) :  “*  •  *  The  conference  agreement  re¬ 
tains  the  House  provision  with  respect  to 
prohibitions  on  marketing  of  both  milk  and 
products  of  milk.  The  conference  agreement 
also  denies  the  authority  to  limit  in  any 
manner  the  marketing  in  any  area  of  milk 
products  (butter,  cheese,  cream,  etc.)  pro¬ 
duced  anywhere  in  the  United  States.  The 
language  adopted  by  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  does  not  refer  to  milk,  and  so  does  not 
negative  the  applicability  to  milk,  for  use  in 
fluid  form  or  for  manufacturing  purposes, 
of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  relating  to  milk, 
such  as  the  provisions  on  price  fixing,  price 
adjustment,  payments  for  milk,  etc.” 

When  the  conference  agreement  came  to 
the  floor  of  the  House,  Representative  Jones 
again  explained  what  section  8c(5)  (G) ,  when 
taken  together  with  section  8c(5)  (D) ,  meant 
(79  Congressional  Record  13022)  : 

“Mr.  Snell.  *  *  *  I  do  not  understand  ex¬ 
actly  what  this  means,  ‘No  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  or  order  applicable  to  milk  and  its 
products,’  and  so  forth. 

“Mr;  Jones.  That  simply  applies  to  fluid 
milk.  You  cannot  make  any  limitation  at 
all  on  the  amount  of  butter  or  cheese  or 
milk  products  that  are  shipped  from  any 
one  area  to  another,  and  the  limitation  that 
may  be  applied  on  milk  is  only  such  limita¬ 
tion  as  puts  each  area  on  an  equality  with 
the  other  areas  after  a  certain  period  of 
about  2  y2  months. 

*  •  *  *  * 

“Mr.  Snell.  How  does  that  change  the  sit¬ 
uation  from  the  present  law? 

“Mr.  Jones.  The  provisions  of  this  partic¬ 
ular  bill  would  enable  that  area  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  from  being  swamped  with  fluid  milk 
from  the  outside,  bought  at  any  old  price. 
For  instance,  if  you  do  not  have  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  this  bill  they  would  run  into  the 
same  trouble  they  ran  into  in  the  New  York 
milk  cases,  where  they  went  into  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  and  bought  milk  at  a  lower  price  and 
came  in  and  broke  down  your  milk  agree¬ 
ments.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  if 
a  price  were  fixed  in  this  particular  area  in 
New  York,  then  if  anyone  bought  milk  from 
an  outside  area  and  brought  it  in  he  would 
be  compelled  to  pay  the  producer  the  same 
price  that  was  being  paid  the  producers 
within  the  area  and  comply  with  all  regula¬ 
tions  and  requirements  of  that  area.  For 
the  first  2  months  he  would  be  required  to 
take  the  manufacturer’s  price.” 

This  history  discloses  that  rather  than 
being  confined,  as  Judge  Learned  Hand  sug¬ 
gested  in  Kass  v.  Brannan,  196  F.  2d,  at  800, 
to  practices  aimed  at  the  exclusion  of  cheese 
and  other  milk  products  from  eastern  mar¬ 
kets,  section  8c (5)  (G)  was  compendiously 
intended  to  prevent  the  Secretary  from  set¬ 
ting  up,  under  the  guise  of  price-fixing  reg¬ 
ulation,  any  kind  of  economic  trade  barriers, 
whether  relating  to  milk  or  its  products. 
Whenever  there  was  an  attempt  to  broaden 
the  language  of  subsection  (G)  to  encompass 
“limitations”  as  well  as  "prohibitions,"  those 
opposing  it  pointed  only  to  the  fact  that 
“limit”  might  be  read  as  including  the  type 
of  price-fixing  covered  by  subsection  (D)  — 
i.e.,  allowing  new  pool  producers  only  man¬ 
ufacturing-use  prices  for  a  limited  period — 
or  other  attempts  to  put  outside  milk  on  an 


»  “Subsec.  (D)  ”  is  sec.  8c(5)  (D) .  See  note 
18,  supra. 


equal  footing  with  pool  milk.  Although  the 
words  of  section  8c (5)  (G),  “in  any  manner 
limit,”  must  be  taken.  In  the  context  of  their 
legislative  history,  as  referring  only  to  milk 
products,  that  history  likewise  makes  it  clear 
that  as  regards  milk  the  word  “prohibit”  re¬ 
fers  not  merely  to  absolute  or  quota  physical 
restrictions,  but  also  encompasses  economic 
trade  barriers  of  the  kind  effected  by  the  sub¬ 
sidies  called  for  by  this  “compensatory  pay¬ 
ment”  provision. 

V.  THE  INVALIDITY  OF  THE  PRESENT  COM¬ 
PENSATORY  PAYMENT  PROVISION 

In  light  of  the  legislative  history  of  section 
8c(5)  (G)  we  conclude  that  the  compensa¬ 
tory  payment  provision  of  the  New  York- 
New  Jersey  Milk  Marketing  Order  must  fall 
as  inconsistent  with  the  policy  expressed  by 
Congress  in  that  section.70  Because  it  con¬ 
flicts  with  section  8c(5)(G),  the  payment 
provision  cannot  be  justified  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  terms  of  section  8c(7)  (D),  which  pre¬ 
vents  the  inclusion  of  conditions  that  are 
inconsistent  with  express  statutory  pro¬ 
visions.  Nor  is  the  compensatory-payment 
clause  saved  by  the  circumstance  that  in 
some  instances  it  may  also  fortuitously 
operate  to  put  the  handlers  of  pool  and 
nonpool  milk  on  a  competitive  par.  As  has 
been  pointed  out  (note  13,  supra),  there  are 
other  means  available  to  the  Secretary  for 
achieving  this  result,  while  affording  pro¬ 
tection  to  pool  producers,  without  imposing 
almost  insuperable  trade  restrictions  on 
the  entry  of  nonpool  milk  into  a  marketing 
area. 

The  Government  contends  that  the  effect 
of  section  8c(5)  (G)  may  not  be  considered 
by  this  Court  since  that  provision  was  not 
cited  by  the  petitioners  in  the  administra¬ 
tive  proceeding  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  But  even  on  the  Government’s 
premise  that  an  unauthorized  regulation 
should  be  upheld  by  this  Court  merely  be¬ 
cause  the  provision  prohibiting  it  was  not 
cited  in  the  administrative  proceeding  in 
which  it  was  attacked,  this  case  presents  no 
such  instance.  The  administrative  petition 
filed  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
alleged  that  the  effect  of  the  compensatory- 
payment  clause  amounted  “to  establishing 
tariffs  or  barriers  interfering  with  the  free 
flow  of  milk  across  State  lines,”  an  obvious 
reference  to  the  prohibition  of  section 
8c(5)  (G) . 

In  addition,  the  Government  contends 
that  the  petitioners  had  the  choice  of  join¬ 
ing  the  marketwide  pool,  in  which  case  they 
would  not  have  been  subject  to  the  compen¬ 
satory  payment  provisions.  Their  election 
to  stay  out  of  the  pool,  it  is  argued,  bars 
any  attack  on  the  consequences  of  their 
choice.  However,  such  an  “election”  is  surely 
illusory.  The  consequences  of  Joining  the 
pool  would  have  been  that  petitioners  would 
have  been  forced  to  pay  the  “blend  price” 
to  all  their  producers  wherever  located  and 
account  to  the  producer  settlement  fund 
for  all  milk  wherever  sold.  In  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  the  election  was  not  voluntary 
as  in  Booth  Fisheries  v.  Industrial  Comm’n, 
271  U.S.  208,  211.  It  was  coercive,  and,  in¬ 
deed,  no  election  at  all. 

Whether  full  regulation  of  the  petitioners 
would  be  permissible  under  the  act  is  a 
question  which  we  need  not  reach  in  this 
case.  If  the  Secretary  chooses  to  impose 
such  regulation  as  a  consequence  of  a  han¬ 
dler’s  introducing  any  milk  into  a  marketing 
area,  the  validity  of  such  a  provision  would 
involve  considerations  different  from  those 
now  before  us.  With  respect  to  these  peti¬ 
tioners,  however,  and  with  regard  to  the  reg- 


70  While  we  need  not  reach  the  point,  we 
would  have  difficulty  in  concluding,  ns  did 
the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit 
in  Kass  against  Brannan,  supra,  that  the 
provisions  of  section  8c(5)  (A)  precluded,  in 
themselves,  the  promulgation  of  the  present 
compensatory  payment  provision. 
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ulation  here  in  issue,  we  conclude  that  the 
action  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  ex¬ 
ceeded  the  powers  entrusted  to  him  by 
Congress. 

The  Secretary,  of  course,  remains  free  to 
protect,  in  any  manner  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  the  "blend  price” 
in  this  or  any  other  marketing  area  against 
economic  consequences  resulting  from  the 
introduction  of  outside  milk.  We  do  not 
now  decide  whether  or  not  any  new  regula¬ 
tion  directed  to  that  end  could  be  made  to 
apply  retrospectively,  or  whether,  if  it  could 
be  validly  so  applied,  the  presently  impound¬ 
ed  funds  could  be  resorted  to  pro  tanto  in 
Its  effectuation  (cf.  Morgan  v.  United  States, 
307  U.S.  193).  “What  further  proceedings 
the  Secretary  may  see  fit  to  take  in  light  of 
our  decision,  or  what  determinations  may 
be  made  by  the  district  court  in  relation  to 
any  such  proceedings,  are  not  matters  which 
we  should  attempt  to  forecast  or  hypotheti¬ 
cally  to  decide”  (Morgan  v.  United  States, 
304  U.S.  23,  26). 

The  Judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  is  re¬ 
versed  and  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  dis¬ 
trict  court  for  further  proceedings  consistent 
with  this  opinion. 

It  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Frankfurter  took  no  part  in  the 
decision  of  this  case. 

Mr.  Justice  White  took  no  part  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  or  decision  of  this  case. 


[Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States — No. 

79,  October  Term,  1961] 

Lehigh  Valley  Cooperative  Farmers,  Inc., 
et  al..  Petitioners,  v.  United  States  et  al. 
(On  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Third  Circuit) 

(June  4,  1962) 

Mr.  Justice  Black,  dissenting. 

I  find  it  impossible  to  agree  with  the 
Court’s  holding  or  opinion.  In  1936,  in 
United  States  v.  Butler?  this  Court  tempo¬ 
rarily  paralyzed  the  national  farm  recovery 
program  by  holding  important  parts  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933  uncon¬ 
stitutional  and  by  casting  grave  doubts  upon 
the  remainder  of  that  act  which  had  been 
passed  at  the  bottom  of  the  great  depres¬ 
sion  for  the  express  purpose  of  alleviating 
the  desperate  economic  plight  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer.  Following  that  decision  Con¬ 
gress,  in  1937,  with  unusual  promptness 
adopted  another  national  farm  program  re¬ 
affirming  the  broad  and  comprehensive 
powers  it  had  previously  given  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  develop  agricultural  mar¬ 
keting  plans  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the 
income  of  farmers.2  The  philosophy  of  this 
later  act  was  not  competition  as  in  the 
Sherman  Act  but  governmental  price  fixing 
as  in  the  original  1933  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  the  National  Recovery  Act,  and  a 
host  of  other  contemporaneous  acts,  all  of 
which  were  designed  to  raise  the  income  and 
purchasing  power  of  workers  and  farmers. 
Today  some  26  years  after  the  Butler  deci¬ 
sion  this  Court  again  projects  itself  across 
the  path  of  the  national  farm  program  by 
reading  Congress’  1937  reenactment  as  de¬ 
signed  to  encourage  competition  rather  than 
to  help  farmers  by  governmental  price-fix¬ 
ing,  and  on  this  basis  strikes  down  a  vital 
element  of  many  of  the  milk  marketing  or¬ 
ders  set  up  under  the  1937  act  while  raising 
clouds  of  confusion  and  uncertainty  as  to 
the  validity  of  many  others. 

Although  the  blow  to  the  present  farm 
program  is  not  so  devastating  as  the  one 
inflicted  on  the  original  act  by  the  Butler 
decision,  I  think  that  in  ultimate  effect  the 
harmful  consequences  of  the  two  decisions 
will  differ  only  in  degree.  It  is  my  belief 
that  the  order  of  the  Secretary  which  the 


1  297  U.S.  1. 

3  50  Stat.  246,  7  U.S.C.  §  601  et  seq. 


Court  strikes  down  was  set  up  in  faithful 
adherence  to  the  act’s  purpose  to  raise  the 
prices  that  farmers  receive  for  their  products 
and  that  the  Court’s  action  will  tend  to 
have  precisely  the  opposite  effect  of  de¬ 
pressing  those  prices.  I  have  no  doubt  but 
that  the  Court’s  decision  will  enable  some 
handlers  to  reap  greater  profits  but  I  regret 
to  say  that  this  is  bound  to  be  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  farmers  themselves — for  whose 
benefit  the  national  program  was  primarily 
passed.  Certainly  this  is  true  of  the  more 
than  $700,000  which  the  Court’s  decision  to¬ 
day  will  allow  the  two  handlers  here  to  be 
paid  which  of  necessity  must  come  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  dairy  farmers  where  this 
milk  was  sold. 

The  basic  features  of  the  act  under  which 
the  Secretary  promulgated  the  regulation 
which  the  Court  today  strikes  down  were 
first  enacted  in  1935  3  when  the  dairy  indus¬ 
try  was  near  the  bottom  of  its  depression 
and  dairy  farmers  in  many  parts  of  the 
country  were  not  even  receiving  the  actual 
cost  of  producing  the  milk  they  sold.  These 
1935  provisions  were  themselves  amendments 
to  the  original  1933  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act,  and  were  designed  to  spell  out  more 
clearly  and  to  some  extent  add  to  the  broad 
powers  which  the  original  1933  act  had  given 
the  Secretary  to  correct  the  "severe  and 
increasing  disparity  between  the  prices  of 
agricultural  and  other  commodities”  by 
raising  “the  purchasing  power  of  farmers” 
and  stabilizing  the  value  of  the  "agricul¬ 
tural  assets  supporting  the  national  credit 
structure.”  4 

The  causes  of  the  low  prices  to  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  which  led  Congress  to  grant  these  broad 
powers  were,  like  the  details  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  milk  business  itself,  incredibly 
complex.  In  the  main,  however,  these  low 
prices  were  widely  attributed  to  a  vicious 
and  destructive  competition  among  dairy 
farmers  for  fluid  milk  sales  which  brought 
farmers  higher  prices  than  did  sales  as  sur¬ 
plus  milk  for  manufacturing  butter,  cheese, 
and  other  milk  products.5 *  In  order  to  bring 
an  end  to  this  competition  which  was  push¬ 
ing  farmers  to  the  wall,  the  1935  act  gave 
the  Secretary  specific  power  to  set  up  re¬ 
gional  marketing  areas  within  which  he 
could,  for  the  Government,  fix  minimum 
prices  handlers  would  have  to  pay  to  farm¬ 
ers  for  the  various  uses  of  milk,  require  that 
those  minimum  prices  be  paid  to  a  pool  for 
the  area  and  distribute  the  proceeds  of  the 
pool  so  that  each  farmer  selling  milk 
through  the  pool  would  ultimately  be  paid 
at  the  same  uniform  rate  or  “blend  price” 
regardless  of  the  use  to  which  his  particular 
milk  was  put.8 *  In  the  original  1935  act  the 
Secretary  was  directed  to  fix  prices  at  par¬ 
ity — a  level  designed  by  Congress  to  insure 
that  farmers  generally  would  receive  a  higher 
price  for  their  products  than  they  could  get 
in  an  open,  competitive  market.7  The  1937 
reenactment  went  beyond  this,  however,  and 
gave  the  Secretary  power  to  fix  prices  above 
this  parity  level  in  order  to  insure  that 
dairy  farmers  in  particular  would  receive  a 
high  enough  price  for  their  products.8  In 
order  to  make  sure  that  the  Secretary  had 
enough  power  to  raise  prices  above  the  com¬ 
petitive  level,  the  Secretary  was  also  author¬ 
ized  to  issue  orders  “Incidental  *  *  *  and 
necessary  to  effectuate”  the  specific  price¬ 
fixing  and  other  powers  given  to  him.®  Thus 
it  can  be  seen  that  the  general  scheme  of 
the  act  was  to  raise  prices  to  farmers  by 
governmental  fixing  of  minimum  prices  for 


8  49  Stat.  750. 

4  48  Stat.  31. 

5  See  Nebbia  v.  New  York,  291  U.S.  502,  515- 
518,  530;  United  States  v.  Rock  Royal  Co¬ 
operative,  Inc.,  307  U.S.  533,  548-550. 

8  50  Stat.  246,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  608c. 

7  49  Stat.  750. 

8  50  Stat.  247,  7  U.S.C.  608c  (18). 

“49  Stat.  757,  7  U.S.C.  608c(7)(D). 


dairy  products  within  specific  regional  areas, 
thereby  abandoning  to  that  extent  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  price  fixing  by  competition. 

In  accordance  with  this  general  plan  and 
under  the  authority  of  the  act,  the  Secretary 
has  proceeded  after  full  hearings  within  the 
various  regions  to  set  up  a  number  of  re¬ 
gional  milk  marketing  pools,  one  of  which 
is  the  New  York-Northern  New  Jersey  pool 
whose  operation  is  jeopardized  by  the  Court’s 
decision  today. 10  The  Secretary  has  also 
chosen  to  leave  a  number  of  areas  unregu¬ 
lated.  Obviously  in  a  system  including  both 
large  unregulated  areas  and  regulated  re¬ 
gional  pools  in  which  prices  may  be  fixed  at 
different  levels,  there  will  be  significant  and 
complicated  problems  involved  in  milk  sales 
and  purchases  that  do  not  take  place  wholly 
within  a  single  pool.  Among  the  most 
serious  of  these  problems  is  that  handlers 
from  outside  a  pool  can,  if  left  unregulated, 
get  the  advantages  of  selling  milk  in  that 
pool  area  without  bearing  any  of  the  burdens 
that  members  of  that  pool  have  to  bear. 
And  as  shown  by  the  record  in  this  case  such 
sales  can  reduce  the  net  price  received  by  the 
farmers  within  the  pool  area.  In  an  obvious 
effort  to  prevent  any  such  harmful  effects 
on  the  prices  received  by  farmers  in  the  New 
York-Northern  New  Jersey  pool,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  properly  I  think,  acting  under  his  au¬ 
thority  to  issue  orders  “Incidental  *  *  * 
and  necessary  to  effectuate”  his  specific 
price-fixing  powers,  provided  that  nonpool 
handlers  who  sold  fluid  in  that  pool  area 
at  times  when  there  was  surplus  fluid  milk 
in  the  pool  should  make  a  payment  to  com¬ 
pensate  pool  farmers  for  the  displacement 
of  fluid  sales  they  otherwise  would  have 
made,  compensate  for  the  reduction  of  the 
regional  pool  fund  which  this  would  cause 
and  to  compensate  for  the  consequent 
diminution  of  the  blend  price  that  would 
be  paid  to  pool  farmers.  It  is  this  key  regu¬ 
latory  feature  which  the  Court  strikes  down 
as  a  trade  barrier  prohibited  by  section  8c 
(5)  (G)  of  the  act  because  it  limits  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  outside  handlers  to  sell  milk  within 
the  pool  area  at  a  profit. 

It  is  no  doubt  true  that  the  Secretary’s 
requirement  that  nonpool  handlers  make 
compensatory  payments  in  order  to  sell 
fluid  milk  within  the  New  York-northern 
New  Jersey  pool  area  does  limit  to  some  ex¬ 
tent  the  ability  of  handlers  whose  major 
business  is  outside  the  pool  to  dump  their 
surplus  milk  into  the  pool  at  highly  profit¬ 
able  fluid  milk  prices,  and  if  this  is  a  trade 
barrier  the  Secretary’s  regulation  can  prop¬ 
erly  be  called  a  trade  barrier.  But  section  8c 
(5)  (G)  says  nothing  at  all  about  prohibit¬ 
ing  “trade  barriers”  or  guaranteeing  high 
profits  to  handlers,  and  if  it  had  it  would 
have  been  at  cross  purposes  with  the  basic 
aim  of  the  act  to  have  Government  rather 
than  competition  fix  the  minimum  prices 
that  farmers  in  designated  regional  areas 
must  be  paid  for  their  milk.  It  says  only: 

“No  marketing  agreement  or  order  ap¬ 
plicable  to  milk  and  its  products  in  any 
marketing  area  shall  prohibit  or  in  any 
manner  limit,  in  the  case  of  the  products  of 
milk,  the  marketing  in  that  area  of  any  milk 


10  Congress  specifically  provided  in  sec. 
8c(ll)  (C)  of  the  act  that  the  Secretary’s 
price-fixing  powers  were  to  be  exercised  on  a 
regional  basis  rather  than  a  national  basis 
whenever  practicable; 

“All  orders  issued  under  this  section  which 
are  applicable  to  the  same  commodity  or 
product  thereof  shall,  so  far  as  practicable, 
prescribe  such  different  terms,  applicable  to 
different  production  areas  and  marketing 
areas,  as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to  give 
due  recognition  to  the  differences  in  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing  of  such  commodity 
or  product  in  such  areas”  (49  Stat.  759,  7 
U.S.C.  608c (11)  (C) ) .  (See  also  sec.  8c  (11) 
( A) .  49  Stat.  759,  7  U.S.C.  608c  (11 )  (A) .) 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


or  product  thereof  in  any  production  area  in 
the  United  States.”  33 

This  language  contains  no  words  or  ar¬ 
rangement  of  words  of  any  kind  that  would 
prohibit  the  Secretary  from  limiting  the 
marketing  of  milk  in  any  regional  area  where 
necessary  to  protect  the  prices  fixed  for  that 
regional  area.  The  Court,  however,  goes  to 
great  lengths  to  try  to  show  on  the  basis  of 
legislative  history  that  Congress  really  meant 
the  no  limitation  clause  to  apply  to  milk  as 
well  as  to  milk  products.  In  other  words  the 
Court  wants  to  read  the  statute  as  if  Con¬ 
gress  had  said  "No  order  shall  prohibit  or 
limit  the  marketing  in  that  area  of  any  milk 
or  product  thereof.”  But  Congress  simply 
did  not  say  that.  And  the  whole  legislative 
history  persuades  me  that  Congress  knew 
exactly  what  it  was  saying  and  that,  while  it 
intended  to  forbid  the  Secretary  from  mak¬ 
ing  blanket  prohibitions  against  outside 
milk,  it  also  meant  to  leave  the  Secretary  free 
to  establish  whatever  regulations  were  neces¬ 
sary  to  guarantee  that  farmers  in  a  price¬ 
fixing  region  received  the  regional  prices  he 
was  authorized  to  fix  even  though  those 
regulations  might  limit  sales  by  outside  han¬ 
dlers  by  making  them  unprofitable.32 

Outside  the  language  of  section  8c (5)  (G) 
itself  the  clearest  indication  that  this  is  the 
proper  interpretation  of  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  the  act  is  that  an  amendment  which 
would  have  made  the  no  limitation  clause 
applicable  to  milk  as  well  as  milk  products 
was  defeated  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and 
that  an  amendment  to  the  same  effect  which 
passed  the  Senate  was  deleted  in  confer¬ 
ence.33  The  arguments  of  the  chairman  of 


33  49  Stat.  755;  7  U.S.C.  608c(5)(G). 

32  See  Bailey  Farm  Dairy  Co.  v.  Anderson, 
157  F.  2d  87,  96;  Kass  v.  Brannan,  196  F.  2d 
791,  800  (L.  Hand,  J.,  dissenting). 

33  The  amendment  adopted  by  the  Senate 
but  rejected  by  the  conference  is  indicated 
by  single  quotation  marks:  "No  marketing 
agreement  or  order  applicable  to  milk  and 
its  products  in  any  marketing  area  shall  pro¬ 
hibit  ‘or  in  any  manner  limit,  except  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  milk  only  in  subsection  (d),’  the 
marketing  in  that  area  of  any  milk  or  prod¬ 
uct  thereof  produced  in  any  production  area 
in  the  United  States.”  79  Congressional 
Record  11655.  The  wording  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  shows  that  the  Court’s  attempted  ex¬ 
planation  of  why  "in  any  manner  limit”  was 
omitted  from  the  final  language  of  sec.  8c 
(5)  (G)  does  not  bear  analysis.  The  Court’s 
explanation  is  that  someone  might  construe 
“limit”  as  prohibiting  “the  type  of  price¬ 
fixing  [limitation]  covered  by  subsec.  (D) .” 
But  it  seems  very  clear  that  the  wording  of 
the  Senate  amendment  was  expressly  de¬ 
signed  to  prevent  such  a  construction  while 
at  the  same,  time  making  “in  any  manner 
limit”  applicable  to  milk.  Consequently  it 
seems  apparent  that  in  rejecting  the  Senate 
amendment  the  conference  was  not  refusing 
to  apply  “in  any  manner  limit”  to  milk  be¬ 
cause  to  do  so  would  interfere  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  subsec.  (d) ,  but  was  in  fact  omitting 
that  language  because,  to  be  effective,  price 
fixing  itself  necessarily  required  limitations 
on  the  selling  of  outside  milk  within  the 
area.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the  conference 
report,  H.  Rept.  1757,  74th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  21 : 

“The  Senate  amendment  extended  this  pro¬ 
vision  [sec.  8c(5)  (G)]  so  that  no  marketing 
agreement  or  order  so  applicable  could  limit 
in  any  manner  the  marketing  in  the  market¬ 
ing  area  of  milk  or  its  products  produced 
anywhere  except  that  certain  limitations  on 
the  marketing  of  milk  were  specifically  per¬ 
mitted.  *  *  *  The  conference  agreement 
also  denies  the  authority  to  limit  in  any 
manner  the  marketing  in  any  area  of  milk 
products  *  *  *  [but]  does  not  refer  to  milk, 
and  ‘so  does  not  negative  the  applicability 
to  milk,’  for  use  in  fluid  form  or  for  man¬ 
ufacturing  purposes,  of  the  provisions  of  the 


the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  one 
of  the  principal  architects  of  the  program 
against  the  amendment  in  the  House  show 
almost  conclusively,  a  general  understand¬ 
ing  that  regional  price-fixing  necessarily  re¬ 
quired  sales  from  out  of  the  region  to  be 
limited  if  the  price  fixing  were  to  be  suc¬ 
cessful  : 

“Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  would  absolutely  wreck  the  whole 
milk  program.  In  order  to  get  away  from 
the  terriffic  conditions  that  have  prevailed 
in  the  milk  industry  there  is  provided  in  the 
bill  authority  to  fix  a  minimum  price  to  pro¬ 
ducers.  That,  at  least  in  a  measure,  would 
limit  or  tend  to  limit  shipment,  and  yet  the 
gentleman,  I  am  sure,  does  not  want  to 
interfere  with  the  price  to  producers.  Then 
it  is  a  universal  custom  in  the  marketing  of 
milk  to  classify  milk.  This,  in  a  way,  is  a 
limitation. 

“I  am  perfectly  willing  to  adopt  the  first 
amendment  suggested  [the  present  section 
8c(5)  (G)  ]  because  that  simply  treats  all 
areas  alike,  for  you  could  not  prohibit  some¬ 
one  from  an  outside  area  coming  in  so  long 
as  he  complied  with  the  conditions  prescribed 
for  that  area;  but  if  you  say  that  no  restric¬ 
tions  or  limitations  could  be  required,  it 
would  wreck  the  program,  it  would  destroy 
every  vestige  of  a  program  we  have  for 
milk.”  34 

After  the  Senate  amendment  had  been 
rejected  by  the  Conference  and  while  the 
Conference  Report  was  being  considered  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  a  discussion 
took  place  on  the  floor  between  Representa¬ 
tive  Hope,  a  member  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  one  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  and  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
who  was  also  a  conferee.  This  discussion 
shows  the  same  understanding  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  was  to  be  left  free  to  impose  what¬ 
ever  limitations  were  necessary  to  protect 
the  regional  prices  he  was  authorized  to  fix: 

“Mr.  Jones.  But  the  original  amendments 
did  not  permit  any  orders  governing  the 
price  to  the  producers? 

“Mr.  Hope.  No;  but  otherwise  the  Secre¬ 
tary  could  make  orders  which  would  regu¬ 
late  the  bringing  in  of  milk  from  the  out¬ 
side  into  any  particular  milkshed,  but 
under  the  amendments  we  are  now  consid¬ 
ering  the  Secretary's  power  is  limited.  He 
cannot  prohibit  milk  from  coming  in? 

“Mr.  Jones.  That  is  correct. 

“Mr.  Hope.  But  he  can  prescribe  some  lim¬ 
itations? 

“Mr.  Jones.  Yes;  and  he  cannot  prohibit 
the  products  of  milk  being  brought  into  any 
area. 

“Mr.  Hope.  No;  but  he  can  prescribe  limi¬ 
tations  on  the  importation  of  fluid  milk. 

“Mr.  Snell.  Then,  as  far  as  fluid  mlik  is 
concerned,  it  is  protected  in  certain  mar¬ 
kets,  but,  as  far  as  the  other  products  are 
concerned,  they  are  not  protected. 

“Mr.  Jones.  That  is  correct.”  35 

These  were  the  last  comments  made  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  concerning  milk  be¬ 
fore  the  Conference  Report  was  finally 
adopted. 

In  the  light  of  this  legislative  history  and 
the  act’s  language  itself,  I  cannot  possibly 
read  section  8c(5)  (G)  or  any  other  part  of 
the  act  to  insure  profitable  operations  to 
outside  handlers  who  desire  to  dump  sur¬ 
plus  milk  into  a  regional  price-fixing  area 
or  to  say  that  the  Secretary  lacks  the  power 
to  protect  by  appropriate  regulations  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  regional  prices  which  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  him  to  fix.  I  simply  can¬ 
not  believe  that  Congress  intended  to  take 


bill  relating  to  milk  such  as  ‘the  provisions 
on  price  fixing,’  price  adjustment,  payments 
for  milk,  etc.” 

31 79  Congressional  Record  9572. 

33  79  Congressional  Record  13022. 
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away  with  one  hand  the  high  fixed  price  for 
milk  which  it  gave  with  the  other. 

The  net  result  of  the  Court’s  action  is  to 
leave  the  farmers  in  the  New  York-Northern 
New  Jersey  pool,  and  those  in  22  other  pools 
containing  the  provisions  which  the  Court 
strikes  down  today,36  completely  defenseless 
against  an  onslaught  of  outside  milk  that  is 
highly  discriminatory  because  the  outside 
milk  bears  none  of  the  burdens  of  pool  milk. 
I  say  completely  defenseless  despite  the  fact 
that  the  Court  intimates  that  the  Secretary 
might  possibly  devise  some  alternative  com¬ 
pensatory  payment  plan  that  would  satisfy 
the  exacting  standards  which  is  lays  down 
today.  My  first  reason  for  saying  this  is 
that  I  do  not  see  how  any  formula  that  the 
Secretary  could  devise  tinder  the  Court’s 
expanded  interpretation  of  the  word  “pro¬ 
hibit”  in  section  8c (5)  (G)  would  protect 
pool  members  from  unfair  competition  by 
outside  handlers  who  are  by  the  Court’s 
decision  given  the  advantages  but  not  re¬ 
quired  to  bear  the  burdens  of  the  pool.33 

Secondly,  even  if  such  a  formula  were  pos¬ 
sible,  I  doubt  that  a  single  member  of  this 
Court  has  the  technical  knowledge  about 
the  complicated  workings  of  the  milk  indus- 


16  See  note  9  of  the  Court’s  opinion.  At 
least  18  other  pools  apply  a  compensatory 
payment  provision  like  the  one  in  this  case 
for  at  least  part  of  the  year.  See  note  13 
of  the  Court’s  opinion. 

33  Certainly  neither  of  the  formulas  which 
the  Court  in  its  note  13  intimates  might  be 
proper  would  protect  the  farmers  in  the  pool, 
for  neither  of  these  formulas  even  go  so  far 
as  to  wipe  out  the  discriminatory  advantage 
that  unregulated  outside  milk  has  over  pool 
milk.  In  sustaining  the  Secretary’s  regula¬ 
tion  in  this  case  the  judicial  officer  relied 
in  part  on  the  following  reasons:  “The  mar¬ 
ketwide  pool  existing  under  order  No.  27, 
as  amended,  carries  longtime  and  seasonal 
reserves  of  milk  for  numerous  secondary  mar¬ 
kets  in  Pennsylvania  and  the  Northeastern 
States.  The  New  York-New  Jersey  market 
carries  the  surplus  burden  for  outside  han¬ 
dlers  who  distribute  some  milk  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  area.  These  handlers  usually  have 
a  relatively  high  percentage  of  their  milk  in 
fluid  milk  utilization  and  this  utilization 
is  considerably  higher  than  the  average  for 
the  market  regulated  by  order  No.  27.  This 
higher  utilization,  of  course,  results  in  a 
competitive  advantage  in  milk  procurement 
to  the  outside  handler  as  against  the  regu¬ 
lated  handler  and  outside  and  regulated 
handlers  draw  on  the  same  production  area 
for  supplies.  Furthermore,  the  regulated 
handler  has  to  equalize  his  utilization  with 
other  handlers  and  his  producers  are  paid 
on  the  basis  of  a  uniform  price  reflecting 
the  utilization  in  the  market  as  a  whole 
rather  than  his  individual  utilization.” 

Thus,  a  compensatory  payment,  such  as 
the  Court  suggests,  based  on  the  difference 
between  the  fluid  price  and  the  blend  price 
obviously  would  do  nothing  at  all  to  wipe 
out  the  advantage  that  the  outside  handler 
has  because  of  his  higher  fluid-surplus  ratio 
which  is  due,  as  shown  above,  to  (1)  the 
fact  that  the  pool  carries  part  of  his  area’s 
surplus  and  (2)  the  fact  that  he  does  not 
have  to  equalize  his  own  utilization  as  do 
pool  handlers.  Only  a  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  which  gives  the  outside  handler  less 
for  his  surplus  milk  than  the  pool  farmer 
gets  will  narrow  the  competitive  advantage 
which  outside  milk  has.  A  compensatory 
payment  based  on  the  difference  between  the 
fluid  price  and  actual  cost,  the  other  alter¬ 
native  suggested  by  the  Court,  would  ob¬ 
viously  be  even  more  subject  to  the  same 
defect  than  the  fluid-blend  price  compensa¬ 
tory  payment.  See  also  “Hutt,  Restrictions 
on  the  Free  Movement  of  Fluid  Milk  Under 
Federal  Milk  Marketing  Orders,”  37  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Detroit  L.J.  525,  573-576,  particu¬ 
larly  at  note  220. 
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try  to  formulate  a  sound  substitute  for  the 
compensatory  payment  plan  which  the  Court 
strikes  down— a  regulatory  plan  which  rep¬ 
resents  more  than  a  quarter  century  of  daily 
practical  experience  in  administering  the 
congressional  farm  plan.  Thirdly,  in  any 
event  the  Court’s  vague  intimations  that 
some  compensatory  payment  plan  might  be 
valid  are  hardly  sufficient  to  furnish  the  Sec¬ 
retary  with  any  guidance  at  all  as  to  what 
formula  if  any  the  Court  would  permit  him 
to  use  to  protect  the  farmers  in  this  pool 
from  the  effects  of  being  compelled  to  com¬ 
pete  with  outside  “free  riders.” 

X  think  that  if  the  Court  really  does  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Secretary  has  any  power  at 
all  to  prevent  pool  farmers  from  being  sub¬ 
jected  to  discriminatory  competition  from 
outside  “free  riders”  it  should  state  in  clear 
and  precise  terms  what  those  powers  are  and 
inform  the  Secretary  how  he  can  meet  this 
Court’s  requirements.  The  Court  should 
then  remand  this  case  to  allow  the  Secretary 
to  take  the  action  which  it  will  approve, 
permit  him  to  determine  the  amount  that  he 
could  properly  under  its  standards  have  re¬ 
quired  these  handlers  to  pay  and  direct  that 
the  District  court  pay  over  that  amount  to 
the  Secretary  out  of  the  funds  now  in  its 
possession.  This  plan  would  at  least  offer 
the  farmers  in  this  pool  some  protection 
against  having  to  pay  out  all  of  the  more 
than  $700,000  in  compensatory  payments 
which  has  already  been  collected  from  these 
handlers.  Such  a  plan  was  followed  in  United 
States  v.  Morgan,18  and  there  is  every  reason 
in  equity  and  good  conscience  why  it  should 
be  followed  here.  In  that  case  the  District 
court  enjoined  an  order  of  the  Secretary 
but  required  the  party  challenging  the  order 
to  pay  into  court  sufficient  funds  to  effect 
compliance  with  the  order  if  it  should  ulti¬ 
mately  be  found  valid.  This  Court  found 
the  order  defective  but  nevertheless  ordered 
the  District  court  not  to  return  the  fund, 
which  then  contained  over  a  half  million 
dollars.  On  the  contrary,  over  strong  dis¬ 
sents  urging  that  the  Secretary  only  had 
power  to  issue  a  new  order  for  the  future, 
this  Court  commanded  that  the  fund  be  re¬ 
tained  until  the  Secretary  could  make  new 
findings  and  enter  a  new  order  so  that  the 
fund  could  be  disposed  of  under  a  proper 
determination  of  the  Secretary,  stating  that : 

“Due  regard  for  the  discharge  of  the 
Court’s  own  responsibility  to  the  litigants 
and  to  the  public  and  the  appropriate  exer¬ 
cise  of  its  discretion  in  such  manner  as  to 
effectuate  the  policy  of  the  act  and  facilitate 
administration  of  the  system  which  it  has 
set  up,  require  retention  of  the  fund  by  the 
district  court  until  such  time  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  proceeding  with  due  expedition,  shall 
have  entered  a  final  order  in  the  proceedings 
pending  before  him.”  10 

Following  this  decision  the  Secretary  held 
new  hearings,  made  new  findings  and  entered 
a  new  order,  according  to  which  this  Court 
in  a  later  United  States  v.  Morgan  20  ordered 
the  more  than  one-half-million-doilar  fund 
distributed. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  Court  purports 
not  to  pass  either  on  the  validity  of  requir¬ 
ing  all  handlers  to  bear  the  full  burdens  of 
pool  membership  or  upon  the  ability  of  the 
Secretary  to  apply  against  these  handlers  any 
future  scheme  of  regulation  which  meets  the 
Court’s  standards  for  the  period  here  in 
question,21  it  seems  clear  that  in  failing  to 


18  307  U.S.  183.  Cf.  Inland  Steel  Co.  v. 
United  States,  306  TJ.S.  153. 

19  307  U.S.,  at  198. 

20  313  U.S.  409. 

21  The  Court’s  citation  of  Morgan  v.  United 
States,  304  U.S.  23,  as  purported  Justification 
for  its  avoidance  of  this  issue  is  particularly 
appropriate,  and  I  fear  prophetic.  For  in 
large  part  due  to  this  Court’s  avoidance  of  a 
similar  issue  in  the  Morgan  case,  that  case 


follow  the  Morgan  procedure  the  Court  in 
effect  rules  against  the  Secretary  on  both 
these  questions.  This  is  because  the  Court’s 
refusal  to  pass  specifically  on  these  questions 
leaves  standing  the  district  court’s  holding 
that  the  Secretary  cannot  require  these 
handlers  to  bear  the  full  burdens  of  pool 
membership  for  the  period  during  which  the 
compensatory  payments  struck  down  here 
were  made.  The  regulation  under  which  the 
Secretary  claims  that  these  handlers  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  full  burdens  of  pool  membership 
is  a  part  of  the  same  section 22  as  the  one 
under  which  the  handlers  made  the  com¬ 
pensatory  payments  of  which  they  complain. 
That  section  provides  that  all  handlers  like 
petitioners  are  pool  handlers  and  required  to 
bear  all  the  burdens  of  pool  membership  un¬ 
less  they  elect  to  be  nonpool  handlers  and 
make  compensatory  payments.  The  Secre¬ 
tary’s  contention  is  that  once  the  part  of  the 
regulation  which  provides  for  the  compensa¬ 
tory  payment  is  struck  down,  as  the  Court 
does  here,  the  remainder  of  the  regulation 
which  requires  all  handlers  to  be  pool  han¬ 
dlers  applies.  By  remanding  this  case  to  the 
district  court  which  has  already  ruled  ad¬ 
versely  on  this  claim  the  Court  without  so 
much  as  saying  a  single  word  on  this  point 
effectively  prevents  the  Secretary  from  try¬ 
ing  to  protect  pool  farmers  from  free-riding 
outside  milke  by  treating  these  handlers  as 
pool  members  for  the  period  here  in  dispute. 

The  full  effect  of  the  Court’s  failure  to  fol¬ 
low  the  Morgan  procedure  and  decide  wheth¬ 
er  the  Secretary’s  provisions  for  full  regula¬ 
tion  of  these  handlers  are  valid,  or  just  what 
the  Secretary  could  do  to  protect  the  prices 
he  has  fixed,  is  in  my  opinion  likely  to  be  a 
wholly  unjust  and  inequitable  windfall  of 
over  $700,000  to  the  handlers,  since  it  will 
ultimately  have  to  come  out  of  the  pockets 
of  the  farmers  who  bear  the  burdens  of  this 
pool.  How  many  more  such  windfalls  to 
other  handlers  involving  how  many  count¬ 
less  thousands  of  dollars  in  this  and  the 
other  22  similarly  situated  pools  the  Court’s 
action  will  bring  one  can  only  guess.23  One 
familiar  with  the  act  and  its  history  need 
not  guess,  however,  about  the  fact  that  such 
a  result  would  have  been  abhorrent  to  the 
Congress  which  passed  this  act  for  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  farmers.  I  would  affirm  the  decision 
of  the  court  below  which  upheld  the  Sec¬ 
retary. 

Mr.  CURTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
in  very  definite  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Stratton]  which  would  seek  to  add 
compensatory  payments  to  the  milk 
marketing  orders. 

This  amendment  seeks  to  upset  a  deci- . 
sion  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  handed 
down  earlier  this  month.  The  litigation 
which  precipitated  this  decision  origi¬ 
nated  in  the  district  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  represent.  Because  of  my 
familiarity  with  this  matter,  I  feel  that 
it  might  be  helpful  to  the  members  of 
this  committee  if  they  knew  these  facts 
which  resulted  in  this  decision  and  which 
is  now  sought  to  be  upset  by  this 
amendment. 

For  a  period  of  approximately  25  years 
the  handlers  of  milk,  much  of  which 
was  produced  in  Pennsylvania,  disposed 
of  the  same  in  an  area  in  New  Jersey 


wandered  through  the  courts  for  almost  8 
years,  including  four  trips  to  this  Court. 

22  7  CFR  sec.  1002.29  (d) . 

23  A  suit  involving  the  provision  of  the 
Cleveland  order  similar  to  the  one  struck 
down  here  has  already  found  its  way  into 
court.  See  Lawson  Milk  Co.  v.  Benson,  187 
F.  Supp.  66,  appeal  pending. 


adjacent  to  Phillipsburg.  Then  the  New 
York  marketing  order  area  was  enlarged 
to  include  this  section  of  New  Jersey. 
Thereupon,  the  handlers  of  this  Penn¬ 
sylvania  milk,  or  “nonpool”  milk,  were 
informed  that  they  must  pay  an  amount 
into  a  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  in  the  area  of  the  marketing  or¬ 
der,  or  the  producers  of  the  “pool”  milk, 
if  they  were  to  continue  to  serve  such 
area.  This  amount  was  designated  as 
a  “blend  price”  and  computed  by  a 
rather  complicated  ratio  using  the  price 
of  the  different  classes  of  “pool”  milk. 
This  “blend  price”  was,  in  this  case, 
fixed  at  $2.78  per  hundredweight.  Now 
we  find  that  the  handlers  of  the  “non- 
pool”  milk  were  paying  $6.40  per  hun¬ 
dredweight,  while  the  handlers  of  the 
“pool”  milk  were  only  paying  $6.23  per 
hundredweight  at  the  time  in  contro¬ 
versy;  namely,  August  1957.  Thus  it  can 
be  seen  that  to  handle  “nonpool”  milk, 
the  handler  had  to  pay  $6.40  per  hun¬ 
dredweight,  plus  the  penalty  of  $2.78  per 
hundredweight,  or  a  total  of  $9.18  per 
hundredweight,  while  the  handler  of  the 
“pool”  milk  only  paid  $6.23  per  hundred¬ 
weight. 

The  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  was  to  prevent  an  in¬ 
flux  of  cheap  milk  into  an  area,  not  to 
prevent  competition.  Therefore,  this 
amendment  is  now  offered  to  make  such 
type  of  compensatory  payments  permis¬ 
sible  as  a  part  of  a  marketing  order. 
Obviously,  I  feel  that  this  amendment 
should  be  defeated,  for,  if  adopted,  it 
will  certainly  be  an  invitation  for  trade 
barriers. 

Mr.  LINDSAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  note 
that  the  friends  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Stratton]  on  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  side  of  the  aisle  voted  down  over¬ 
whelmingly  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman. 

I  think  that  the  gentleman  helped  de¬ 
feat  his  own  amendment,  because  he 
chose  yesterday  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
to  make  this  a  political  issue  rather  than 
a  discussion  on  the  merits.  In  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  remarks  yesterday  he  indulged 
in  an  all-out  attack  on  Governor  Rocke¬ 
feller  of  New  York.  He  said  that,  al¬ 
though  he,  Mr.  Stratton,  had  intro¬ 
duced  this  amendment  on  June  15,  to 
help  the  dairy  farmers,  he  had  “heard 
nothing  from  the  Governor  of  New 
York.”  The  gentleman  went  on  to  say 
the  Governor  “has  done  absolutely  noth¬ 
ing  to  help  the  dairy  farmers  of  New 
York  State.”  Then  he  announced  he 
had  wired  the  Governor  and  challenged 
him  to  line  up  Republican  members  of 
the  New  York  congressional  delegation. 

Well  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  pretty 
big  talk. 

It  is  not  only  a  flagrant  display  of  pure 
politics,  it  is  untrue.  It  so  happens  that 
the  Governor  of  New  York  was  way 
ahead  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Stratton]  and  has  been  well  on 
the  way  toward  accomplishing  the  same 
results,  quicker,  by  more  effective  means, 
and  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  can’t  claim  for 
his  amendment  because  the  Secretary 
opposes  it  in  this  bill. 
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Long  before  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  was  given  the  amendment  by  some¬ 
one  and  was  told  there  was  political 
advantage  in  offering  it.  Governor  Rock¬ 
efeller  of  New  York  and  Governor 
Hughes  of  New  Jersey,  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  had  gotten  in  touch  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  requested 
that  action  be  taken  to  overcome  the 
Supreme  Court  decision  on  compensa¬ 
tory  payments.  At  the  request  of  the 
Governors,  the  Secretary  appointed  a  bi¬ 
partisan  committee  of  five,  all  experts, 
from  the  two  States  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  on  the  subject.  They  are  in 
fact  meeting  with  the  Secretary  on 
Tuesday  next  and  will  recommend  ad¬ 
ministrative  action. 

It  seems  assured  that  administrative 
action  will  be  taken.  If  it  should  turn 
out  that  legislation  is  needed,  which  is 
doubtful,  it  will  be  done  by  a  separate 
bill.  Both  Governors  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  are  agreed  it  should  not  be 
done  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  should 
have  been  debated  on  the  merits.  The 
Republican  members  from  the  milk  areas 
in  fact  favored  it.  But  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Stratton]  chose 
rather  to  make  a  false  political  issue  out 
of  it,  which  contributed  as  much  as  any¬ 
thing  that  his  own  side  of  the  aisle  did 
to  defeat  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Stratton]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
plore  the  fact  that  an  amendment  as 
important  as  that  just  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  could  not, 
because  of  the  parliamentary  situation, 
be  explained.  Mr.  Stratton  was  not 
permitted  to  say  a  single  word  to  the 
House  and  although  he  can  place  his 
written  remarks  in  the  Record,  that  is  a 
poor  substitute  for  the  spoken  word. 
Those  of  us  who  might  disagree  with 
some  things  Mr.  Stratton  says,  cannot 
know  what  he  has  said  until  we  read  it 
in  the  Record  tomorrow.  The  amend¬ 
ment  was  overwhelmingly  defeated  by 
Mr.  Stratton's  own  Democratic  col¬ 
leagues  who  control  this  House  by  a  3 
to  2  margin.  No  New  York  Republicans 
had  a  chance  to  be  heard,  any  more  than 
Mr.  Stratton  did.  This  is  indefensible 
legislative  procedure.  Although  I  sup¬ 
ported  Mr.  Stratton's  amendment,  along 
with  my  New  York  Republican  col¬ 
leagues,  I  think  the  amendment  was  not 
well  thought  out  as  to  form  or  timing. 
I  hope  and  trust  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  proceed  now  to  correct 
the  situation  with  reference  to  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court’s  decision  by  administrative 
action,  as  he  has  the  power  to  do.  Now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  to  the  legislation  be¬ 
fore  us.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  best  word 
I  can  think  of  to  describe  this  farm  bill 
is  the  word  obnoxious.  Its  repercussions 
in  the  farm  economy  are  hard  to  exag¬ 
gerate.  It  attempts  to  reduce  surpluses 
by  reducing  farmers  to  lackeys  of  the 
Government.  It  virtually  abandons  the 
last  vestige  of  reliance  on  the  law  of 
supply  and  demand. 


Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  first  time  on 
any  major  piece  of  legislation  since  I 
came  to  Congress,  I  have  not  received 
a  single  letter  or  communication  from 
my  own  district  in  favor  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  farmers  and  nonfarmers 
alike  in  my  area  understand  pretty  well 
what  this  bill  spells  out.  It  is  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  end  for  freedom  and  self- 
reliance  on  the  farm.  My  people  oppose 
this  bill  angrily  and  indignantly.  And 
let  me  issue  a  warning  to  you  Democrats 
who  apparently,  under  great  pressure 
from  the  President  and  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  are  going  to  vote  for  this  bill. 
If  you  pass  this  bill,  you  are  going  to 
have  a  long  time  to  live  with  it  and  re¬ 
gret  it.  You  are  making  a  terrible  mis¬ 
take,  and  I  think  most  of  you  know  it, 
even  though  your  votes  will  not  reflect 
it.  I  am  sorry  for  you  but  I  am  a  lot 
sorrier  for  our  farmers  who  are  going  to 
be  the  real  sufferers. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  Clerk’s  desk 
which  I  offer  at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  motion  is  not 
in  order  because  no  action  has  been 
taken  since  the  last  identical  motion. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  just  voted  on  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Stratton]  and  it  was  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment 
was  defeated  and  did  not  prevail. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Smith!. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa: 
On  page  23  delete  lines  4  through  10  and 
insert  the  following : 

“(c)  (1)  The  county  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary,  through  the  county  com¬ 
mittee,  among  the  farms  in  the  county  on 
the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains 
for  each  farm  during  the  base  period,  till¬ 
able  acreage,  crop-rotation  practices,  types 
of  soil,  and  topography  and  adjusted  pursu¬ 
ant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section.” 

On  page  40,  between  lines  18  and  19,  in¬ 
sert  : 

“Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  part,  (1)  no  referendum 
shall  be  held  with  respect  to  the  national 
marketing  quota  proclaimed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in 
the  1963  calendar  year,  (2)  the  penalty  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  360h  shall  not  apply  to  feed 
grains  of  the  1963  crop,  and  (3)  the  penalty 
provisions  of  section  360j(a)  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  acreage  required  to  be  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains 
of  the  1963  crop.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Smith  of 
Iowa)  there  were — ayes  47,  noes  120. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
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Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Matthews: 
Page  36,  beginning  on  line  4,  and  page  60, 
beginning  on  line  21,  strike  out  item  (1) 
and  insert: 

“(1)  that  the  diverted  acres  shall  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  that  will  main¬ 
tain  the  land  free  from  erosion,  weeds,  in¬ 
sects  and  rodents  as  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary:  Provided,  That  summer  fallow  and  idle 
land  will  not  be  considered  a  conservation 
use  of  farms  that  did  not  follow  such  con¬ 
servation  uses  during  1959  and  I960;”  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Matthews) 
there  were — ayes  103,  noes  89. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Dole  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  might  say  first  of  all, 
I  hate  to  strike  out  the  enacting  clause 
as  it  is  the  only  thing  in  this  bill  which 
has  not  been  changed,  but  I  do  have 
several  amendments  at  the  desk  which 
I  hope  will  be  adopted  for  they  are  very 
important  to  the  people  in  Kansas  and 
throughout  rural  America. 

I  recognize  everybody  wants  to  go 
home,  but  these  are  important  amend¬ 
ments.  For  example,  we  have  one  which 
would  give  the  farmer  the  absolute  choice 
on  the  interchange  provisions  of  this 
bill  with  reference  to  feed  grains  and 
wheat  acreage.  The  farmer  would  de¬ 
cide  instead  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

We  have  another  changing  the  base 
period  from  5  to  10  years.  Under  this 
bill  the  base  period  has  been  changed 
from  10  to  5  years.  This  costs  the  State 
of  Kansas  over  120,000  wheat  acres. 
You  are  asking  us,  the  historic  producing 
area,  to  take  a  cut  of  not  10  percent  or 
20  percent  but  21.3  percent. 

I  think  every  State  has  by  now  been 
exempted  from  most  provisions  of  this 
bill,  with  the  possible  exception  of  Kan¬ 
sas,  Nebraska,  Illinois,  Iowa,  Colorado. 
Aside  from  these,  everyone  else  has  been 
taken  out  of  the  bill  in  one  way  or  the 
other. 

I  also  have  an  amendment  which 
would  state  this  law  shall  not  be  opera¬ 
tive  until  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  investiga¬ 
tion  has  been  completed.  This  may  be 
important  and  I  assume  it  will  be  agreed 
to  without  much  question. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  is  to  require 
that  before  a  feed-grain  control  referen- 
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dum  would  be  binding  and  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  imposed 
on  farmers  that  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  feed  grain  producers  eligible  to  vote 
actually  do  vote  and  participate  in  the 
referendum.  Then  it  would  follow  that 
half  of  those  eligible  to  vote  would  par- 
ticioate  in  the  referendum  and,  of  these, 
two'-thirds  would  have  to  vote  in  favor 
of  the  referendum  to  get  approval.  If 
this  amendment  prevails,  I  also  intend 
to  offer  a  similar  amendment  to  the 
wheat  section  of  this  bill. 

Many  times  during  the  hours  we  have 
been  in  debate  on  this  farm  bill,  various 
speakers  have  stated  that,  after  all,  the 
farmers  will  have  a  chance  to  decide 
whether  or  not  they  want  these  control 
programs  because  two-thirds  of  them 
will  have  to  vote  in  favor  of  the  referen¬ 
dum  before  it  can  go  into  effect.  None  of 
the  speakers  have  pointed  out  that  this 
means  only  two-thirds  of  those  voting 
are  required  to  vote  affirmatively  to  put 
these  control  programs  into  effect  on  all 
the  feed  grain  and  wheat  farmers  of  this 
Nation. 

All  too  often  in  the  past,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  “tail  has  wagged  the  dog”  in 
wheat  referendums  because  only  farmers 
subject  to  marketing  quotas  were  eligible 
to  vote,  with  numerous  farmers  in¬ 
eligible.  Of  those  eligible  only  a  small 
percentage  actually  have  turned  out  at 
the  polls  to  vote  in  the  referendum,  with 
the  result  being  that  from  5  to  10  percent 
of  the  total  wheat  farmers  in  the  Nation 
decide  upon  the  establishment  of  the 
wheat  program. 

For  example,  in  the  1962  referendum, 
of  the  1,042,473  farmers  eligible  to  vote, 
only  278,515  actually  voted.  Of  this  total 
number,  79.4  percent  voted  “yes”  and 
the  rest  voted  “no.”  Thus  218,515  wheat 
farmers  out  of  the  Nation’s  3  million,  or 
only  about  7  percent,  decided  the  out¬ 
come  of  last  year’s  wheat  program. 

If  the  bill  that  is  before  us  today  be¬ 
comes  law,  I  feel  that  it  is  very  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  voting  requirements  spelled 
out  in  my  amendment  should  become 
part  of  the  legislation.  We  are  offering 
the  feed-grain  producers  and  the  wheat 
farmers  of  America  brandnew  and  strict 
control-type  programs  in  this  bill.  As 
has  been  stated  many  times  during  the 
debate  this  week,  the  alternatives  offered 
in  these  referendums  could  hardly  be  de¬ 
scribed  as  real  alternatives.  But  the 
choices  must  be  made,  and,  once  the  die 
is  cast,  then  the  million  or  more  farmers 
who  will  have  to  live  under  the  program 
will  have  to  do  so  for  an  indefinite  time 
to  come. 

I  feel  that  in  this  bill  we  are  asking 
the  American  farmers  to  make  the  most 
crucial  vote  on  farm  programs  that  they 
have  ever  been  asked  to  make  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  our  country.  Certainly  it  follows, 
therefore,  that  at  least  one-half  of  those 
who  will  be  affected  for  the  years  to 
come  should  participate  in  the  vote.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  majority  party,  which  has 
worked  out  these  programs  for  the  farm¬ 
ers,  claims  that  they  will  achieve  certain 
objectives.  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
these  objectives  could  not  possibly  be 
reached  unless  the  fanners  are  willing 
to  cooperate  and  try  to  help  the  program 
work.  It  is  apparent  to  me  that  it  is  just 


asking  too  much  of  human  nature  to  ex¬ 
pect  our  farmers  to  cooperate  with  a  pro¬ 
gram  unless  they  feel  they  have  actually 
made  a  real  majority  choice  to  accept  it. 

I  do  not  see  how  any  program  can  work 
well  if  the  greatest  majority  of  those 
who  are  living  under  it  feel  it  was  forced 
upon  them  by  the  minority.  I  hope  this 
body  will  support  my  amendment  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  it  is  the  only  way  we  can 
bring  some  democracy  into  the  so-called 
democratic  choice  offered  by  the  admin¬ 
istration. 

(Mi-.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  just  before  the  vote  on  the  Strat¬ 
ton  amendment.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  also  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  pending  at  the  desk,  and  I  wish 
the  membership  would  pay  particular 
attention  to  it,  because  it  will  save  a  lot 
of  money  by  putting  a  $25,000  ceiling  on 
the  amount  of  wheat  certificates  which 
can  be  paid  to  any  one  producer  in  any 
1  year. 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  preceding  the  vote  on  each 
amendment.) 

(Mr.  CURTIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  immediately  preceding  the  vote 
on  the  Stratton  amendment.) 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  The  gentleman 
stated  that  Kansas  lost  120,000  acres  of 
wheat.  May  I  say  that  Nebraska  would 
lose  69,000  acres  under  this  bill. 

(Mi-.  NELSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  following  the  reading  of  his 
amendment  that  will  be  offered.) 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  motion  will 
be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]. 

The  preferential  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Latta:  Page  72, 
line  11,  alter  the  period  insert  “Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  shall  not  in  any  one  year 
issue  to  any  producer  or  producers  on  any 
farm  wheat  marketing  certificates  having  a 
value  in  excess  of  $25,000.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on. 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Latta]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Latta)  there 
were — ayes  145,  noes  101. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  two 
amendments  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendments  offered  by  Mrs.  May  :  Page  28, 
line  20,  after  the  word  "quotas”  insert  the 
words  "or  that  less  than  one-half  of  the  feed 
grain  farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  the  refer¬ 
endum  failed  to  vote  in  such  referendum,”. 

Page  56,  line  20,  after  the  word  “quotas”, 
insert  the  phrase  "or  that  less  than  one-half 
of  the  wheat  farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  the 
referendum  failed  to  vote  in  such  refer¬ 
endum,”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington  [Mrs.  May]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mrs.  May)  there 
were — ayes  123,  noes  149. 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mahon:  Page 
25,  line  7,  after  “acreages”  strike  out  the 
semicolon  and  insert  a  comma  and  add  the 
following:  "and  the  Secretary  shall  make 
an  appropriate  adjustment  for  the  amount 
by  which  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the 
farm  was  reduced  during  the  base  period  in 
order  to  permit  the  full  utilization  of  any 
acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any  commod¬ 
ity  on  the  farm.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mahon:  Page 
38,  line  8,  after  "Malting  barley”,  insert  “other 
annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support  is 
not  made  available.”,  and  on  line  18  change 
the  period  to  a  comma  and  add  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  no  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  for  the  production  of  any  such 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Jensen  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise,  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
on  several  occasions  today  attempted  to 
get  the  floor,  but  it  seemed  that  through 
some  fancy  maneuvering  I  have  been 
counted  out. 

Now,  of  course,  I  must  say  that  I  have 
never  seen  such  a  spectacle  as  I  have 
witnessed  on  the  floor  for  the  past  3 
days  in  all  of  the  24  sessions  I  have  been 
in  Congress.  But,  of  course,  this  is  a 
free  country,  and  everyone  has  the 
privilege  to  act  sort  of  as  they  please. 
But  I  have  an  amendment  at  the  desk, 
Mr.  Chairman,  which  has  in  the  past 
years  been  known — a  similar  amend¬ 
ment — as  the  Jensen  rider  to  appropria¬ 
tion  bills. 

This  amendment  is  very  simple  and 
I  am  sure  that  most  of  the  Members  here 
have  voted  for  it  on  other  occasions.  It 
simply  provides  that  not  more  than  one 
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vacancy  out  of  four  may  be  filled  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  personnel  un¬ 
til  such  time  as  the  budget  figures  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
have  been  reduced  by  5  percent.  I  took 
this  means  of  getting  a  little  time  before 
my  amendment  is  offered  to  explain  the 
importance  of  it.  It  will  save  at  least 
$27  million.  It  will  reduce  the  number 
of  90,000  now  employed  or  represented 
in  the  budget  requests  for  personnel  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  ap¬ 
proximately  4,500.  The  average  wage  of 
those  people  is  $6,000,  making  approxi¬ 
mately  $27  million. 

Not  a  single  person  now  employed  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  be 
taken  off  the  payroll — not  one.  They 
have  a  turnover  in  that  Department  of 
around  14  percent  per  annum.  The  re¬ 
duction  in  force  will  be  effected  simply 
by  not  filling  vacancies  caused  by  death, 
retirement,  resignation,  and  so  on.  It 
is  done  by  the  attrition  method.  It  will 
be  good  for  the  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment. 

I  have  never  explained  it  to  one  of 
them  who  did  not  agree  with  this  method 
of  reducing  employment  to  a  figure  that 
is  completely  justified.  If  my  amend¬ 
ment  provided  for  a  10-percent  reduc¬ 
tion  it  would  still  be  completely  justi¬ 
fied. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  also, 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk  that 
would  provide  that  the  provisions  of  this 
monstrosity  if  enacted  would  expire  at 
the  end  of  3  years  and  that  the  other 
agricultural  support  laws  would  be  re¬ 
pealed  at  that  time;  also,  that  the  Com- 
mody  Credit  Corporation  would  be  given 
authority  to  make  an  orderly  and  com¬ 
plete  disposition  of  all  surpluses  on  hand. 
That  amendment  will  come  up  under 
title  5. 

I  am  afraid  the  procedure  will  be  simi¬ 
lar  to  what  has  so  far  occurred.  So  I 
hope  those  who  wish  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  against  farm  price  support, 
against  what  this  House  is  doing  today 
and  the  spectacle  it  is  making  of  itself 
will,  when  this  amendment  comes  up, 
stand  up  and  be  counted  to  get  rid  of 
a  mess. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  preferen¬ 
tial  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  merely  to  say 
that  the  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  has  discussed 
might  be  appropriate  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  but  certainly  not  on  an  agricul¬ 
tural  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]. 

The  preferential  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  33, 
line  2,  Insert  a  period  after  tbe  word  “feed 
grains”  and  strike  tbe  balance  of  line  2  and 
all  of  lines  3,  4,  and  5. 


Page  57,  line  14,  change  the  comma  to  a 
period  after  the  word  “feed  grains”  and 
strike  the  balance  of  line  14  and  all  of  line  15. 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
further  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  61, 
line  19,  after  the  word  “share”  strike  the 
period  and  insert  the  following : 

“Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount 
of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance 
with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  post¬ 
pone  payment  of  the  penalty.” 

Page  67,  line  6,  strike  lines  6  through  12 
and  insert  the  following:  “(4)  Until  the 
producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  wheat,  the 
entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm 
and  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to 
marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has 
an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor 
of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the 
penalty.” 

Page  72,  line  25,  strike  line  25  and  page  73, 
line  1  strike  lines  1  through  9  and  insert 
the  following: 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  wheat  marketing  certificates  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in 
which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is  assessed 
for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in 
which  the  farm  has  not  complied  with  the 
land-use  requirements  of  section  399  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 
which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regu¬ 
lation  prescribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  inter¬ 
est  as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of 
the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to 
the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 
payment  of  the  penalty.” 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dole)  there 
were — ayes  109,  noes  i69. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  64, 
line  9,  insert  the  following: 

“(k)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  shall  not  be  reduced  on  any  farm 
below  such  acreage  that  would  result  in  the 
producers  on  such  farm  idling  more  than 
one-half  of  the  cropland  on  such  farm.” 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  35, 
line  16,  strike  everything  after  “1963” 
through  and  ihcluding  line  19  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  “,  1964,  and  1965 
crops.” 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amedment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  52, 
line  23,  strike  lines  23  through  25  and  re¬ 
number  the  subsequent  subsections  accord¬ 
ingly. 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  72, 
line  11,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  the 
following: 

“ :  Provided,  That  each  producer  shall  have 
the  option  to  retain  and  carry  forward  to  a 
subsequent  year  any  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  issued  under  this  Act  and  in  such 
event  the  Secretary  shall  adjust  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  accordingly  in  such  sub¬ 
sequent  year”. 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dole:  Page  15, 
line  17,  immediately  preceding  the  word 
"subtitle  B”  insert  the  following: 

“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  all  the  provisions  of  this  title  IV  shall 
remain  inoperative  until  the  completion  of 
the  investigation  of  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
by  the'  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  of  the  House  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  and  the  Permanent 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
and  both  such  committees  have  filed  the  re¬ 
ports  and  recommendations  on  such  inves¬ 
tigation  with  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  respectively.” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment.  It  is  not  germane  to  the 
bill  and  deals  with  the  activities  of  other 
departments  and  does  not  come  within 
the  purview  of  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  or¬ 
der  is  overruled. 

[Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dole)  there 
were — ayes  126,  noes  182. 
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So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  is  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Montana. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Battin:  Page 
81,  line  52,  Insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  425.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  not  pro¬ 
claim  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  on  wheat  or  feed  grains  for  any  farm 
within  any  area  which  he  finds  has  suffered 
substantial  damage  due  to  severe  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disasters  within  the 
previous  year.  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  makes  such  a  finding,  price  support  on 
wheat  and  feed  grains  shall  be  provided  to 
all  producers  in  such  area  at  the  same  level 
that  price  support  is  provided  to  cooperators 
on  feed  grains  or  certificate  wheat  outside 
such  area.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nelsen:  On 
page  24,  line  15  after  the  word  “years”  strike 
out  “1959  and  1960”  and  insert  “1956  through 
1960”  and  on  page  24,  line  19,  after  the  word 
"the”,  strike  out  the  word  “two”  and  insert 
the  word  “five.” 

% 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
long  been  my  contention  that  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  feed  grain  base  on  the  year 
1959  and  1960  only  produces  many 
serious  situations  for  many  producers. 
Many  farmers  have  practiced  crop  rota¬ 
tion  as  well  as  summer  fallow.  In  many 
cases  some  parcels  of  land  are  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  criteria  used,  without  any 
base  whatever.  The  use  of  a  5-year  pe¬ 
riod  would  improve  the  situation  at  least 
to  some  degree. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Nelsen) 
there  were — ayes  88,  noes  167. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  a-s  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nelsen:  On 
page  60,  line  13,  after  “rates”  strike  out  the 
period,  insert  a  comma,  followed  by:  “but 
in  no  case  less  than  an  amount  equal  to 
interest  on  investment  plus  assessed  real 
estate  taxes.” 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  under 
provisions  included  in  this  bill  there 
would  be  a  phaseout  of  payments  for 
land  retired  from  production.  The 
farmer  must  pay  taxes  as  well  as  inter¬ 
est  on  his  investment.  It  is  quite  evi¬ 
dent  that  because  of  the  many  loopholes 
already  adopted,  for  example,  deficit 
areas,  40-acre  exemptions,  the  Midwest¬ 
ern  States  will  be  bearing  the  great 
brunt  of  forced  land  retirement.  It 
would  only  seem  plain  that  the  farmer 
should  receive  no  less  than  interest  and 
taxes  on  his  investment. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur¬ 
ther  perfecting  amendments?  If  not, 
the  question  is  on  the  substitute  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoeven) 
there  were — ayes  122,  noes  224. 

So  the  substitute  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  V — General  Provisions 

Sec.  501.  The  Consolidated  Fanners  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307) 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  section  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and 
the  following:  “including,  subject  to  all 
the  provisions  of  section  302,  recreational 
uses  and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(a)  after 
the  words  “soil  conservation  practices”  the 
words  “shifts  in  land  use  including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  recreational  facilities”,  and  by 
inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)(1) 
the  figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the 
words  “and  conservation”  the  words  "in¬ 
cluding  recreational  uses  and  facilities”. 

Sec.  502.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is 
declared  unconstitutional,  or  the  applica¬ 
bility  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance 
is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder 
of  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof 
to  other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoeven:  Page 
88,  line  13,  change  the  comma  to  a  semi¬ 
colon  and  strike  all  of  line  14  and  the  words 
“or  sewer”  on  line  15. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  simply  prohibit  the 
Federal  Government  from  going  into  the 
sewer  business.  Under  the  Department 
of  Census  definition,  a  rural  area  is  de¬ 
fined  (1)  a  community  of  under  2,500 
people.  The  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  followers  the  census  definition,  but 
in  this  title  FHA  loans  may  be  made  for 
sewers  for  cities  and  towns  without  lim¬ 
itation  as  to  size.  It  seems  to  me  we  are 
going  a  long  way,  in  view  of  the  many 
demands  that  are  being  made  on  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  to  now 
engage  in  the  sewer  business.  We  have 
already  found  in  title  I  that  we  are  per¬ 
mitting  the  Federal  Government  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  financing  putting  greens, 
swimming  pools,  ski  lifts,  tennis  courts, 
merry-go-rounds,  and  now  it  is  proposed 
to  put  the  Federal  Government  into  the 
sewer  business.  I  think  it  is  ridiculous, 
and  I  hope  my  amendment  will  prevail. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  presented  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  would  continue 
the  land  retirement  provisions  of  the 
1962  feed  grain  program  and  the  price- 
support  eligibility  rules,  but  it  would  pro¬ 
vide  that  cooperators  could  get  15  cents 
per  bushel  for  every  bushel  of  corn,  bar¬ 


ley,  or  grain  sorghums  they  produce. 
This  payment,  in  lieu  of  price  support, 
would  have  to  be  made  in  kind. 

As  I  understood  the  amendment,  it 
would  force  more  feed  grain  on  the  mar¬ 
ket  than  either  the  1962  program  or  the 
mandatory  program  proposed  under  H.R. 
11222.  In  turn,  this  would  depress  prices 
for  feed  grains  and  would  tend  to  en¬ 
courage  farmers  to  retire  the  minimum 
acreage  for  eligibility  for  price  support. 
When  this  provision  is  coupled  with  the 
wheat  and  feed  grain  disposal  program 
farmers  would  divert  minimum  acreage 
and  seek  price  supports  on  all  feed  grains 
produced. 

Instead  of  a  49-percent  diversion  of 
acreage  as  under  the  1961  program,  pro¬ 
ducers  probably  would  divert  less  than 
one-half  that  amount.  This  would  add 
to  feed  grain  supplies,  stocks,  and  down¬ 
ward  pressure  on  market  prices. 

Moreover,  Government  costs  under 
such  a  provision  would  be  increased  ma¬ 
terially.  This  15-cent  payment  would 
add  at  least  $150  million  in  cost  over  and 
above  the  acreage  diversion  payments. 
This  would  increase  the  total  cost,  with¬ 
out  consideration  of  the  added  loss  un¬ 
der  the  disposal  section,  to  a  greater 
amount  than  the  diversion  payments  an¬ 
ticipated  under  H.R.  11222  as  reported 
by  our  committee. 

In  addition,  the  income  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  farmer  would  be  much  more  de¬ 
pendent  on  direct  Government  payments 
than  under  either  the  present  voluntary 
program  or  the  program  included  in  H.R. 
11222. 

It  would  be  practically  impossible  to 
expect  CCC  to  market  certificates  on  be¬ 
half  of  producers  at  the  level  required, 
that  is  at  105  percent  of  the  support  price 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges,  espe¬ 
cially  in  view  of  provisions  under  subtitle 
C.  Even  without  subtitle  C,  the  in¬ 
creased  production  by  noncooperators 
would  keep  the  market  price  well  below 
the  support  price.  This  simply  means 
that  the  15-cent  payment-in-kind  in  ef¬ 
fect  becomes  a  cash  payment  which 
would  be  met  from  appropriations  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  any  expenditures  by  the  CCC. 

It  would  be  impossible  for  producers, 
feeders,  exporters,  or  anyone  else  to  an¬ 
ticipate  market  prices  with  sufficient  as¬ 
surance  to  conduct  normal  operations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  very  practical 
reasons  I  have  stated,  I  urge  the  House 
to  reject  the  Hoeven  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoeven) 
there  were — ayes  128,  noes  202. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mi*.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  would  explain  now  just 
what  is  in  this  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  not  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry,  I  will  remind  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  motion. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  moment  for  a 
unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Just  for  one  mo¬ 
ment,  please. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
section  5  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
section  5  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
refuse  to  yield  any  further. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  de¬ 
clines  to  yield. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman 
and  Members  of  the  House,  for- 3  days 
I  have  been  listening  avidly  to  the  debate 
and  to  the  political  talks  here  in  this 
House.  I  will  tell  you  that  I  am  more 
confused  now  than  I  have  ever  been.  I 
have  never  seen  such  a  demonstration  in 
a  legislative  hall  in  my  life.  I  am  not 
exactly  new  in  this  business.  I  have 
been  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  for  some  8  years,  and  I  was  in  the 
Iowa  Legislature  for  a  period  of  10  years, 
but  I  have  never  seen  such  a  demonstra¬ 
tion  as  I  have  seen  here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  questions  come 
in  my  mind  now,  and  I  would  like  to 
ask  just  a  few  questions — one  of  whom¬ 
ever  can  answer,  and  that  is  this:  How 
many  amendments  have  we  added  to 
this  bill  since  it  has  been  brought  to  the 
House  floor? 

Perhaps  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  could  answer  that 
question. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  ask¬ 
ing  me  to  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Yes;  how  many 
different  amendments  have  there  been? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  may 
ask  the  Clerk  of  the  House  for  that 
information.  I  have  not  been  keeping 
a  record  of  them. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  would  like  to 
have  any  record  that  can  be  had  on 
this  question  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  June  19  of  this  year 
I  received  a  letter  from  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  calling  attention  to  some 
important  legislation. 

He  pointed  out  that  the  legislation 
we  had  was  too  costly  for  the  taxpayers. 
As  I  recall,  last  year  when  we  had  the 
feed  grains  bill  before  the  House  they 
testified  that  it  would  save  money.  It 
has  not  done  so,  by  their  own  admission. 
It  has  cost  a  lot  more  than  even  we  said 
it  would  cost.  Now  the  same  adminis¬ 
tration  is  recommending  something  else 
that  I  contend  is  no  real  answer  to  the 
farm  problem. 


I  represent  one  of  the  finest  agricul¬ 
tural  areas  in  the  whole  United  States. 
The  people  I  represent  are  very  much 
opposed  to  this  legislation.  7.  have  I  do 
not  know  how  many  files  of  correspond¬ 
ence  that  I  have  received  since  this  bill 
has  been  introduced.  I  can  show  you 
the  letters  and  you  will  see  how  out  of 
some  100  there  are  only  3  in  favor  of 
this  legislation. 

I  think  I  know  why;  because  we  have 
an  intelligent  constituency  and  they 
have  been  worried.  Let  me  give  you  a 
sample  of  some  of  the  letters.  Listen 
to  this  one.  This  comes  from  a  man 
who  I  know  is  a  genuine,  sincere  Ameri¬ 
can  citizen  and  who  has  given  a  lot 
of  thought  to  the  farm  problem  and  ,o 
this  bill. 

Dear  Sir:  I  am  writing  to  let  you  know 
what  I  think  of  the  new  farm  program.  Mr. 
K.  of  Russia  should  be  very  pleased  to  see 
this — Big  Government  choking  people.  I  am 
a  small  farmer  and  the  1961  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  cost  me  over  $1,000  on  1960  corn.  I 
never  could  see  how  a  leader  could  get  con¬ 
trol  of  people — like  Hitler  and  Mr.  K.  of  Rus¬ 
sia  have.  I  can  now  see  how  it  is  done. 

From  another  friend  in  my  district, 
another  man  I  know,  in  Mechanicsville, 
Iowa: 

Dear  Sir:  I  would  just  like  to  know 
whether  Congress  thinks  a  Yankee  farmer 
would  work  any  better  under  Government 
supervision  than  a  Russian  or  Chinese  farmer 
does? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Schwengel  moves  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  No  action 
has  been  taken  on  the  bill  since  the  last 
preferential  motion  was  voted  on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  title  V,  a 
new  title,  taken  up  since  the  last  action 
was  taken. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry  is  a  simple  one. 
Since  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  chairman  of  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee,  does  not  himself 
know,  from  his  own  admission  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  the  number  of 
amendments  that  have  been  proposed, 
my  question  is  how  can  we  Members 
know  how  this  bill  has  been  amended, 
without  asking  for  an  engrossed  copy? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  not  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry;  but  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  had  been  present,  he  would  have 
known  how  many  amendments  were 
voted. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Halleck]. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
might  say  for  the  information  of  the 
Members  of  the  House,  because  I  think 
it  is  significant  the  way  this  bill  has 
come  before  us  and  what  has  transpired, 
that  I  made  inquiry  at  the  desk  and 
learned  that  9  committee  amendments 
and  22  other  amendments  have  been 
adopted  since  this  measure  has  been  un¬ 
der  consideration  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

I  must  say  that  it  indicates  what  some 
of  us  pointed  out  earlier;  either  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  an  awfully  poor  job  or  for 
reasons  that  I  think  are  beginning  to  be 
quite  apparent,  a  whole  deluge  of  amend¬ 
ments  were  adopted,  the  consequences  of 
many  of  which  no  one  can  really  know. 

Again,  may  I  say,  that  is  a  very  good 
reason  why  this  bill  should  be  recom¬ 
mitted  when  the  motion  is  made. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  No. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  asked 
a  question.  Since  amendments  have 
been  offered,  I  think  24  have  been 
adopted. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  show  you  this  book.  This  will 
show  you  why  the  farmers  in  my  area 
are  against  this  bill.  This  is  an  inter¬ 
view  with  Dr.  Willard  W.  Cochrane  by 
Charles  R.  Koch,  published  in  the  Farm 
Quarterly,  the  autumn  1960  issue,  under 
the  title,  “Will  You  Need  a  Franchise 
To  Farm  ?  ”  That  is  what  you  are  leading 
up  to.  That  is  what  you  are  putting 
the  farmers  into  with  this  kind  of  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  want  to  confess  to  you  people  over 
here  that  my  arm  has  been  twisted  and 
I  have  had  pressure,  but  I  will  tell  you 
the  kind  of  pressure.  It  was  not  from 
any  person  on  this  side,  but  it  has  been 
the  pressure  of  conscience,  and  it  has 
been  bearing  heavily  on  me  because  we 
are  tampering  with  freedom  in  this 
kind  of  legislation,  and  we  ought  not  to 
be  identified  with  any  program  that 
would  take  freedom  away  from  people. 
Rather,  we  ought  to  be  identified  with 
programs  that  could  give  freedoms  to 
people. 

We  have  had"  some  plans  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  I  introduced 
a  bill  very  early  in  the  session.  I  asked 
for  some  hearings  on  the  bill.  They  went 
through  the  motions  and  finally  gave  me 
5  minutes  on  a  bill  I  worked  5  weeks  in 
preparing.  It  was  nobody’s  bill  but  my 
own,  and  it  had  some  answers  that  are 
sound  answers  and  real  answers,  and  had 
some  answers  that  were  agreed  to  by  the 
great  farm  population  that  I  represent. 
But  we  could  not  get  a  hearing.  So  I 
say  we  are  in  bad  shape  when  we  have  to 
present  to  the  American  farmer  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  type. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  around  here  about 
some  scandals,  and  we  have  them  in  the 
Agriculture  Department,  though  we  have 
done  nothing  about  them.  We  have  not 
made  any  honest  attempt  to  get  at  the 
problem  that  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
points  up.  Right  after  that  happened 
I  introduced  a  resolution  to  call  for  the 


10562 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  21 


creation  of  a  joint  bipartisan  committee 
to  investigate  this  case  and  the  entire 
Department  of  Agriculture.  I  think 
there  is  plenty  of  evidence  to  prove  that 
this  is  necessary. 

I  recognize  that  to  legislate  with  suc¬ 
cess  is  difficult.  But  as  a  Representative 
of  a  farm  area,  I  could  not  help  being 
interested  in  the  farm  problem — there¬ 
fore  I  have  introduced  some  legislation 
which  I  believe  have  merits.  So  let  it 
not  be  said  that  we  have  no  ideas  about 
solutions  to  the  farm  problem  on  this 
side. 

When  this  administration  came  into 
power,  they  gave  us  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram  which  now  turns  out  to  have  been  a 
temporary  program  and  it  has  proved  to 
be  very  ineffective  in  meeting  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  plague  the  farm  economy. 

In  addition,  it  has  proved  to  be  so 
costly  that  even  they  cannot  stand  it. 
So,  in  order  to  get  more  controls  and 
thereby  be  consistent  with  what  has  be¬ 
come  the  so-called  New  Frontier  philos¬ 
ophy,  they  are  now  sponsoring  a  system 
of  tight  controls  on  the  production  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains. 

In  this  bill,  I  see  controls  which  have 
never  been  matched,  even  in  periods  of 
emergency. 

It  can  be  proven,  beyond  question,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  H.R.  11222  is  more  dras¬ 
tic  and  far  reaching  than  any  yet  at¬ 
tempted  in  the  whole  history  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  farm  program. 

And,  if  passed,  it  will,  in  my  opinion, 
prove  to  be  disastrous  both  to  freedom 
and  to  the  prosperity  of  the  farm 
economy. 

It  may  be  well  to  suggest  that  the  farm 
bill  now  before  the  Congress  reflects  the 
administration  philosophy  that  all  of  our 
economic  problems  may  be  solved  by  con¬ 
centrating  additional  power  and  control 
in  Washington. 

And,  further,  I  suggest  that  the  only 
thing  new  about  the  New  Frontier  is  that 
it  is  a  new  version  of  the  New  Deal  and 
the  Fair  Deal  which  has  proved  to  be  a 
poor  deal  for  the  American  system  and 
for  the  American  people. 

We  ought  to  know  now,  if  we  will  but . 
pause  and  think,  that  bureaucracy  and 
regimentation  are  very  poor  answers  and 
certainly  they  are  no  cure-all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  unfortunate  that 
this  bill  comes  before  us  on  the  eve  of 
an  expose  which  may  prove  to  surpass 
the  worst  scandal  this  country  has  ever 
seen. 

May  I  suggest,  that  while  the  Billie 
Sol  Estes  case  is  far  removed  from  Wash¬ 
ington  in  miles,  it  is  mighty  close  in  other 
ways  and  in  my  humble  opinion  it  is  a 
lot  bigger  than  Billie  Sol  for  this  is 
merely  a  symbol  of  something  much 
bigger  and  far  more  important. 

We  ought  to  realize  now,  as  never  be¬ 
fore,  not  only  from  Billie  Sol  but  from 
the  trend  in  Washington,  that  we  have 
been  steadily  giving  a  few  people  the 
power  to  decide  “who  gets  it” — and  I 
mean  money. 

As  it  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  July 
issue  of  the  Farm  Journal  this  year: 

The  grain  storage  facilities  in  this  coun¬ 
try  are  now  greatly  overbuilt.  Everybody 
wants  the  storage  business,  and  there  isn’t 
enough  to  go  around.  Somebody  in  Gov¬ 


ernment  now  decides  who  gets  it;  in  other 
words  who  will  be  allowed  to  make  money 
and  who  goes  broke. 

Nearly  everybody  wants  more  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  which  again  are  nothing  but  the 
right  to  make  money  or  not  make  it.  Agents 
of  Government  would  now  decide  who  gets  it. 
Historic  bases  are  used  as  guidelines,  but 
somebody  still  decides  what  to  do  about  the 
numerous  appeals.  This  is  no  reflection  on 
county  ASC  committemen,  most  of  whom  are 
doing  their  best  with  a  tough  job,  and  some 
of  whom  are  pretty  unhappy  with  what  the 
State  ASC  office  has  handed  their  county. 
We’re  talking  about  the  whole  permit  system. 

Secretary  Freeman  wanted  to  put  dairy¬ 
men  in  the  fix  of  taking  "rights”  from  the 
Government,  too.  This  turned  out  to  be  too 
hot  to  handle,  but  the  administration  tried, 
and  tried  hard,  and  will  doubtless  try  again. 

If  this  bill  passes,  you  can  bet  your 
life  that  Mr.  Freeman  and  his  satellites 
will  try  and  try  and  try  again  to  control, 
control,  and  control  from  Washington. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  out 
that  the  advocates  of  the  present  bill 
urge  support  for  its  provisions  on  the 
ground  that  acreage  quotas  have  worked 
very  well  for  cotton,  tobacco,  and  pea¬ 
nuts,  and  the  logical  course  is  to  apply 
this  same  procedure  to  the  growing  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains. 

There  are  two  fallacies  in  that  ap¬ 
proach.  First,  contrary  to  popular  im¬ 
pression,  strict  controls  have  not  worked 
well  for  cotton,  tobacco,  and  peanuts. 

The  second  fallacy  is  the  mistaken  be¬ 
lief  that  tight  controls  on  wheat  and 
feed  grains  win  cut  down  production 
without  increasing  costs  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  or  to  consumers. 

The  cotton  control  plan  has  merely 
placed  an  annual  economic  burden  on 
the  taxpayers  without  solving  anything. 
Because  our  domestic  acreage  is  rigidly 
controlled,  production  abroad  has  in¬ 
creased  enormously. 

The  National  Cotton  Council  has 
pointed  out  that  in  the  12-year  span 
from  1948  to  1960,  production  outside 
the  United  States  nearly  doubled  while 
our  own  output  remained  relatively 
stable. 

This  means  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  indirectly  subsidizing  foreign 
cotton  growers. 

To  make  the  situation  even  worse,  our 
Government  pays  an  export  bounty  of 
8V2  cents  a  pound  on  each  bale  exported, 
which  means  that  American  textile 
manufacturers  are  paying  $42.50  more 
for  each  bale  of  cotton  than  is  being 
paid  by  their  foreign  competitors. 

Cotton  textile  imports  and  synthetic 
textiles,  rayon,  nylon,  and  other  fabrics, 
are  taking  an  increasingly  larger  share 
of  the  domestic  market. 

The  cotton  control  plan,  then,  has  put 
the  domestic  industry  in  a  vise  from 
which  it  may  never  escape. 

Its  growth  has  been  stunted  by  legis¬ 
lative  action.  The  present  setup  has 
proved  a  boon  for  cotton’s  competitors 
at  home  and  abroad  while  the  taxpayers 
are  footing  the  bill. 

The  same  situation  in  a  general  way 
prevails  in  the  case  of  tobacco.  The  re¬ 
strictions  on  acreage  have  proved  a 
windfall  for  foreign  growers. 

Meanwhile,  even  with  reduced  acreage, 
the  Federal  Government  has  outstanding 
loans  on  about  500  million  pounds  of 


tobacco.  The  surplus  has  risen  despite 
the  existence  of  controls. 

The  program  for  peanuts  involves  an¬ 
nual  losses  which  are  absorbed  directly 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  growers  dispose  of  all  they  can 
in  the  open  market  at  the  current  sup¬ 
port  price  and  then  Uncle  Sam  takes 
over  the  balance.  This  surplus  is  either 
processed  into  oil  or  meal,  which  return 
about  50  percent  of  cost,  or  sold  abroad 
for  half  price. 

These  programs  are  makeshift  devices, 
based  on  expediency.  They  have  not 
worked  well. 

The  extension  of  this  licensing  system 
to  wheat  and  feed  grains,  as  the  admin¬ 
istration  wants,  would  be  an  error  of 
major  proportions. 

The  experience  of  years  has  shown 
that  acreage  controls  do  not  solve  the 
problem  of  overproduction.  At  the  same 
time  they  create  other  economic  evils 
which  are  harmful  not  only  for  agri¬ 
cultural,  but  for  national  welfare. 

The  case  against  rigid  controls  on 
wheat  and  feed  grains  was  never  put  bet¬ 
ter  than  it  was  in  a  letter  written  by  Mr. 
Charles  B.  Shuman,  president  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  to 
the  New  York  Times.  Mr.  Shuman 
summed  up  his  objections  this  way: 

The  farm  program  advocated  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  would  lead  to  inefficiency  in 
production,  higher  cost  of  food  to  consum¬ 
ers,  and  lower  per  person  farm  income. 
These  programs  not  only  are  unsound  from 
the  standpoint  of  agriculture  but  also  would 
require  restrictions  on  imports  and  heavy 
expenditures  for  export  dumping,  both  of 
which  are  inconsistent  with  the  pending 
trade  expansion  legislation. 

We  can’t  expect  to  be  very  effective  in  per¬ 
suading  the  Common  Market  to  follow  poli¬ 
cies  that  will  allow  room  for  imports  of 
American  farm  products  when  this  country 
is  raising  its  own  support  prices. 

The  administration’s  farm  bill,  as  Mr. 
Shuman  said,  will  raise  the  price  of  food 
to  the  Nation’s  consumers  and  do  it  on 
those  staples  of  everyday  diet,  bread, 
meat  and  dairy  products.  By  its  com¬ 
plicated  wheat  certificate  plan,  this  leg¬ 
islation  will  raise  the  price  of  wheat  to 
millers,  force  some  of  them  to  buy  grades 
of  wheat  which  they  don’t  want,  and 
amount  in  effect  to  a  tax  on  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  bread.  The  cost  of  wheat  ex¬ 
ports  will  go  higher,  which  means  that 
the  added  cost  will  fall,  as  it  always  does, 
on  the  taxpayers. 

The  attempt  in  this  legislation  to  con¬ 
trol  the  production  of  feed  grains  will 
certainly  increase  the  cost  to  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  beef,  poultry  and  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  it  may  bring  on  the  worst 
bureaucratic  chaos  in  the  history  of 
farm  legislation.  For  16  years,  begin¬ 
ning  in  1938,  the  law  authorized  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  marketing  quotas  to  corn,  a 
power  which  five  successive  Secretaries 
of  Agriculture  refused  to  invoke.  The 
reason  was  obvious.  Finally,  in  1954, 
Congress  removed  corn  from  the  list  of 
those  commodities  eligible  for  quotas. 

Now  Secretary  Freeman  seeks  the 
power  to  do  the  very  thing  which  his 
predecessors  thought  it  unwise  to  at¬ 
tempt,  that  is  apply  farm  to  farm  con¬ 
trols  on  com  production.  The  whole 
feed  grain  business,  as  every  student  of 
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agriculture  knows,  is  unsuited  for  such  a 
scheme.  Only  a  small  percentage  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  other  feed  grains 
ever  reach  the  marketplace.  They  are 
grown  by  farmers  to  feed  their  own  ani¬ 
mals.  In  some  parts  of  the  country  there 
is  a  chronic  shortage  of  such  fodder  while 
in  other  areas  these  grains  are  usually 
in  overabundance.  Obviously  a  com¬ 
modity  grown  for  home  use  is  totally  un¬ 
suited  for  production  controls,  especially 
when  conditions  vary  so  widely  from 
region  to  region. 

But  the  planners  of  the  Kennedy  ad¬ 
ministration  are  seldom  daunted  by 
facts.  They  have  resolutely  set  out  to 
do  the  impossible.  They  have  come  up 
with  a  complex  system  of  controls  for 
feed  grains  which  must  have  come  right 
out  of  “Alice  in  Wonderland.”  They  have 
devised  one  plan  for  dealing  with  the 
feed  grain  problem  in  deficit  areas  and 
a  totally  different  plan  for  nondeficit 
areas.  Because  this  dual-control  sys¬ 
tem  is  so  impossible  on  its  face,  the  bill 
is  loaded  with  escape  exits.  The  number 
of  farm  acreage  allotments  under  the 
administration’s  measure  would  be 
doubled,  making  it  the  biggest  bureau¬ 
cratic  field  day  in  our  history.  And  just 
to  give  the  final  touch  of  irony,  the  bill 
even  provides  penalties  for  those  farm¬ 
ers  found  guilty  of  overplanning  to  feed 
their  own  animals. 

The  enforcement  machinery  provided 
in  the  bill  is  so  extensive  that  the  whole 
system  is  bound  to  be  infected  by  favor¬ 
itism,  politics  and  graft.  Because  of  re¬ 
cent  disclosures,  millions  of  citizens  ap¬ 
parently  believe  that  corruption  in  the 
farm  program  began  with  the  Billie  Sol 
Estes  scandal.  Actually,  corruption  is 
built  in  because  of  the  nature  of  the 
system. 

The  Freeman  farm  bill  is  evidence 
that  the  Kennedy  administration  has 
given  up  all  idea  of  drafting  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  within  the  framework  of  the  free 
marketing  system.  Because  controls 
have  failed,  they  advocate  more  controls. 
When  regimentation  bogs  down,  they 
prescribe  more  regimentation. 

There  will  never  be  a  solution  to  the 
problem  of  farm  surpluses  until  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  allows  the  operations  of  the 
free  market  to  establish  the  price  of 
farm  products.  This  can  be  done  by  a 
sound  and  sensible  program  that  will 
protect  the  growers  and  the  consumers 
while  getting  the  Federal  Government 
out  of  the  agricultural  business.  Mr. 
Shuman  explained  it  this  way: 

The  Farm  Bureau  favors  a  reduction  in 
price  support  levels  and  a  sound  land-re¬ 
tirement  program  to  help  farmers  make  the 
transition  to  freer  markets. 

This  is  meeting  the  problem  in  the 
traditional  American  way.  Since  con¬ 
trols  and  regimentation  have  bungled 
the  job  so  badly,  why  not  give  the  Farm 
Bureau  program  a  try? 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  hope  that  the 
public  has  a  short  memory,  the  majority 
party  is  now  using  the  Billie  Sol  Estes 
case  to  smear  innocent  businessmen,  to 
blacken  the  names  of  decent  Republi¬ 
cans,  and  to  employ  the  whole  Estes  mess 
to  help  ram  through  the  administration’s 
farm  bill. 


The  tangled  affairs  of  Billie  Sol  Estes, 
and  the  Government  employees  whom  he 
apparently  subverted,  are  now  being  in¬ 
vestigated  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations.  The  Members  of  this  body  had 
a  right  to  expect  that  this  probe  would 
be  conducted  in  an  impartial  manner 
and  that  its  only  purpose  would  be  to 
protect  the  public’s  interest.  Instead 
this  probe  has  been  converted  into  a 
partisan  witch  hunt,  during  the  course 
of  which  certain  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  at  least,  seem  more  interested  in 
hunting  headlines  than  they  are  in  hunt¬ 
ing  evildoers. 

This  inquiry  has  been  going  on  now 
for  several  weeks.  Only  a  part  has  been 
devoted  to  the  Government  employees 
who  took  gifts  from  Estes  and  thus  dis¬ 
honored  the  public  service.  One  such 
witness  was  treated  gently  and  almost 
with  deference.  By  contrast,  almost  the 
entire  time  has  been  devoted  to  a  vain 
attempt  to  smear  a  legitimate  business 
concern,  the  Commercial  Solvents  Corp., 
on  the  sole  ground  that  it  sold  chemical 
fertilizers  in  large  amounts  to  the  Estes 
firms.  In  this  pursuit,  the  public  has 
been  treated  for  several  days  to  a  classic 
example  of  indictment  by  newspaper 
headline.  Each  day  brings  a  new  sen¬ 
sational  charge  against  Commercial  Sol¬ 
vents,  and  each  succeeding  edition  of 
the  press  reveals  that  the  charge  was 
false. 

Why  has  Commercial  Solvents  been 
selected  as  the  official  scapegoat  in  this 
case  instead  of  the  evildoers  who  cor¬ 
rupted  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  defiled  the  Federal  service?  The 
answer  is  easy.  It  has  been  a  time- 
honored  custom  of  our  friends  across  the 
aisle  to  seek  to  arouse  popular  mistrust 
and  hatred  of  legitimate  business  when¬ 
ever  they  find  themselves  in  political  hot 
water.  This  line  of  attack,  so  the  rea¬ 
soning  goes,  has  worked  before  and  it 
might  work  again.  In  line  with  this  the¬ 
ory  the  country  has  now  been  treated  to 
a  spectacle  in  which  the  innocent  have 
been  pilloried  day  after  day,  while  the 
guilty  got  off  scot  free. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  this  assault 
upon  the  character  and  reputation  of 
innocent  men  was  stopped.  I  think  it  is 
time  that  the  subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
got  about  its  sworn  business  of  exposing 
the  laxness  and  the  maladministration 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  under 
Secretary  Freeman,  which  permitted  this 
Estes  case  to  develop.  , 

After  3  weeks  of  lurid  headlines,  what 
have  we  got?  Sworn  evidence  that  the 
officials  of  Commercial  Solvents  Corp. 
were  not  even  remotely  connected  with 
the  scandals  which  brought  Billie  Sol 
Estes  into  the  toils  of  the  law.  Sworn 
evidence  that  Commercial  Solvents  had 
only  normal  commercial  relations  with 
Mr.  Estes,  and  nothing  else. 

I  say  to  the  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case 
is  a  Democratic  scandal,  and  you  keep 
it.  We  do  not  want  any  part  of  it.  The 
Government  officials  who  apparently 
were  bribed  and  corrupted  into  wrong¬ 
doing  were  part  of  the  Kennedy  adminis¬ 


tration.  The  reputation  which  Mr.  Estes 
built  up  in  Texas  as  a  successful  busi¬ 
ness  tycoon  was  helped  immeasurably 
by  politicians,  most  of  them  Democrats, 
who  accepted  his  political  contributions 
in  substantial  amounts.  Wherever  he 
went,  Mr.  Estes  boasted  and  bragged 
about  his  close  connections  with  high 
officials  in  the  Democratic  Party.  No  one 
said,  “Nay,  not  so,”  until,  of  course,  it 
developed  that  Mr.  Estes  might  have  to 
spend  some  time  in  confinement  for  his 
unusual  business  activities. 

The  biggest  laugh  about  this  business 
is  the  attempt  of  the  Democratic  leader¬ 
ship  to  use  the  Estes  mess  as  an  excuse 
for  shoving  through  the  current  farm 
bill.  The  claim  is  made,  not  seriously  I 
hope,  that  if  the  bill  becomes  law  surplus 
food  stocks  will  be  reduced,  and  there 
will  be  no  more  fat  storage  fees  to  tempt 
the  weak  and  the  unscrupulous.  This 
is  a  lot  of  nonsense. 

The  biggest  fraud  Estes  pulled  was  in 
the  manipulation  of  cotton  allotments 
and  this  new  piece  of  regimentation  for 
agriculture,  which  the  administration 
has  cooked  up,  certainly  will  not  end 
such  allotments.  On  the  contrary,  it 
will  extend  this  scheme  to  two  more  of 
the  Nation’s  biggest  crops,  the  growing 
of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  The  allotment 
plan  at  its  best  is  full  of  discrimination 
and  favoritism,  and  at  its  worse  it  is 
full  of  bribery  and  corruption.  An  army 
of  Solomons  couldn’t  enforce,  with  fair¬ 
ness,  a  law  which  confers  a  permanent 
allotment  of  great  value  to  one  farmer 
while  denying  the  same  to  his  neighbor 
across  the  street.  This  allotment  plan 
has  put  the  cotton  industry  into  a  strait- 
jacket  while  at  the  same  time  cotton 
growers  abroad  have  enjoyed  the  great¬ 
est  boom  in  history.  Now  the  adminis¬ 
tration  proposes  to  do  the  same  for 
wheat.  The  Freeman  farm  plan  will  not 
end  the  opportunity  for  scandal — it  will 
merely  enlarge  it. 

The  Democratic  tom-toms  are  beating 
louder  than  ever  because  the  Commer¬ 
cial  Solvents  Corp.  employed  as  a  con¬ 
sultant  a  man  named  Martin  Sorkin, 
who  is  an  authority  on  agricultural  mat¬ 
ters.  Here  again  the  record  shows  that, 
as  far  as  Commercial  Solvents  went,  this 
relationship  was  wholly  aboveboard,  that 
he  was  not  asked  to  lobby  by  the  com¬ 
pany  or  do  anything  else  except  report 
what  he  considered  to  be  developing 
trends  in  agriculture. 

If  it  is  wrong  to  engage  Washington 
consultation  of  this  kind,  then  every 
business  firm  and  every  labor  union  in 
the  country  should  be  indicted  at  once. 
In  these  days  of  high  speed  and  complex 
economic  relationships,  the  professional 
consultants  outnumber  the  lawyers. 

Yet  the  House  subcommittee  trum¬ 
peted  from  the  housetops  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Sorkin  boasted  in  a  couple  of  letters 
to  the  president  of  Commercial  Solvents 
that  he  had  been  consulted  by  Republi¬ 
can  leaders  about  farm  policy.  These 
private  letters  were  spread  on  the  record 
in  full  although  there  was  not  the  slight¬ 
est  evidence  to  connect  these  private 
communications  with  Billie  Sol  Estes. 
It  was  evident  also  that  Mr.  Sorkin  was 
not  engaged  as  a  lobbyist  by  Commercial 


June  21 


10564 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Solvents  and  that  Commercial  Solvents 
took  no  part  in  Mr.  Sorkin’s  activities  in 
connection  with  farm  legislation. 

The  worst  crime  a  committee  of  this 
House  can  commit  is  to  pin  the  odium  of 
guilt  on  innocent  citizens.  Yet  this  is 
precisely  what  has  happened  at  the 
House  subcommittee  hearings.  This  is 
shoddy,  partisan  politics. 

The  Estes  scandal  revealed  that  fa- 
vortism  and  something  far  worse  are 
rampant  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  It  is  the  duty  of  Congress  to  root 
out  the  evil-doers  and  to  cleanse  the 
public  service.  I  hope  the  House  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Government  Operations 
will  stop  its  politicking  and  get  about  its 
proper  task.  In  any  event,  the  Estes 
scandal  is  a  strong  argument  against  the 
farm  legislation  now  before  us. 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hosmer:  On 
page  89,  after  line  4,  add  the  following: 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  All  provisions  of  this  Act  ex¬ 
cept  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  expire  three  years  following  date  of  en¬ 
actment  and  at  that  time  the  foUowing  Acts 
are  hereby  repealed: 

“(1)  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1421  and  the  following), 
except  sections  410,  411,  and  414  thereof, 
effective  with  the  1962  crops; 

“(2)  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301 
and  the  following) ; 

“(3)  Title  VII  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1781  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing)  ; 

“(4)  Sections  202(b),  203,  and  210  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1852(b), 
1853,  1859) ; 

“(5)  Section  505  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1958  (7  U.S.C.  1431a); 

“(6)  Sections  123,  124,  133,  and  134  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961;  and 

“(7)  Section  16(d)  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act. 

“(b)  Any  right,  claim  or  action  which  ac¬ 
crued  under  the  provisions  of  said  Acts  prior 
to  their  expiration  or  repeal  shall  not  be 
affected  by  this  Act. 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  other  provisions  of 
law  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
directed,  on  such  terms  and  under  such  reg¬ 
ulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  sell  all  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  thereof, 
now  owned  or  hereafter  acquired  by  it  pur¬ 
suant  to  any  price  support  program,  at  such 
reasonable  prices  as  will  result  in  the  orderly 
and  complete  disposition  of  such  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products.” 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment.  This  amend¬ 
ment  goes  far  beyond  the  purview  of 
this  bill  and  I  make  a  point  of  order 
against  it. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mi-.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  reserve  his  point  of  or¬ 
der? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  No,  I 
will  not,  Mr.  Chairman. 


The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Walter)  .  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule.  The  bill  is  very 
broad  in  its  scope. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  second  thought,  yes,  I  will 
reserve  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  rule. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  the  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  feels 
that  the  amendment  is  entirely  proper 
and,  therefore,  overrules  the  point  of 
order. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  waiting  10  years  for  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  vote  to  abolish  the  farm  support 
program.  This  particular  amendment 
would  give  this  bill,  if  it  is  enacted,  3 
years  to  go  and  at  that  time  its  provi¬ 
sions  would  expire  and  so  the  other  price 
support  programs  would  be  repealed. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  be  directed  to  dispose  on  reason¬ 
able  terms  and  conditions  the  supplies 
of  surplus  commodities  on  hand.  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  chance  to  be  able 
to  vote  on  this  particular  issue.  I  think 
many  people  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
would  like  to  stand  up  and  be  counted. 
I  do  not  expect  the  amendment  to  be 
adopted,  but  after  10  years  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  be  able  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  on  this  issue. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hosmer)  there 
were — ayes  87,  noes  172. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  take  only  a  min¬ 
ute.  I  have  a  question  I  would  like  to 
propound  to  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  regard  to  the  requirement 
of  section  423  of  the  bill  that — 

All  persons  engaged  in  the  processing  of 
wheat  into  food  products  composed  wholly  or 
partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing  any 
such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United 
States,  acquire  marketing  certificates  equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat 
contained  in  such  products. 

Most  wheat  is  processed  into  flour 
which  is  either  used  as  human  food  in 
this  country  or  is  exported.  However, 
not  all  flour  is  so  used.  A  substantial 
amount  of  flour  is  used  in  industrial  pro¬ 
cesses  in  this  country.  The  end  product 
of  the  industrial  process  may  or  may  not 
consist  of  food  products.  In  one  par¬ 
ticular  process  a  portion  of  the  resultant 
product  is  used  for  food  purposes  and  the 
remainder  is  not.  In  addition,  a  certain 
amount  of  the  flour  is  lost  in  processing. 

I  would  like  to  know  if  marketing 
certificates  will  be  required  for  all  of 
the  wheat  milled  into  flour  used  in  such 
industrial  processes  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  all  or  part  of  such  wheat  is  finally 
used  for  nonfood  purposes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  assured  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  that  in 
such  cases  a  price  adjustment  will  be  ar¬ 


ranged  either  with  the  millers  or  the  in¬ 
dustrial  processors  of  flour  in  recognition 
of  the  fact  that  not  all  of  the  end  product 
is  to  be  used  for  human  food  purposes. 

Anticipating  the  gentleman’s  observa¬ 
tions  and  questions  I  communicated  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  immediately  after  the  vote  on  the 
Stratton  amendment.) 

(Mr.  TOLLEFSON  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  TOLLEFSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
cent  revelations  in  the  press  convince 
me  that  my  vote  against  the  sugar  bill 
was  correct.  According  to  Jack  Steele  of 
the  Washington  Daily  News  over  a  half 
million  dollars  in  fees  will  be  paid  to  lob¬ 
byists  who  worked  to  get  the  sugar  bill 
approved  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  It  was,  as  he  indicated,  the  sweet¬ 
est  bonanza  they  have  tasted  in  many 
years.  The  fees  will  be  paid  by  foreign 
sugar  producers  who  will  be  the  benefi¬ 
ciaries  of  a  huge  windfall  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill.  The  fees  range  from 
$5,000  to  $114,000  according  to  reports 
filed  with  the  Justice  Department  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Foreign  Agents  Registra¬ 
tion  Act.  Twenty-six  foreign  nations  re¬ 
ceive  new  or  increased  quotas  under  the 
bill.  They  will  be  enabled  to  sell  2  V2  mil¬ 
lion  tons  more  sugar  to  the  United  States 
than  previously  and  at  the  premium  price 
of  $56  a  ton  above  the  world  market 
price.  For  example,  India  would  receive 
its  first  quota  of  130,000  tons.  Mexico’s 
quota  would  be  increased  from  95,000  tons 
to  350,000  tons  annually.  The  Fiji  Is¬ 
lands  would  get  a  quota  of  10,000  tons. 
Haiti’s  quota  would  go  up  from  8,000  to 
25,000  tons.  On  the  other  hand  several 
sugarbeet  growing  areas  in  the  United 
States  were  given  thumbs  down  on  their 
requests  for  increased  quotas.  No  won¬ 
der  more  and  more  Americans  are  ask¬ 
ing  who  is  looking  after  their  interests 
and  welfare.  I  am  glad  that  I  was  one 
of  those  who  voted  against  this  un- 
American  measure.  The  pending  farm 
bill  is  not  much  better. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  consent  request? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  bill  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
getting  to  that  point  where  we  are  clos¬ 
ing  debate  in  consideration  of  this  bill, 
and  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  make  a 
point  or  two.  I  feel  an  obligation  as  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  handling  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions,  not  only  to  my  own  side  but  also 
to  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  to  make  this  point. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  said  a  few  moments  ago  that 
we  have  adopted  33  amendments  to  this 
bill.  I  would  be  remiss  in  my  duty  if  I 
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did  not  point  out  to  you  the  effect  of 
just  one  amendment,  the  Johnson  dairy 
amendment. 

There  is  produced  throughout  this 
country  in  1  year  125  billion  pounds  of 
milk.  If  we  should  assume  that  only  10 
percent  of  the  milk  producers  participate 
in  the  provisions  of  this  bill  as  we  find  it 
now  with  the  Johnson  amendment,  on 
the  basis  of  $2.50  a  hundredweight  for 
not  producing  milk  it  will  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  $300  million  a  year  alone — 1 
amendment  out  of  33  that  we  have 
adopted  here  today. 

I  think  we  have  got  to  think  seriously 
about  this,  particularly  those  from  urban 
centers.  I  do  not  know  how  you  can 
possibly  go  back  to  your  people  and  say 
“I  have  voted  to  pay  the  farmers  not  to 
produce  milk  for  your  children  to  drink.” 
I  cannot  possibly  see  how  you  can  justify 
a  vote  to  sustain  that  kind  of  amend¬ 
ment,  yet  that  is  what  we  have  done 
here. 

That  is  only  one  instance.  What  effect 
the  other  amendments  will  have  I  cannot 
predict  accurately,  but  the  Chairman  has 
not  yet  answered  my  previous  questions 
satisfactorily.  This  feed  grain  provision 
of  the  bill  will  cost,  in  my  judgment, 
better  than  double  what  the  Secretary 
told  us  and  I  will  not  be  surprised  if  it  is 
closer  to  triple  his  estimate  when  the  bill 
comes  up  for  consideration  the  following 
year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  what  estimate  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  made  on  the  current  pro¬ 
gram?  He  said  it  was  almost  $600  mil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  In  addition  to  the 
price-support  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  In  addition?  The 
losses  sustained  on  the  program  have 
amounted  to  almost  $600  million.  In 
the  program  we  are  proposing  we  pro¬ 
pose  that  the  Government  save  about 
$2.50  a  hundred.  I  do  not  see  how  the 
program  can  be  worse  than  the  one  we 
have  now. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  You  are  still  going  to 
buy  commodities,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
here  to  prevent  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  himself 
admits  that  the  proposed  program  is 
workable. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  saying  that  under 
the  terms  of  the  amendment,  exclusive 
of  price  supports,  this  particular  section 
will  cost  $300  million. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maine. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  May  I  say  it  would 
be  appropriate  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  to  say,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
correctly,  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  the 
deficiency  in  the  dairy  program  was 
about  $156  million.  It  has  gone  up  to 
the  point  where  the  chairman  has  indi¬ 
cated  ;  namely,  in  the  last  year  it  is  close 
to  $600  million.  Certainly  this  is  indic¬ 
ative  of  some  very,  very  serious  errors 
in  judgment  in  the  administration  at 
the  price  support  level. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  This  has  to  be  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Mr.  Freeman  because  under  the  old 
Secretary,  regardless  of  what  was  said 


against  him,  supply  and  demand  were 
pretty  much  achieved  so  far  as  dairy 
products  were  concerned.  We  were 
asked  before  our  committee  earlier  this 
year  to  extend  those  high  price  supports 
of  Mr.  Freeman  for  the  duration  of  this 
year.  That  would  have  cost  $300  million. 
But  we  did  not  go  along  and  rectify  the 
mistake  that  Freeman  made  in  the  first 
instance  by  raising  price  suppoi’ts  and 
costing  the  additional  money. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  On  January  1,  1961, 
the  inventory  of  butter,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  in  the  hands  of  CCC 
was  zero.  At  this  time  it  is  somewhere 
in  the  neighborhood  of  400  million 
pounds. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jensen:  After 
the  last  word  in  the  bill,  add  a  new  section: 
“ Provided ,  That  not  more  than  one  vacancy 
out  of  four  shall  be  filled,  until  the  person¬ 
nel,  provided  for  in  the  budget  has  been 
reduced  by  at  least  5  per  centum.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Jensen)  there 
were — ayes  154,  noes  202. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Griffin:  On 
page  89,  after  the  last  word  on  line  4,  add 
a  new  section  as  follows : 

“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  total  number  of  employees  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  shall  at  no  time 
exceed  the  number  of  farmers  in  America.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Albert) 
there  were — ayes  171,  noes  230. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  WHARTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
it  be  said  in  behalf  of  Billie  Sol  Estes, 
that  he  has  done  more  to  point  up  the 
deficiencies  of  the  farm  program  than 
anyone  in  recent  times.  Here  we  have 
something  originally  designed  to  help  the 
farmer  and  assist  the  consumer,  and  to¬ 
day  we  find  ourselves  principally  con¬ 
cerned  with  a  huge  storage  problem  and 
the  disposition  of  an  overwhelming 
stockpile  of  grain  and  other  commodi¬ 
ties.  In  1962,  we  are  told,  Estes  alone 
collected  almost  $3.5  million  for  storing 
grain  in  his  elevator  at  Plain  view,  Tex. 
But  he  was  only  one  of  about  10,000 
other  individuals  and  companies  that 
collected  last  year.  Handling  and  stor¬ 
ing  fees  are  reported  to  total  $450  mil¬ 
lion  this  year  and  a  grand  total  of  $4 
billion  since  1951. 

Now  the  Attorney  General  says  he  has 
75  assistants  working  on  the  Estes  case, 
but  what  gets  the  investigators  down  is 
one  huge  morass  of  administrative  regu¬ 
lations  by  which  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  is  governed  internally.  These  rules 
laid  down  by  Department  heads  over  a 
long  space  are  so  numerous,  so  complex, 
and  so  varied,  that  they  afford  sanction 
for  almost  any  course  of  action.  When 
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bureaucracy  becomes  so  overgrown  as 
to  blur  the  lines  so  that  right  and  wrong¬ 
doings  get  tangled  up  in  complicated 
regulations,  free  government  is  in  dan¬ 
ger  and  practically  every  farmer  who 
has  expressed  himself  in  my  area  is  of 
that  opinion. 

So,  let  us  face  it  and  admit  that  most 
farm  programs  leading  up  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  impasse  have  been  a  flop.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  needs  a  real 
reorganization  from  top  to  bottom.  We 
have  ample  evidence  that  politics  and 
agriculture  do  not  combine  to  bring 
about  the  desired  results.  I  suggest  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  conduct  a 
house  cleaning  in  his  Department  and 
divest  himself  of  this  complicated  mess. 
Then,  bring  in  a  simple  program,  devoid 
of  the  political  implications  pointed  up 
in  the  Estes  case,  and  something  that 
we  can  support  in  good  conscience. 

Agricultural  programs  over  the  years 
have  certainly  done  their  share  to  add  to 
the  inflationary  spiral,  and  I  find  myself 
obliged  to  continue  in  opposition  to  im¬ 
practical  and  unworkable  programs  such 
as  we  have  before  us  today. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
the  House  votes  upon  this  bill  I  think  we 
should  know  to  what  lengths  the  admin¬ 
istration  is  going  to  put  pressure  upon 
the  Members  of  Congress.  All  over  this 
country  paid  employees  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  are  engaging  in  il¬ 
legal  lobbying  for  the  administration  bill. 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  submit  to  such  tac¬ 
tics,  if  we  fail  to  demand  an  end  to  the 
illegal  actions  of  the  President  and  his 
officials,  we  are  putting  into  jeopardy  the 
whole  constitutional  concept  of  separa¬ 
tion  of  powers.  Let  the  President  send 
his  proposals  down  here  and  let  them  be 
debated  and  decided  upon  their  merits. 
If  he  dare  not  do  that,  this  bill  should 
not  be  passed.  Certainly,  some  action 
should  be  taken  by  this  body  to  put  a 
stop  to  the  practice,  which  is  becoming- 
widespread  under  the  Kennedy  adminis¬ 
tration,  of  using  public  money  to  pay  for 
influencing  legislation. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  telegram  pointing 
out  that  higher  officials  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  and  Conservation  Committees  are 
telephoning  the  ASC  office  managers 
urging  them  to  contact  local  farmers  to 
put  pressure  on  Congress  in  behalf  of  the 
President’s  farm  bill.  This  is  a  bald  and 
unashamed  violation  of  the  law  and  I, 
as  one  Member  of  this  House,  resent  it. 
Only  recently  at  a  meeting  in  Washing¬ 
ton  at  taxpayers  expense,  the  President 
told  a  group  of  these  committeemen  that 
they  should  use  their  influence  in  behalf 
of  his  bill.  The  President  said : 

While  you  are  prohibited  by  custom  and 
law  quite  rightly  from  involving  yourselves 
in  any  particular  program  or  recommending 
it,  or  lobbying  it,  nevertheless,  we  do  value 
very  highly  the  communication  which  goes 
from  here  to  you,  because  you  are  our  most 
direct  link  with  the  farmers  themselves. 

The  President  further,  at  the  same 
meeting,  said : 

We  hope  you  will  also  see  the  Members 
of  Congress  and  acquaint  them  and  the 
Senators.  We  don’t  want  them  to  be  as  the 
Secretary  said,  “lonesome.” 

This  can  only  mean  that  the  President 
told  the  committeemen  it  was  unlawful 
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for  them  to  lobby  the  Congress,  and  then 
told  them  to  go  ahead  and  do  it  anyhow. 
Such  suggestions  by  the  President  are  an 
insult  to  Congress.  Has  he  so  little  re¬ 
spect  for  this  body  that  he  attempt  to 
pressure  his  programs  through  using 
any  means,  any  subterfuge,  any  viola¬ 
tion  of  law  or  the  Constitution?  If  we 
allow  him  to  use  the  vast  power  of  the 
Presidency  and  the  vast  resources  and 
finances  available  to  the  Government  to 
direct  the  actions  of  Congress,  we  are 
failing  the  oath  we  took  to  uphold  the 
Constitution  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  including  the  farmers, 
will  pay  for  our  failure  to  stand  on 
principle. 

The  telegram  mentioned  earlier  is 
here  reprinted  showing  the  pressures, 
being  applied : 

Three  Rivers,  Tex.,  June  19,  1962. 

Senator  J.  G.  Tower, 

Austin,  Tex.: 

Chancey  King,  regional  director,  San 
Antonio,  telephoned  Tilden  ASC  office  ask¬ 
ing  office  manager  to  urge  local  farmers  wire 
Congressman  to  support  administration  farm 
bill.  Undersigned  is  vice  chairman,  local 
ASC  committee. 

Dick  Horton. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Chairman,  ordinarily  I  would  be  some¬ 
what  hesitant  to  offer  my  remarks  on  a 
bill  of  major  importance  coming  out  of 
the  committee  on  which  I  do  not  serve. 
However,  as  we  have  a  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  who  is  formerly  a  big  city  law¬ 
yer,  and,  since  the  President  himself  is 
exclusively  a  city  product,  I  perhaps  need 
not  feel  reluctant  to  discuss  the  admin¬ 
istration  omnibus  bill,  even  though  I,  too, 
am  a  city  dweller.  This  bill  will  affect 
city  dwellers  and  farm  folks;  it  will  have 
an  impact  on  the  total  economy  of  our 
Nation;  therefore,  it  should  be  a  matter 
of  concern  to  all  of  us. 

I  was  interested  to  note,  in  looking  over 
the  wire-service  dispatch  this  afternoon 
that  reference  is  made  therein  to  the 
“get-tough  administration  farm  bill,” 
The  administration  has  previously  seen 
fit  to  get  tough  with  the  steel  industry; 
now  it  is  getting  tough  with  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer,  and  who  is  there  among  us 
who  can  foretell  what  sector  of  our  econ¬ 
omy  will  next  feel  the  heavy  hand  of 
Government,';  It  is  clear  that  the  mailed 
fist  is  showing  through  the  velvet  glove; 
indeed,  this  is  inevitably  the  develop¬ 
ment  in  a  welfare  state.  It  is  precisely 
this  welfare  state  that  the  President  and 
the  theoreticians  who  surround  him  and 
who  constantly  have  his  ear  are  unques¬ 
tionably  trying  to  build.  Of  course,  they 
tell  us  that  the  problems  are  so  complex 
that  only  the  sophisticates  from  the  left 
bank  of  the  Charles  can  adequately  com¬ 
prehend  the  problems  and  suggest  solu¬ 
tions.  This  noblesse  oblige  attitude  can 
be  more  epigrammatically  stated  in 
these  words:  “The  people  do  not  know 
what’s  good  for  them.” 

To  many  it  is  absolutely  astounding 
that  such  a  philosophy  should  so  thor¬ 
oughly  permeate  our  executive  branch 
and  apparently  this  philosophy  has  been 
found  persuasive  by  a  great  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress.  In  the  Soviet  Union 
or  any  of  the  satellite  countries  where 
agriculture  has  been  thoroughly  regi¬ 
mented  and  controlled,  if  not  completely 


collectivized,  we  have  long  known  that 
these  actions  were  carried  out  only  over 
the  violent  protests  of  the  farmers.  Un¬ 
der  a  totalitarian  form  of  government 
it  was  not  to  be  expected  that  the  au¬ 
thoritarian  ruling  clique  would  heed 
their  anguished  cries.  However,  in  a 
representative  democracy  we  might  well 
choose  and  ask  ourselves  this  question: 
Who  besides  the  Kennedy-Freeman- 
Cochrane  triumvirate  is  demanding  this 
legislation? 

I  have  received  in  my  office  in  recent 
months  hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of 
letters  from  the  farmers  of  the  16th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  Illinois  pleading 
with  me,  yes,  imploring  me,  to  take 
every  conceivable  action  necessary  to 
bring  about  the  defeat  of  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  farm  bill.  These  people  are 
not  writing  at  the  request  of  any  vested 
interest;  they  are  not  writing  because 
they  are  under  any  compulsion  to  do  so. 
They  are  exercising  their  constitutional 
right  to  petition  their  congressional  Rep¬ 
resentative  for  a  redress  of  their  griev¬ 
ances  in  simple  yet  dramatic  fashion. 
Their  words  which  echo  and  reecho  with 
sincerity  are  spoken  out  of  the  deep- 
seated  conviction  that  the  permanent 
program  of  regimentation  and  control 
which  this  administration  seeks  to  im¬ 
pose  upon  them  spells  the  virtual  end 
of  their  independence. 

The  chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  made  some  pious  protesta¬ 
tions  in  his  opening  remarks  that  he  and 
the  members  on  his  side  of  the  aisle 
would  rise  above  “the  bonds  of  partisan¬ 
ship.”  In  the  hours  of  debate  that 
followed  it  became  quite  clear  that  this 
promise  was  in  the  same  category  as 
many  of  the  Kennedy  campaign  prom¬ 
ises.  However,  I  cannot  condemn  too 
greatly  those  members  who  have  openly 
made  this  a  partisan  issue.  For  this  bill 
illustrates  perhaps  better  than  any  other 
the  fundamental  difference  in  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  the  Democratic  and  Republi¬ 
can  Parties.  The  Republican  Party  em¬ 
braces  the  principle  of  voluntarism 
wherever  possible.  The  Democratic 
Party  on  the  contrary  has  become  in¬ 
creasingly  wedded  to  the  concept  of  co¬ 
ercion  and  control  by  big  government. 
The  facade  of  so-called  freedom  of  choice 
which  they  have  erected  in  front  of  this 
bill  in  the  form  of  referendums  is  merely 
a  hollow  facade.  When  you  look  at  the 
feed  grain  section  of  the  bill  and  realize 
that  producers  in  so-called  deficit  areas 
in  37  States  and  countless  thousands  of 
other  producers  of  less  than  40  acres  will 
not  vote  in  these  referendums,  then  it  is 
clear  that  to  call  this  a  free  election  is  a 
tortured  misconstruction  of  all  that  this 
word  means  to  the  average  American. 

One  of  the  worst  features  of  this  bill 
is,  of  course,  the  absolutely  discrimina¬ 
tory  fashion  in  which  it  treats  the  feed 
grain  producers  of  the  great  Middle 
West.  Is  it  any  wonder  that  many  peo¬ 
ple  are  leaning  to  the  conclusion  that 
this  “get-tough  bill”  is  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  political  payoff  to  the  farmers  of 
the  Middle  West  who  so  overwhelmingly 
repudiated  Mr.  Kennedy  and  his  supply 
management  concept  in  the  1960  elec¬ 
tion.  But  even  though  the  middle 
western  farmers  voted  against  Mr.  Ken¬ 


nedy  in  1960  they  are  surely  deserving  of 
better  than  this.  They  are  deserving  of 
the  thanks  of  a  grateful  nation  because 
it  has  been  their  industry  and  efficiency 
which  has  made  the  Middle  West  the 
breadbasket  of  our  Nation,  and  supplied 
such  a  large  share  of  our  abundance  of 
food  and  fiber. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  concluding  these  re¬ 
marks  I  speak  for  the  hundreds,  yes 
thousands,  of  farmers  in  my  district  who 
are  pleading  even  now  with  this  Con¬ 
gress  not  for  special  privileges,  but  for 
fair  treatment.  Let  us,  therefore,  reject 
this  bill  and  all  of  the  evil  consequences 
that  will  surely  follow.  Let  us  remain 
true  in  our  actions  here  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  to  our  convictions  and  re¬ 
main  responsible  to  the  wishes  of  those 
whom  we  represent  here. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  congratulate  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  and  the  dedicated  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  for  their  pa¬ 
tience  and  perseverance  which  resulted 
in  reporting  out  so  significant  a  bill  as 
H.R.  11222,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962. 

H.R.  11222  authorizes  a  positive  and 
equitable  program  for  dealing  with  the 
current  ills  of  agriculture. 

It  authorizes  programs  for  the  diver¬ 
sion  of  agricultural  lands  to  recreation 
and  other  nonagricultural  uses. 

It  authorizes  a  bushel  management 
program  for  wheat  which  will  protect 
wheat  producers’  incomes,  lower  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs,  and  draw  down  current 
wheat  surpluses. 

It  authorizes  a  mandatory  feed  grains 
program  which  continues  the  excellent 
features  of  the  current  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  while  reducing  Government  costs 
by  about  one-half. 

It  authorizes  the  acquisition  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities  from  pri¬ 
vate  stocks  for  disaster  relief  and  for 
economic  development  programs  under 
title  II  of  Public  Law  480. 

It  authorizes  an  emergency  surplus 
dairy  reduction  payments  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  H.R.  11222  is  enacted 
into  law  a  savings  of  $4  billion  can  be 
accomplished  in  the  cost  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  as  compared  with  the  cost  of 
continuing  the  1962  emergency  pro¬ 
grams.  Present  excessive  stocks  of  feed 
grains  and  wheat  will  be  reduced  at  far 
less  Government  cost  than  under  cur¬ 
rent  voluntary  programs,  because  all 
producers  would  be  required  under  the 
mandatory  features  of  the  programs  to 
participate  in  bringing  production  in  line 
with  needs. 

Farm  income  will  be  increased  mod¬ 
estly  by  the  programs  authorized  under 
H.R.  11222  and  food  prices  will  not  be 
increased. 

This  is  without  doubt  the  most  care¬ 
fully  considered  general  farm  bill  re¬ 
ported  to  us  by  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  last  decade.  It  is  no  small 
accomplishment  to  draft  a  bill  which 
will  increase  farm  income  without  in¬ 
creasing  food  prices  and  at  the  same 
time  pi’ovide  for  a  reduction  in  Govern¬ 
ment  farm  program  costs. 

I  want  especially  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  and  his  committee  for  the 
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wheat  program  provisions  in  the  bill. 
Wheatgrowers  after  many  years  of  ad¬ 
vocating  the  replacement  of  the  old 
acreage  allotment  program  by  a  more 
flexible  two-price  or  bushel  management 
program  will  at  last  be  permitted  to  have 
such  a  program. 

Wheat  producers  will  receive  acreage 
allotments  which  will  assure  a  reduction 
in  existing  wheat  stocks.  They  also  will 
be  given  marketing  certificates  equal  to 
their  pro  rata  share  of  the  total  amount 
of  wheat  used  for  food  and  for  export, 
with  certificated  wheat  supported  at 
about  $2  a  bushel  for  the  1963  crop, 
and  a  mandatory  support  level  range  of 
75  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

Wheat  produced  in  excess  of  that  cov¬ 
ered  by  marketing  certificates  will  be 
supported  at  a  level  in  line  with  world 
prices  for  wheat  and  domestic  prices  for 
feed  grains. 

Oregon  wheatgrowers  are  especially 
interested  in  the  provisions  which  state 
that  the  Secretary  shall  permit  growers 
to  produce  wheat  on  feed  grain  allot¬ 
ments  and  feed  grains  on  wheat  allot¬ 
ments  to  the  extent  that  such  action  does 
not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the 
program.  I  am  happy  to  note  that  the 
Agriculture  Committee  has  been  assured 
by  the  Secretary  that  he  will  use  these 
provisions  to  the  maximum  extent  pos¬ 
sible. 

These  provisions  will  give  Oregon 
wheat  producers  a  much  greater  flexibil¬ 
ity  in  their  operations  than  has  been  pos¬ 
sible  under  the  wheat  programs  of  the 
1950’s. 

H.R.  11222  provides  for  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  for  the  first  3  years  for  acreages 
shifted  from  wheat  and  feed  grain  pro¬ 
duction  to  conserving  uses.  A  number 
of  cattle  raisers  in  my  State  have  writ¬ 
ten  me  expressing  concern  that  the  live¬ 
stock  industry  would  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected  if  pasturing  were  permitted  on  the 
diverted  acreages. 

They  should  be  reassured  by  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  which  requires  for¬ 
feiture  of  the  diversion  payment  if  the 
Secretary  permits  the  diverted  acreages 
to  be  grazed  between  April  1  and  Oc¬ 
tober  1  of  any  year.  The  version  of  the 
bill  enacted  by  the  Senate  also  wisely 
stipulates  that  the  Secretary  may  permit 
grazing  of  the  diverted  acreage  only 
during  periods  of  severe  drought,  flood, 
or  other  natural  disaster. 

I  am  supporting  an  amendment  which 
will  control  grazing  on  diverted  acres 
and  a  second  amendment  which  will 
allow  the  Secretary  to  increase  allot¬ 
ments  for  any  kind  of  wheat  in  short 
supply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  choice  before  us  is 
either  the  proposed  legislation  or  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  extravagance  of  the 
present  program.  H.R.  11222  envisages 
a  new  direction  for  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  but  along  a  path  previously  tried 
and  proved  successful  in  cotton,  peanuts, 
rice,  and  tobacco. 

City  voters  should  greet  this  bill  with 
satisfaction  because  it  foresees  the  end 
of  surplus  storage  costs  and  excessive 
commodity  loan  commitments.  Farm 
producers  should  see  here  an  orderly  and 
forthright  advance  toward  economic 
equity  in  the  marketplace. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendments  I  have  outlined  and  to  vote 
for  the  bill  on  final  passage. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  H.R.  11222.  Sup¬ 
porters  of  the  bill  claim  it  would  help 
the  farmer  while  in  fact  it  would  regi¬ 
ment  him  in  much  the  same  way  that 
farmers  in  Fascist  and  Communist  coun¬ 
tries  are  regimented.  The  reasons  for 
my  opposition  to  the  Government-man¬ 
aged  approach  to  agriculture  which  the 
bill  proposes  can  best  be  summed  up  in 
an  article  written  by  a  former  FBI  agent, 
Dan  Smoot,  in  his  report  of  June  11, 
1962,  entitled  “Communizing  and  Cor¬ 
rupting  Agriculture.”  I  include  the 
article  in  the  Record  at  this  point: 

COMMUNIZING  AND  CORRUPTING  AGRICULTURE 

Dr.  Willard  W.  Cochrane,  a  Minnesota 
economist,  was  Kennedy’s  chief  farm  adviser 
during  the  1960  campaign.  Dr.  Cochrane 
devised  a  new  agricultural  program  which 
President  Kennedy — in  a  special  farm  mes¬ 
sage,  March  16,  1961 — urged  Congress  to 
authorize. 

The  Kennedy-Cochrane  farm  program  pre¬ 
scribed  a  supply  management  system  in 
which  committees  of  farmers,  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (with 
Congress  having  only  a  negative  veto  vote  if 
it  disapproved)  would  regulate  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  income  of  American  farmers.  This 
scheme  would  create  in  the  United  States  a 
system  virtually  identical  with  the  cor¬ 
porate  states  which  Mussolini  and  Hitler  set 
up  in  Italy  and  Germany.  The  economic 
arrangements  in  the  Fascist  states  of  Italy 
and  Germany  before  World  War  II  were  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  economic  arrangements  in 
Communist  countries  only  in  the  mechan¬ 
ical  techniques  of  management. 

When  we  have  our  entire  economy  depart¬ 
mentalized  into  communes,  or  soviets,  or 
governmental  corporations — each  depart¬ 
mentalized  industry  run  by  a  local  commit¬ 
tee  or  soviet  under  the  overall  control  of  the 
central  political  power  in  Washington — we 
will  have  the  total  Fascist-Communist  state. 

The  Kennedy-Cochrane  farm  program  of 
1961  would  have  created  this  kind  of  Fascist- 
Communist  system  for  agriculture,  our  larg¬ 
est  industry.  And,  of  course,  if  we  permit 
government  to  communize  agriculture,  there 
is  little  reason  to  believe  that  we  can  then 
prevent  the  communizing  ol  all  other  basic 
industries,  one  by  one. 

In  1961,  Congress  passed  an  emergency 
feed  grains  bill  proposed  by  Kennedy;  and  it 
enacted  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1961  to  extend 
all  existing  farm  programs;  but  it  did  not 
act  on  the  new  farm  program  proposed  by 
the  President. 

On  January  30,  1962,  President  Kennedy 
tried  again.  He  sent  another  special  farm 
message  to  Congress,  presenting  the  Cochrane 
scheme  somewhat  modified. 

On  January  31,  1962,  U.S.  Representative 
Harold  D.  Cooley,  Democrat,  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  introduced  H.R.  10010,  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  President’s  program. 

The  Kennedy  farm  program  of  1962  does 
not  include  the  Communist-Fascist  farmers’ 
committees  proposal  of  1961;  it  does  not  in¬ 
clude  the  proposal  that  Congress  abandon 
its  legislative  function  and  grant  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  authority  to  do  anything 
he  likes,  subject  only  to  congressional  veto; 
and  it  is  not  quite  as  broad  in  scope  (does 
not  include  as  many  farm  commodities)  as 
the  1961  proposals. 

The  Kennedy  farm  program  of  1962  retains 
the  supply  management  plan  of  1961,  which 
will  mean  a  Communist-Fascist  type  of  farm 
regimentation  for  all  farmers  producing 
major  commodities  now  in  great  surplus: 
wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghum,  and  barley. 
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The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be  em¬ 
powered  to  determine  how  many  acres  should 
be  devoted  to  these  crops.  He  will  allot  all 
farmers  a  base  acreage,  telling  them  how 
many  acres  they  can  plant  in  these  crops, 
and  how  many  acres  they  must  leave  idle  or 
put  to  other  use.  The  Secretary  will  guaran¬ 
tee  the  farmers  a  high  price  for  the  author¬ 
ized  crops  produced.  He  will  pay  them  for 
not  planting  the  idle  acres;  or,  he  will  give 
land  use  aid  to  them  for  authorized  other 
uses  of  the  land  which  is  not  planted  in  the 
controlled  crops.  Some  of  the  other  uses 
specified  will  involve  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation,  development  of  recreational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  promotion  of  wildlife  preservation. 

The  1962  farm  program  preserves  the 
Soviet-style  referendum  system  which  has 
been  imposed  on  wheat  and  corn  farmers  for 
years.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
supervises  a  referendum  election,  in  which 
affected  farmers  can  vote  for  or  against  a 
high  price  support  program  for  controlled 
commodities.  If  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
voting  should  reject  high  price  supports,  the 
Department  can  punish  them  by  dumping 
on  the  market  some  of  the  vast  stores  of  ac¬ 
cumulated  surpluses,  thus  depressing  prices 
and  making  it  impossible  for  farmers  to  sell 
what  they  produce. 

The  Department  itself  determines  qualifi¬ 
cations  and  conditions  for  voting,  and  rigs 
the  elections  so  that  farmers  are  never  given 
a  chance  to  vote  for  freedom.  Hence,  gen¬ 
erally  speaking,  only  the  minority  of  farm¬ 
ers  who  are  a  part  of,  or  are  profiting  from, 
the  corrupt  and  tyrannical  system,  ever 
bother  to  vote.  Most  farmers — who  would 
like  the  Federal  Government  to  get  out  of 
the  farming  business  and  leave  farmers  free 
to  farm  their  own  land  in  their  own  way — 
always  ignore  the  farcical  elections.  It  fol¬ 
lows  that  the  farmers’  referendum  elections— 
rigged  and  controlled  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture — always  prove  what  the  Depart¬ 
ment  wants  them  to  prove:  namely,  that 
American  farmers  are  overwhelmingly  in 
favor  of  the  Department’s  programs. 

Dr.  Willard  W.  Cochrane,  creator  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy’s  supply  management  agricul¬ 
tural  program,  and  Orville  Freeman,  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  candidly  admit  that 
the  sceme  means  the  granting — by  sale  or 
gift — of  a  Federal  franchise  to  farmers  to 
farm.  And  the  franchise  to  grow  crops 
will  have  more  value  than  the  land  on  which 
the  crops  are  grown.  The  value  of  a  man’s 
farm  will  depend  not  on  the  quality  of  his 
land  or  on  the  labor  and  investment  he  has 
put  into  improvements,  but  on  the  kind  of 
Federal  franchise  he  holds.  If  he  canno-t  get 
a  franchise,  his  land  is  virtually  useless.  If 
he  can  get  the  right  kind  of  franchise,  his 
farm  will  produce  great  profits  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  times  Republi¬ 
cans  or  conservatives  are  accused  of  not 
having  positive  alternatives  to  proposed 
socialistic  solutions  to  problems  con¬ 
fronting  our  Nation.  I  believe  very  defi¬ 
nitely  that  there  is  a  positive  alternative 
to  the  agriculture  problem.  My  good 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Indiana, 
the  ‘Honorable  Ross  Adair,  has  offered 
such  an  alternative  in  H.R.  4051,  which 
was  introduced  February  9,  1961.  This 
bill  calls  for  the  repeal  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  I  believe 
the  sooner  this  bill  is  considered  and  en¬ 
acted  the  better  off  our  farmers  will  be. 
I  include  the  remarks  of  Dan  Smoot  in 
his  report  of  June  11,  1962,  concerning 
this  bill  in  the  Record  at  this  point : 

Adair  Bill:  The  “What  To  Do” 

We  do  have  a  farm  problem  In  America, 
and  the  Government  has  caused  it.  The  way 
to  solve  the  problem  Is  to  get  the  Govern- 
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ment  out  of  the  farming  business  and  leave 
American  farmers  free. 

There  is  now  before  Congress  a  proposed 
bill  which  would  repeal  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  and  thus  leave  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  free  to  solve  the  farm  problem. 
It  is  H.R.  4051,  introduced  February  9,  1961, 
by  U.S.  Congressman  E.  Ross  Adair,  Repub¬ 
lican,  of  Indiana.  The  proposed  Adair  bill 
deserves  energetic  and  relentless  support 
from  every  American,  farmer  and  urban 
dweller  alike,  who  wants  to  restore  American 
constitutional  government. 

Here  is  the  full  text  of  the  Adair  bill: 

“H.R. - 

“A  bill  to  free  farmers  from  Government 
control 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  shall  be  hereby  repealed. 

“Sec.  2.  All  stocks  of  commodities  owned 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
be  frozen  for  a  period  of  2  years,  pending 
provision  for  orderly  liquidation  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration.  This  shall  be  intended  to  termi¬ 
nate  all  buying,  as  well  as  selling  activities 
of  the  Corporation. 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  All  penalties  collected  under 
the  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
shall  be  refunded  to  those  persons  penalized 
under  the  marketing  quota  provisions. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  reim¬ 
burse  such  persons,  or  their  heirs,  within  a 
period  of  two  years  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  bill. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
furnish  a  list  of  all  penalties  collected  and 
persons  from  whom  collected  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury,  for  the  purpose  of 
such  reimbursement. 

“(c)  After  the  two-year  period  for  reim¬ 
bursement  of  said  penalties  has  elapsed,  all 
persons  having  an  unsatisfied  claim  to  reim¬ 
bursement  of  penalties  incurred  under  mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  of  the  Act,  shall  be 
authorized  to  institute  a  civil  suit  for  collec¬ 
tion  of  said  claims  against  the  United  States 
Government  in  any  district  court  of  the 
United  States  of  America.” 

“(d)  All  liens  established  as  a  result  of 
penalty  judgment  under  the  marketing  quota 
provisions  of  the  Act,  are  hereby  declared 
to  be  null  and  void.” 

The  Adair  bill- — which  has  lain  in  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  virtually  un¬ 
noticed  since  it  was  introduced  on  February 
9,  1961 — is  the  only  proposal  before  Congress 
that  really  would  solve  our  farm  problem. 
It  would  restore  the  constitutional  rights  of 
American  farmers;  it  would  eliminate  the 
possibility  of  any  more  Billie  Sol  Estes  cases; 
and  it  would  save  American  taxpayers  at 
least  $5  billion  a  year. 

All  Americans  who  care  should  urge  their 
U.S.  Representatives  to  vote  against  the  ad¬ 
ministration  farm  bill  (H.R.  11222)  already 
reported  by  the  Agriculture  Committee  but 
still  pending  in  the  House;  and  S.  3225, 
passed  by  the  Senate  on  May  25,  1962,  but 
still  awaiting  action  in  the  House. 

At  the  same  time,  all  Members  of  the 
House  should  be  urged  to  use  whatever 
means  available  to  get  the  Adair  bill  (to 
repeal  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (H.R.  4051),  introduced 
February  9,  1961)  out  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  and  bring  it  on  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  HECHLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
American  taxpayer  has  too  long  been 
burdened  with  the  expense  of  storing 
huge  and  growing  surpluses.  At  a  time 
when  production  is  increasing  rapidly 
through  the  use  of  new  techniques,  ma¬ 
chinery,  fertilizer  and  imaginative  meth¬ 


ods,  we  must  take  firmer  steps  to  develop 
a  sensible  farm  program.  I  am  not  im¬ 
pressed  by  those  who  scream  “dictator¬ 
ship”  whenever  it  is  proposed  to  employ 
firmer  controls  to  cut  down  surpluses, 
for  only  through  such  controls  can  an 
effective  program  be  administered. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  whenever  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  written  on  the  floor,  loopholes 
are  opened  up  and  the  efforts  of  those 
genuinely  interested  in  a  more  sensible 
program  are  watered  down.  I  believe 
that  President  Kennedy  and  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman  have  devised  the 
best  framework  yet  presented  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  moving  toward  a  solution  to 
the  sticky  farm  problem. 

I  have  been  impressed  for  a  long  time 
by  the  fact  that  the  tobacco  program  is 
highly  successful.  In  West  Virginia,  my 
congressional  district  grows  more  tobac¬ 
co  than  all  the  other  districts  of  the 
State  put  together.  By  and  large,  the 
tobacco  program  has  a  maximum  of 
farmer  support  in  West  Virginia  and  a 
minimum  of  critical  demand  for  change. 

There  must  be  qualities  in  this  type  of 
program  worth  copying  in  others — and 
the  bill  before  us  as  it  applies  to  feed 
grains  and  wheat  is  a  prime  example  of 
such  an  effort. 

First  of  all,  the  feed  grains  and  wheat 
programs  call  for  substantial  fanner 
support  before  they  can  be  put  into 
operation — and  that  has  been  a  contin¬ 
uing  feature  of  the  tobacco  program. 

Also,  as  in  the  tobacco  program,  the 
proposed  feed  grains  and  wheat  pro¬ 
grams  create  a  direct  tie  between  supply 
management  and  price  support. 

And  the  third  comparison  is  that  the 
new  programs,  too,  seek  to  constantly  re¬ 
duce  the  money  contributions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

Now  I  realize  that  feed  grains  and 
wheat  are  utilized  in  cereal  and  flour 
form  for  food,  and  that  tobacco  is  not — 
and  that  we  need  far  greater  production 
of  grains  than  of  tobacco. 

Yet  one  fact  is  true  of  all  farm  comodi- 
ties : 

Production  opportunity  is  meaningless 
unless  accompanied  by  earning  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

The  best  legal  education  in  the  world 
is  useless  to  the  man  who  cannot  find 
an  opportunity  to  practice  law. 

The  best  land,  the  best  machinery,  the 
best  skills  are  useless  to  the  farmer  who 
does  not  have  the  opportunity  to  sell  his 
products  at  prices  that  will  reflect  a 
standard  of  living  fairly  related  to  his 
investments  of  work,  know-how,  and 
money. 

This  bill  recognizes  the  very  real  re¬ 
lationship  between  opportunity  to  pro¬ 
duce  and  opportunity  to  sell  at  a  fail- 
price. 

It  seeks  to  reconcile  the  two  oppor¬ 
tunities  through  essentially  democratic 
processes. 

It  seeks  to  achieve  for  all  of  our  so¬ 
ciety  the  benefits  of  an  abundance  that 
stops  short  of  waste — waste  of  the  com¬ 
modities  themselves,  waste  of  the  farm¬ 
er’s  investments  and  labor,  waste  of  the 
Federal  funds  devoted  to  the  agricul¬ 
tural  sector. 

This  is  sensible  legislation,  offering 
sound  avenues  for  stability  in  farm  in- 
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come,  in  the  supply  and  price  structure, 
and  in  fiscal  management. 

Yet  if  the  farmer  does  not  want  pro¬ 
grams  of  this  type,  he  can  say  so  in  the 
referendums  provided,  and  his  decision 
will  be  the  final  determination  of  the 
course  we  take. 

Any  farmer,  any  Member  of  Congress, 
can  find  a  dozen  reasons  to  be  against 
this  type  of  farmer-Government  cooper¬ 
ation.  But  we  never  solve  problems  on 
the  basis  of  what  we  are  against — we 
achieve  solutions  only  through  positive 
thought  and  action. 

The  programs  of  the  past  have  not 
brought  the  solutions  to  feed  grains  and 
wheat  problems  all  of  us — farmers  and 
consumers  and  Congressmen  and  tax¬ 
payers  want. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  take  a  new 
approach — and  in  it  we  are  enriched  by 
experience  with  such  commodities  as 
tobacco. 

The  new  approach  is  filled  with  chal¬ 
lenges — for  farm  families,  for  program 
administrators,  and  for  the  Congress 
which  should  and  will  keep  a  continuing- 
watch  over  its  operation. 

I  am  optimistic  about  the  results,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  familiar  with  the  never-end¬ 
ing  supply  of  incentive  and  enterprise 
associated  with  individual  ownership  of 
the  great  majority  of  our  farms. 

These  are  some  of  the  reasons  why  I 
shall  support  the  administration  in  its 
efforts  to  enact  a  sensible  farm  program. 
Although  I  do  not  like  the  fact  that  there 
are  those  who  have  tried  and  in  some 
cases  succeeded  in  opening  up  loopholes 
in  this  bill,  the  general  thrust  of  the  bill 
is  in  the  right  direction,  and  I  shall, 
therefore,  support  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  11222)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to 
reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  prod¬ 
ucts  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  No. 
678,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  separate  vote  on  committee 
amendment  No.  10,  which  would  estab¬ 
lish  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  designate  certain  areas 
as  deficit  feed  areas,  and  thus  exempt 
them  from  the  mandatory  acreage  cut¬ 
backs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  amendment  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  39,  beginning  on  line  22. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  for  a  separate  vote  on  the 
amendment  which  was  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Mc- 
Sween],  which  struck  out  sections  104 
through  107,  and  which  appears  begin¬ 
ning  on  page  6. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment? 

If  not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  on  which  a  separate 
vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  part,  in  any  feed  deficit  area 
in  which  the  Secretary  determines  (1)  that 
the  application  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  would  result  in  hardship  to  producers 
in  such  area,  would  unduly  increase  the 
price  of  feed  grains  in  such  area  relative 
to  other  areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal 
farming  practices  in  such  area,  and  (2)  that 
the  exception  provided  by  this  section  would 
not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  this 
Act,  he  may  provide  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  he  may  prescribe  that  no  farm 
marketing  quota  (that  is,  production  on  the 
acreage  allotment)  for  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in 
such  area,  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed 
grains  does  not  exceed  the  farm  base  acre¬ 
age  determined  for  the  farm.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of 
.section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land- 
use  provisions  of  section  360J  shall  be  in¬ 
applicable  to  the  farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support,  and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such 
farm  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any 
referendum  on  marketing  quotas  for  such 
crop. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Findley), 
there  were — ayes  175,  noes  113. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  267,  nays  151,  not  voting  19, 
as  follows ; 

[Roll  No.  123] 

YEAS — 267 


Abbitt 

Burke,  Ky. 

Diggs 

Abernethy 

Burke,  Mass. 

Dingell 

Addabbo 

Burleson 

Donohue 

Albert 

Byme,  Pa. 

Dorn 

Alexander 

Carey 

Dowdy 

Andrews 

Casey 

Downing 

Anfuso 

Celler 

Doyle 

Ashmore 

Chelf 

Dulski 

Aspinall 

Clark 

Edmondson 

Bailey 

Coad 

Elliott 

Baldwin 

Cohelan 

Everett 

Baring 

Colmer 

Evins 

Barrett 

Conte 

Fallon 

Bass,  N.H. 

Cook 

Farbstein 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Cooley 

Fascell 

Bates 

Corbett 

Finnegan 

Beckworth 

Corman 

Fisher 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Cramer 

Flynt 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Fogarty 

Blatnik 

Daddario 

Forrester 

Boggs 

Daniels 

Fountain 

Boland 

Davis, 

Frazier 

Bolling 

James  C. 

Friedel 

Bonner 

Davis,  John  W. 

Fulton 

Boykin 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Gallagher 

Brademas 

Dawson 

Garmatz 

Brewster 

Delaney 

Gary 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Dent 

Gathings 

Buckley 

Denton 

Giaimo 

Gilbert 

McDowell 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Schenck 

Springer 

Weaver 

Gonzalez 

McFall 

Robison 

Scherer 

Steed 

Weis 

Granahan 

Mclntire 

Rodino 

Schneebeli 

Taber 

Whalley 

Grant 

McMillan 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Schweiker 

Teague,  Calif. 

Wharton 

Gray 

McSween 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Schwengel 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Widnall 

Green,  Oreg. 

Macdonald 

Rooney 

Short 

Tollefson 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Green,  Pa. 

Mack 

Roosevelt 

Shriver 

Utt 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Griffiths 

Magnuson 

Rosenthal 

Sibal 

Vanik 

Wright 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Mailliard 

Rostenkowski 

Smith,  Calif. 

Van  Pelt 

Young 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Mathias 

Rutherford 

Smith,  Iowa 

Wallhauser 

Younger 

Hansen 

Harding 

Matthews 

May 

Ryan,  Mich. 
Ryan,  N.Y. 

NOT  VOTING— 

19 

Hardy 

Merrow 

St.  Germain 

Addonizio 

Garland 

Martin.  Mass. 

Harris 

Miller,  Clem 

Santangelo 

Alford 

Glenn 

Riley 

Harrison,  Va. 

Miller, 

Saylor 

Blitch 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Saund 

Hays 

Healey 

Hebert 

Hechler 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Holifield 

Holland 

Huddleston 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Inouye 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Joelson 

Johnson,  CaUf . 
Johnson,  Md. 
Johnson,  Wis. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Karsten 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kearns 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

Keogh 

Kilgore 

King,  Calif. 

King,  N.Y. 

King,  Utah 

Kirwan 

Kitchin 

Kluczynski 

Knox 

Kornegay 

Kowalski 

Kunkel 

Landrum 

Lane 

Lankford 

Lennon 

Lesinski 

Libonati 


George  P. 
Mills 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moore 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Morrison 

Morse 

Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Murphy 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nix 

Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien,  Ill. 
O'Brien,  N.Y. 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
O’Konski 
O’Neill 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Peterson 
Pfost  ' 

Philbin 

Pike 

Pilcher 

Poage 

Poff 

Powell 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Rains 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Rivers,  Alaska 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Roberts,  Ala. 


Scott 
Scranton 
Seely -Brown 
Selden 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Shipley 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 

Smith,  Miss. 

Smith,  Va. 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Sullivan 

Taylor 

Teague,  Tex. 

Thomas 

Thompson,  La. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thornberry 

Toll 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Tupper 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Ullman 

Van  Zandt 

Vinson 

Waggonner 

Walter 

Watts 

Westland 

Whitener 

Whitten 

Wickersham 

Williams 

Willis 

Winstead 

Yates 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Cannon  Horan  Siler 

Flood  Loser  Spence 

Frelinghuysen  Madden  Stubblefield 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Madden  for,  with  Mr.  Martin  of 
Massachusetts  against. 

Mr.  Flood  for,  with  Mr.  Siler  against. 

Mr.  Horan  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Mich¬ 
igan  against. 

Mrs.  Blitch  for,  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
against. 

.Mrs.  Riley  for,  \.*ith  Mr.  Glenn  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  OLSEN  and  Mr.  LINDSAY 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Messrs.  KNOX,  BASS  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  MOORE,  and  CURTIS  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  changed  their  votes  from  “nay” 
to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Beginning  on  page  6,  line  23,  strike  out  all 
of  sections  104,  105,  106,  and  107. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 


NAYS— 151 


Adair 

Dague 

Latta 

Alger 

Derounian 

Lindsay 

Andersen, 

Derwinski 

Lipscomb 

Minn. 

Devine 

McCulloch 

Anderson,  HI. 

Dole 

McDonough 

Arends 

Dominick 

McVey 

Ashbrook 

Dooley 

MacGregor 

Ashley 

Durno 

Mahon 

Auchincloss 

Dwyer 

Marshall 

Avery 

Ellsworth 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Ayres 

Feighan 

Mason 

Baker 

Fenton 

Meader 

Barry 

Findley 

Michel 

Battin 

Fino 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Becker 

Ford 

Milliken 

Beermann 

Gavin 

Minshall 

Belcher 

Goodell 

Montoya 

Bell 

Goodling 

Moorehead, 

Berry 

Griffin 

Ohio 

Betts 

Gross 

Morris 

Bolton 

Gubser 

Mosher 

Bow 

Haley 

Nelsen 

Bray 

Hall 

Nygaard 

Breeding 

Halleck 

Olsen 

Bromwell 

Halpern 

Osmers 

Broomfield 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Ostertag 

Brown 

Harsha 

Pelly 

Broyhill 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Pillion 

Bruce 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Pirnie 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hiestand 

Quie 

Cahill 

Hoeven 

Randall 

Cederberg 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Ray 

Chamberlain 

Hosmer 

Reece 

Chenoweth 

Hull 

Reifel 

Chiperfield 

Jensen 

Riehlman 

Church 

Johansen 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Clancy 

Judd 

Roudebush 

Collier 

Kilburn 

Roush 

Cunningham 

Kyi 

Rousselot 

Curtin 

Laird 

St.  George 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Langen 

Schadeberg 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Jensen)  there 
were — ayes  158,  noes  101. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  quali¬ 
fies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Findley  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  11222  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
T  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  215,  nays  205,  not  voting  17, 
as  follows : 
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[Roll  No.  124] 
YEAS— 215 


Abbitt 

Feighan 

Mosher 

Abernethy 

Fenton 

Murray 

Adair 

Findley 

Nelsen 

Addabbo 

Fino 

Norblad 

Alger 

Fisher 

Nygaard 

Andersen, 

Fogarty 

O'Brien,  N.Y. 

Minn. 

Ford 

O’Konski 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Fulton 

Osmers 

Arends 

Garland 

Ostertag 

Ashbrook 

Gavin 

Passman 

Auchincloss 

Goodell 

Pelly 

Avery 

Goodling 

Philbin 

Ayres 

Griffin 

Pike 

Baker 

Gross 

Pillion  • 

Baldwin 

Gubser 

Pirnie 

Baring 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Poff 

Barry 

Haley 

Quie 

Bass,  N.H. 

Hall 

Ray 

Bates 

Halleck 

Reece 

Battin 

Halpern 

Reifel 

Becker 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Beckworth 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Riehlman 

Beermann 

Harsha 

Robison 

Belcher 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bell 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Roudebush 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hebert 

Roush 

Berry 

Herlong 

Rousselot 

Betts 

Hiestand 

Rutherford 

Bolton 

Hoeven 

St.  George 

Bow 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Saylor 

Bray 

Hosmer 

Schadeberg 

Brewster 

Jarman 

Schenck 

Bromwell 

Jensen  ' 

Scherer 

Broomfield 

Johansen 

Schneebeli 

Brown 

Johnson,  Md. 

Schweiker 

Broyhill 

Jonas 

Schwengel 

Bruce 

Judd 

Scranton 

Burleson 

Kearns 

Seely-Brown 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Keith 

Short 

Cahill 

Kilburn 

Shriver 

Casey 

Kilgore 

Sibal 

Cederberg 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Chamberlain 

Knox 

Smith,  Iowa 

Chenoweth 

Kunkel 

Smith,  Va. 

Chiperfield 

Kyi 

Springer 

Church 

Laird 

Stafford 

Clancy 

Langen 

Staggers 

Clark 

Latta 

Steed 

Collier 

Lindsay 

Taber 

Colmer 

Lipscomb 

Teague,  Calif. 

Conte 

McCulloch 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Corbett 

McDonough 

Tollefson 

Cramer 

Mclntire 

Tuck 

Cunningham 

McVey 

Tupper 

Curtin 

MacGregor 

Utt 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Mahon 

Van  Pelt 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Mallliard 

Van  Zandt 

Dague 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Waggonner 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Mason 

Wallhauser 

Dent 

Mathias 

Weis 

Derounian 

May 

Westland 

Derwinski 

Meader 

Whalley 

Devine 

Merrow 

Wharton 

Dole 

Michel 

Whitten 

Dominick 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Widnall 

Dooley 

Milliken 

Williams 

Dorn 

Minshall 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Dowdy 

Montoya 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Downing 

Moore 

Winstead 

Durno 

Moorehead, 

Young 

Dwyer 

Ohio 

Younger 

Ellsworth 

Morris 

Everett 

Morse 

NAYS— 205 

Albert 

Coad 

Frazier 

Alexander 

Cohelan 

Friedel 

Andrews 

Cook 

Gallagher 

Anfuso 

Cooley 

Garmatz 

Ashley 

Corman 

Gary 

Ashmore 

Daddario 

Gathings 

Aspinall 

Daniels 

Giaimo 

Bailey 

Davis, 

Gilbert 

Barrett 

James  C. 

Gonzalez 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Davis,  John  W. 

Granahan 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Dawson 

Grant 

Blatnik 

Delaney 

Gray 

Boggs 

Denton 

Green,  Oreg. 

Boland 

Diggs 

Green,  Pa. 

Bolling 

Dingell 

Griffiths 

Bonner 

Donohue 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Boykin 

Doyle 

Hansen 

Brademas 

Dulski 

Harding 

Breeding 

Edmondson 

Hardy 

Brooks 

Elliott 

Harris 

Buckley 

Evins 

Hays 

.  Burke,  Ky. 

Fallon 

Healey 

Burke,  Mass. 

Farbstein 

Hechler 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Fascell 

Hemphill 

Cannon 

Finnegan 

Henderson 

Carey 

Flynt 

Holifield 

Celler 

Forrester 

Holland 

Chelf 

Fountain 

Huddleston 

RECORD  — 


Hull 

Moeller 

Rosenthal 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Monagan 

Rostenkowski 

Inouye 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Jennings 

Morgan 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Joelson 

Morrison 

St.  Germain 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Moss 

Santangelo 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Moulder 

Scott 

Jones,  Ala. 

Multer 

Selden 

Jones,  Mo. 

Murphy 

Shelley 

Karsten 

Natcher 

Sheppard 

Karth 

Nedzi 

Shipley 

Kastenmeier 

Nix 

Sikes 

Kee 

Norrell 

Sisk 

Kelly 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Slack 

Keogh 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Smith,  Miss. 

King,  Calif. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Stephens 

King,  Utah 

Olsen 

Stratton 

Kirwan 

O’Neill 

Sullivan 

Kitchin 

Patman 

Taylor 

Kluczynski 

Perkins 

Teague,  Tex. 

Kornegay 

Peterson 

Thomas 

Kowalski 

Pfost 

Thompson,  La. 

Landrum 

Pilcher 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Lane 

Poage 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Lankford 

Powell 

Thornberry 

Lennon 

Price 

Toll 

Lesinski 

Pucinski 

Trimble 

Libonati 

Purcell 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

McDowell 

Rains 

Ullman 

McFall 

Randall 

Vanik 

McMillan 

Reuss 

Vinson 

McSween 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Walter 

Macdonald 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Watts 

Mack 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Weaver 

Magnuson 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Whitener 

Marshall 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Wickersham 

Matthews 

Rodino 

Willis 

Miller,  Clem 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wright 

Miller, 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Yates 

George  P. 

Rooney 

Zablocki 

Mills 

Roosevelt 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING- 
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Addonizio 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Saund 

Alford 

Horan 

Siler 

Blitch 

Loser 

Spence 

Flood 

Madden 

Stubblefield 

Frelinghuysen 

Martin,  Mass. 

Glenn 

Riley 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk 

:  announced 

the  following 

pairs : 

On  this  vote : 


Mr.  Martin  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Madden  against. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  for,  with  Mr.  Flood 
against. 

Mr.  Horan  for,  with  Mr.  Saund  against. 

Mr.  Glenn  for,  with  Mrs.  Riley  against. 

Mr.  Siler  for,  with  Mr.  Stubblefield  against. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  for,  with  Mrs. 
Blitch  against. 

Mr.  Loser  for,  with  Mr.  Spence  against. 

Mr.  WRIGHT  and  Mr.  GIAIMO 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
a  recapitulation  of  the  vote. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
insist  on  his  request  for  a  recapitulation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  in¬ 
sist  upon  it. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  feels  that 
the  vote  is  not  sufficiently  close  to  order 
a  recapitulation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  right,  Mr.  Speak-  - 
er,  I  withdraw  the  request. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  under  consid¬ 
eration  today. 


E 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1963  / 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  haveyuntil  mid¬ 
night  Friday  night  to  file  a  report  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  appropriation  bill 
for  1963.  y 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  tjnere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  / 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MICHEL /reserved  all  points  of 
order  on  the  bilr 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight  to¬ 
night  as  well  as  midnight  tomorrow 
night  to  file  certain  reports. 

/The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
ahe  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANTITRUST  CIVIL  PROCESS  ACT 

Mr.  CELLER  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  167)  to  authorize  the  Attorney 
General  to  compel  the  production  of  doc¬ 
umentary  evidence  required  in  civil  in¬ 
vestigations  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
antitrust  laws,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1884) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  167) 
to  authorize  the  Attorney  General  to  com¬ 
pel  the  production  of  documentary  evidence 
required  in  civil  investigations  for  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  antitrust  laws,  and  for 
.other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
Yree  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
akd  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  Spllows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  \o  the  amendments  of  the  House  num¬ 
bered  Iv  2,  3,  5,  6,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  15,  16, 
17,  and  24. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recedeyrom  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  qf  the  House  numbered  4,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu,  of  the  matter  stricken  out 
by  said  amendment  insert  “or  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission!);  and  the  House  agree  to 
the  same.  \ 

Amendment  numbered  7 :  That  the  Senate 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment  insert  “any  final  order  of  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission, \or”;  and  the 
House  agree  to  the  same.  \ 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  amendment  numbered  14. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  Thatyhe  Sen¬ 
ate  recede  from  its  disagreement \to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  numbered  X8  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendmey  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  strickenvby 
the  amendment  insert  “or  the  Federal  Trade 
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Recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  oi  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agricultme 

4  Act  of  1962”. 


1 


TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 


2  Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot- 

3  ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163) ,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 

4  follows : 

5  (1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e), 

6  (f),and  (g)  of  section  7 ; 

7  (2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

g  (3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 

9  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 

10  out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 

11  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

13  (4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 

14  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

15  “(e)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva- 

16  tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 

17  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 

18  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 

19  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 

20  such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  be  may  determine, 

21  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

22  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices 

23  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 

24  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil, 


1  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources.  Such  agree- 

2  ments  shall  include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre- 

3  tary  may  deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this 

4  subsection  and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of 

5  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts 

6  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in 

7  consideration  of  the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and 

8  ranch  owners  and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the 

9  Secretary. 

10  “(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 

11  to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ- 

12  ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  pay- 

13  ments  under  this  subsection. 

14  “(3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 

15  agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 

16  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 

17  facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 

18  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

19  “(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 

20  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

21  subsection. 

22  “  (5)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

23  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

24  Sec.  102.  Section  31  and  subsection  (e)  of  section  32 
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of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50 
Stat.  525),  as  amended,  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
develop  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization, 
including  the  more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retirement 
of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,  in  order  thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in 
land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  erosion,  reforesta¬ 
tion,  providing  public  recreation,  preserving  natural  re¬ 
sources,  protecting  fish  and  wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  pre¬ 
venting  impairment  of  dams  and  reservoirs,  conserving 
surface  and  subsurface  moisture,  protecting  the  watersheds 
of  navigable  streams,  and  protecting  the  public  lands,  health, 
safety,  and  welfare. 

“Sec.  32.  To  effectuate  the  program  provided  for  in 
section  31  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized — 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State, 
territorial,  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities.” 
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Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is 
amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 
to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  “Provided,  That 
when  a  local  organization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan  for  public 
fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  two-thirds 
of  the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way 
acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  local  organization  for 
such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic 
facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to, 
and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  purposes : 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized 
to  participate  in  not  more  than  one  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  in  a  watershed  project  containing  less  than  seventy- 
five  thousand  acres,  or  two  such  developments  in  a  project 
containing  between  seventy-five  thousand  and  one  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  thousand  acres,  or  three  such  developments 
in  projects  exceeding  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand 
acres:  Provided  further,  That  when  the  Secretary  and 
a  local  organization  have  agreed  that  the  immediate  ac¬ 
quisition  by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or 
rights-of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for 
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works  of  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from  encroach¬ 
ment  by  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  de¬ 
velopment,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  ad¬ 
vance  to  the  local  organization  from  funds  appropriated 
for  construction  of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts 
required  for  the  acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or 
rights-of-way;  and,  except  where  such  costs  are  to  be 
borne  by  the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid  by 
the  local  organization,  without  interest,  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  of  the  works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such 
construction  funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  said 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “  (A)  such  propor¬ 
tionate  share,  as  is  determined  by  the  secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  involving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  and”. 

Sec.  104.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
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of  floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”. 

Sec.  105.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of 
such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any 
part  of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there¬ 
to  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
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reservoir  structure :  Provided  further ,  That  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed 
fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  ( 1 )  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be  made 
until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used, 
but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten 
years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing 
the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  106.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
interested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
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of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 
employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide 
such  services :  Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects 
to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secretary 
shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of  such 
engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in 
the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modification 
thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may  advance 
such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services, 
but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement 
shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated  installation 
cost  of  such  works. 

“  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretarv  shall  not  construct 
H.  R.  11222 - 2 
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or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
structure. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 
the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet 
(a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which  in¬ 
cludes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
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Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty- 
day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“  (5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  imder  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

Sec.  107.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Provided  further , 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 
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TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations”  after 
the  words  “friendly  nations”;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence :  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com- 
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modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  the  word  “reasonable” ;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement”  in 
the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “except  that 
the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may 
be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  other  exporting  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “Sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c)  ”. 
Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (4) 
after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
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amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958 
(Public  Law  85-931),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school- 
lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  made  available  for 
school-lunch  programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the 
Secretary  receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there 
will  be  student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  on  the  basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  re¬ 
quired  in  school-lunch  programs  in  the  United  States. 
TITLE  III-M  ARKETIN G  ORDERS 
Sec.  301.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  reen¬ 
acted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 
follows : 

Section  8c  (2)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  in  (A)  thereof  “(not  including 
vegetables  other  than  asparagus  for  canning  or  freez¬ 
ing)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “  (not  including 
vegetables  other  than  asparagus  for  canning  or.  freezing, 
or  potatoes  for  dehydrating)  ”;  and 

(2)  inserting  in  (B)  thereof  after  “fruits  and  vege- 
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tables  for  canning  or  freezing”  the  following  potatoes 
for  dehydrating”. 

TITLE  IV— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 
Sec.  401.  Subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  after  part  VI  a  new  part  VII  as  follows : 

“PART  VII— MARKETING  QUOTAS— FEED  GRAINS 

“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  360a.  The  production  of  feed  grains  is  a  vital 
part  of  the  agricultural  economy  of  the  United  States.  Feed 
grains  move  almost  wholly  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  in  the  form  of  grains,  livestock,  and  livestock  products. 

“Abnormally  excessive  and  abnormally  deficient  sup¬ 
plies  of  feed  grains  on  the  national  market  acutely  and 
directly  burden,  obstruct,  and  affect  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  When  the  available  supply  of  feed  grains  is 
excessive,  the  prices  of  feed  grains  are  unreasonably  low  and 
farmers  overexpand  livestock  production  to  find  outlets  for 
feed  grains.  Excessive  supplies  of  feed  grains  cause  the 
marketing  of  excessive  supplies  of  livestock  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  sacrificial  prices,  endanger  the  financial 
stability  of  producers,  and  overtax  the  handling,  processing, 
and  transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  in  feed  grains,  livestock,  and 
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livestock  products  is  directed.  Deficient  supplies  of  feed 
grains  result  in  substantial  decreases  in  livestock  production 
and  in  an  inadequate  flow  of  livestock  and  livestock  products 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  with  the  consequence  of 
unreasonably  high  prices  to  consumers  and  loss  of  markets 
for  producers. 

“The  principal  grains  used  for  livestock  feed  are  corn, 
barley,  grain  sorghums,  and  oats.  Although  certain  feed 
grains  are  better  suited  for  production  in  some  areas  than 
other  feed  grains,  in  general,  one  of  several  feed  grains  can 
be  grown  on  the  same  land.  A  marketing  program  which 
provides  for  a  single  quota  applicable  to  feed  grains  and 
which  permits  producers  to  determine,  within  the  quota, 
which  feed  grains  they  shall  produce  will  tend  to  effectuate 
the  policy  of  the  Act  and  will  permit  producers  the  maximum 
amount  of  freedom  of  choice  consistent  with  the  attainment 
of  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  marketing 
of  feed  grains  are  such  that,  without  Federal  assistance, 
farmers,  individually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot  effectively 
provide  for  a  balanced  supply  of  feed  grains  and  the  orderly 
marketing  of  feed  grains  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and 
consumers. 

“The  national  public  interest  and  general  welfare  require 
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that  the  burdens  on  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  above 
described  be  removed  by  the  exercise  of  Federal  power. 
Feed  grains  which  do  not  move  in  the  form  of  feed  grains 
outside  of  the  State  where  they  are  produced  are  so  closely 
and  substantially  related  to  feed  grains  which  move  in  the 
form  of  feed  grains  outside  of  the  State  where  they  are  pro¬ 
duced,  and  have  such  a  close  and  substantial  relation  to  the 
volume  and  price  of  livestock  and  livestock  products  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  that  it  is  necessary  to  regulate 
feed  grains  which  do  not  move  outside  of  the  State  where 
they  are  produced  to  the  extent  set  forth  in  this  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  feed  grains 
to  the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply 
or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct,  and 
adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  ‘in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient 
surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the 
supply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on 
the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
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transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such 
adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  feed  grains  to  be  used  to  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage. 

“national  maeketing  quota 
“Sec.  360b.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  June  20  in  any 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply 
of  feed  grains  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next 
succeeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing 
quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  shall 
be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the 
following  marketing  year  or  the  following  two  marketing 
years,  if  the  Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such 
proclamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing  quota 
program  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  has 
been  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
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determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January 
1  or  later  than  June  20  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  an  amount  of  feed  grains  which,  during  such 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized 
in  the  United  States  in  the  production  of  the  volume  of  live¬ 
stock  (including  poultry)  and  livestock  products  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet  domestic  consumption  and  export  re¬ 
quirements,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  for  human  consumption  in 
the  United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages,  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  feed  grains,  (iii)  will  be  utilized 
in  the  United  States  for  seed  and  industrial  uses,  and  (iv) 
will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of  feed  grains  or  products 
thereof;  less  (A)  an  amount  of  feed  grains  equal  to  the  esti¬ 
mated  imports  of  feed  grains  into  the  United  States  during 
such  marketing  year  and,  (B)  if  the  stocks  of  feed  grains 
owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of  feed  grains  not 
to  exceed  7  per  centum  of  items  (i),  (ii),  (iii),  and  (iv) 
above,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desirable  reduc¬ 
tion  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve  tho 
policy  of  the  Act:  Provided ,  That  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  total  stocks  of  feed  grains  in  the  Nation  are  insuffi- 
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cient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding 
marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota  otherwise  de¬ 
termined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  Secretary 
determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover. 

“  (c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing 
quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary 
has  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency 
or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for  feed 
grains,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or 
the  amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is 
necessary  in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the 
demand  for  feed  grains.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investiga¬ 
tion,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he 
shall  immediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of 
any  such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  there¬ 
upon  such  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or 
terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing  quota  is  in¬ 
creased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for 
such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allotments  established 
under  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage. 

“national  acreage  allotment 
“Sec.  360c.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  is  proclaimed  for  any  mar¬ 
keting  year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim 
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1  a  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains 

2  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 

3  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage 

4  allotment  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary 

5  determines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and  expected 

6  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  allotments  will,  together  with 

7  the  expected  production  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from 

8  the  small-farm  exemption  pursuant  to  section  360f,  make 

9  available  a  supply  of  feed  grains  equal  to  the  national 

10  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  such  marketing  year. 

11  “apportionment  of  national  acreage  allotment 

12  “Sec.  360d.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for 

13  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to 

14  exceed  1  per  centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  sub- 

15  section  (b)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  he  apportioned  by  the 

16  Secretary  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the  base 

17  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  each  State.  The  State  base  acreage 

18  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains 

19  in  the  State  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to 

20  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

21  “(b)  (1)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 

22  feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to  exceed  3  per 

23  centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  (2)  of 

24  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 

25  the  counties  in  the  State  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of 
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feed  grains  for  each  county.  The  county  base  acreage  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  in  the 
county  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (d)  of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  to 
make  increases  in  county  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis  of 
the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  an  additional  share  of  the 
national  acreage  allotment  because  of  new  areas  coming 
into  the  production  of  feed  grains. 

“(c)  (1)  The  county  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary,  through 
the  county  committee,  among  the  farms  in  the  county  on 
the  basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  each  farm. 
The  farm  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period, 
adjusted  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  (1)  of  this  section  shall  be  available: 

“  (A)  For  apportionment  to  farms  which  were  eli¬ 
gible  to  receive  farm  acreage  allotments  under  this  part, 
but  which  through  error  did  not  receive  such  allotments ; 

“(B)  For  making  increases  in  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  the  basis  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  following 
factors:  tillable  acres,  type  of  soil,  topography,  estab- 


lished  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  hardship,  in¬ 
equities  in  allotments,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  fair  and  equitable  farm  acreage  allotments; 

and 

“  (0)  For  apportionment  to  farms  for  which  farm 
acreage  allotments  were  not  determined  because  there 
were  no  acreages  of  feed  grains  on  such  farm  during 
the  base  period  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 
the  suitability  of  the  land  for  the  production  of  feed 
grains,  the  past  experience  of  the  farm  operator  in  the 
production  of  feed  grains,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm 
operator  is  dependent  on  income  from  farming  for  his 
livelihood,  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  other  forms 
owned,  operated,  or  controlled  by  the  farm  operator, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should 
be  Considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair  and 
equitable  farm  acreage  allotments. 

“(d)  In  determining  the  State,  county,  and  farm  base 
acreages — 

“  ( 1 )  the  base  period  shall  be  the  calendar  years 
1959  and  1960  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage 
allotments  for  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  feed 
grains ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage 
allotments  for  subsequent  crops  of  feed  grains,  the  base 
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period  shall  be  the  two  most  recent  calendar  years 
during  which  a  marketing  quota  program  was  in  effect 
for  which  statistics  of  the  Federal  Government  are 
available ; 

“  (2)  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  upward  adjust¬ 
ments  as  he  determines  are  necessary  for  abnormal 
conditions  affecting  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest,  land  which  is  regarded  as  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  under  the  conservation  reserve  and 
other  Federal  farm  programs,  established  crop-rotation 
practices  on  the  farm,  hardships,  and  such  other 
factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should  be  considered 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair  and  equitable  base 
acreages ; 

“(3)  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be  excluded 
in  determining  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for 
the  State,  county,  or  farm. 

“  (4)  the  acreage  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm 
pursuant  to  the  exemption  provided  in  section  335  (f) , 
in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  part  VII,  shall 
be  considered  as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  in  determining 
the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  the  State,  county, 
or  farm.” 
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GEOGRAPHICAL  APPLICABILITY 

This  part  VII  shall  be  applicable  to  the  continental 
United  States  excluding  Alaska. 

“small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  360f.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  base  acreage 
of  twenty-five  acres  or  less  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the  farm  base  acreage  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  farm,  unless  the  owner  or  operator  elects  in 
writing  on  a  form  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  If 
the  owner  or  operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such 
election  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  (i)  for  the 
purposes  of  section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such 
crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  farm  base 
acreage  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  exceeded 
the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  360j  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm,  and  (iii)  such 
crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support. 

“referendum 

“Sec.  360g.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains 
for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the 
H.K,  11222 - 4 
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Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclamar 
tion  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a  referen¬ 
dum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they 
favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or 
years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  feed 
grain  base  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  held 
pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  producer  who  has  a  farm 
feed  grain  base  of  twenty-five  acres  or  less  and  who  does  not 
elect,  pursuant  to  section  360f,  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of 
any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the 
date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum 
voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect 
to  the  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is 
held.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more 
of  the  farmers  voting  in  a  referendum  approve  marketing 
quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  refer¬ 
endum  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of  such 
period. 

“compliance 

“Sec.  360h.  (a)  (1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the 
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acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing 
excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal 
to  twice  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  of  feed  grains 
on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such 
crop :  Provided,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  number  of  acres 
of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop,  if  the  producer,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  on 
the  farm:  Provided  further,  That  if  there  is  an  acreage  of 
more  than  one  feed  grain  on  the  farm,  in  determining  which 
acreage  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  the  feed  grain  or  grains  which  has  the  highest  value, 
based  on  the  normal  yield  of  the  feed  grain  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  feed 
grain,  shall  be  considered  as  the  acreage  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  (i)  ‘actual  pro¬ 
duction’  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a  feed  grain  on  a  farm 
means  the  actual  average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  feed  grain,  and 
(ii)  ‘normal  production’  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a  feed 
grain  on  a  farm  means  the  normal  yield  of  such  feed  grain 
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on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  feed 
grain.  The  normal  yield  of  any  feed  grain  for  a  farm  shall 
be  the  average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  determined  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  fann  during  the  base  period  (as  defined  in 
subsection  <d)  (0  of  section  360d)  adjusted  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  determines  necessary  for  abnormal  factors  af¬ 
fecting  production. 

“  ( 3 )  In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and 
farm  marketing  excess,  (i)  any  acreage  of  a  feed  grain 
remaining  after  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
disposal  of  excess  acres  of  such  feed  grain  shall  be  included 
as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  and  the  production 
thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of 
such  production,  (ii)  any  acreage  of  any  feed  grain  classified 
as  wheat  acreage  pursuant  to  section  337  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  feed  grain  acreage,  and  (iii)  any  acreage  of  feed 
grains  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  feed 
grains  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  market¬ 
ing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  feed  grains  are 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year. 
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“(b)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  any  feed  grain  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  at  a 
rate  per  bushel  on  the  amount  of  feed  grains  in  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  equal  to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of 
the  particular  feed  grain  involved  as  of  May  1  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each  producer  hav¬ 
ing  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  feed  grains  on  any  farm  for 
which  a  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  is  determined 
shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of 
the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess. 

“(c)  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  down¬ 
ward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production  as  heretofore  provided, 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  computed 
upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal  production  and  as  com¬ 
puted  upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  returned 
to  or  allowed  the  producer. 

“  (d)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 
on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  feed  grains, 
the  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm  and  any 
subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien 
in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 
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1  '  “(e)  Until  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 

2  feed  grains  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the 

3  farm  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  specified  in  subsection 

4  (b)  of  this  section,  and  such  penalty  on  each  bushel  of  feed 

5  grains  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person  within  the 

6  United  States  shall  be  paid  by  the  buyer,  who  may  deduct 

7  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  penalty  from  the  price  paid  to 

8  the  producer.  If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such 

9  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share  in  the  feed  grains 

10  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be 

11  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty. 

12  “(f)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection 

13  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  feed  grains  shall  be  liable 

14  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  an- 

15  num  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date 

16  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

17  “substitution  of  wheat  for  feed  grains 

18  “Sec.  360i.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

19  the  Secretary  shall  permit  producers  of  wheat  to  have 

20  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as  de- 

21  voted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  to  such  extent  and 

22  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  de- 

23  termines  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  this  sub- 

24  title  B. 
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1  “land  use 

2  “Sec.  360j.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  mar- 

3  keting  quotas  for  feed  grains  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on 

4  any  farm  (except  a  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allot- 

5  ment  is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d  (c)  (2)  (C)  )  on 

6  which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  he  di- 

7  verted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  he  subject 

8  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any  marketing  quota 

9  penalty  applicable  to  such  crop,  as  provided  in  this  subsec- 

10  tion,  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary 

11  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  hereof  or  (ii)  no  feed  grains  are 

12  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an 

13  agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to  participate  in  the 

14  payment  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b) 

15  of  this  section.  The  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from 

16  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  shall  be  an  acreage 

17  of  cropland  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the  base  acreage 

18  of  feed  grains  for  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allot- 

19  ment  for  feed  grains.  The  actual  production  of  any  crop 

20  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded 

j. 

21  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such  crop 

22  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop  at 

23  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel, 

24  as  of  May  1,  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  bar- 
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vested,  of  the  feed  grain  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
the  principal  feed  grain  produced  in  the  county,  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  for  such  feed  grain  as  defined  in  section 
360h  (a) .  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 

i 

on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the 
farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be 
subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount 
of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the 
crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be  diverted 
from  the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  jointly  and  sever¬ 
ally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  may  require  the  penalty  on  the  production  of  crops  on 
the  diverted  acreage  to  be  collected  by  the  purchaser  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  the  farm.  The  persons  liable  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be 
liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until 
the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on 
any  farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“  (3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 
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be  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

“  (b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
crops  of  feed  grains  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  section.  Payments  shall  be  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  estimated  normal  production  of  feed  grains 
for  the  acreage  diverted,  multiplied  by  50  per  centum  of  the 
estimated  basic  county  support  rates  for  feed  grains  in  the 
case  of  the  1963  crop,  40  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic 
county  support  rate  for  feed  grains  in  the  case  of  the  1964 
crop,  and  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county  sup¬ 
port  rate  for  feed  grains  in  the  case  of  the  1965  crop. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  the  producers  on  the  farm 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  an  acre¬ 
age,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains:  Provided,  That  the 
producers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election,  divert  such 
acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a) ,  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on  the 
farm  to  twenty-five  acres.  Such  program  shall  require 
(1)  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  con- 
H/R.  11222 - 5 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


34 


servation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the 
total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserv¬ 
ing  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  exclud¬ 
ing  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above  and  acreage  di¬ 
verted  under  the  land-use  provisions  for  wheat  pursuant  to 
section  339,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage 
of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period 
used  in  determining  the  farm  acreage  allotment  adjusted  to 
the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i) 
abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting  pro¬ 
duction,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm, 
(iii)  participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  and  other 
Federal  farm  programs,  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of 
land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other 
factors  which  the  Secretary  determines  should  he  considered 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-con¬ 
serving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producers 
shall  not  knowingly  exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment 
in  effect  for  any  commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii) 
except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the 
farm  acreage  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in 
which  the  producer  has  a  share.  The  producer  on  any  farm 
for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment  is  established  pursuant 
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to  section  360d(c)  (2)  (C)  shall  not  be  eligible  for  pay¬ 
ments  hereunder.  Payments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in 
feed  grains.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing 
of  payment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  basis.  The  following  factors  shall  be  given  considera¬ 
tion  in  arriving  at  the  division  of  payment : 

“  ( 1 )  The  basis  on  which  producers  would  have 
shared  in  the  production  of  feed  grains  had  feed  grains 
been  produced  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

“  (2)  The  savings  or  benefits  accruing  to  each  pro¬ 
ducer  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

“(3)  The  respective  contribution  of  each  producer 
to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion  use  on  the  acreage  designated  as  diverted  from  pro¬ 
duction;  and 

“  (4)  The  respective  relationship  of  the  diverted 
acreage  and  increased  conservation  acreage  to  the  various 
ownership  tracts  comprising  a  farm. 

“(e)  Where  a  producer  is  not  entitled  to  receive  full 
payment  under  the  program  formulated  under  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  because  of  failure  to  comply  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  program,  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  partial  payment  to  the  producer  proportion¬ 
ate  to  the  performance  rendered. 
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“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be 
made  in  advance  of  detenu  inati on  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  malting  barley,  and  flax,  when  such 
crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  di¬ 
verted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking 
into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the 
payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be 
applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation 
uses. 

“(f)  If  the  Secretary  permits  the  diverted  acreage  to  be 
grazed  before  October  1  or  after  April  1,  no  payment  shall 
be  made  for  the  acreage  which  is  grazed. 

“  (g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

“(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
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regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 


“  (i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this 
section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  per¬ 
formance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or 
advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or 
of  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  any  pay¬ 
ment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such  action 
or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in 
order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment.” 

Sec.  402.  Section  2  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  immediately  following  the  last  semicolon,  by  changing 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  semicolon,  and  by  adding 
immediately  following  such  new  semicolon  the  following: 
“and  to  reduce  the  annual  carryover  of  feed  grains,  to  stabi¬ 
lize  the  supply  of  feed  grains,  and  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
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and  balanced  flow  of  feed  grains  so  that  the  prices  of  feed 
grains  are  fair  to  producers  and  consumers  and  the  total 
supply  of  feed  grains  available  for  utilization  for  livestock 
feed  is  maintained  at  a  level  which  is  consistent  with  the 
production  of  the  quantities  of  livestock  and  the  products 
thereof  that  will  be  consumed  and  exported  at  prices  which 
are  fan'  to  producers  and  consumers/’ 

Sec.  403.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  items : 

“(10)  The  term  ‘feed  grains’  means  corn,  oats, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  The  term  ‘feed  grains’ 
shall  also  include  rye  if  the  Secretary  designates  such 
commodity. 

“(11)  The  term  ‘acreage  of  feed  grains’  means 
acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  (including 
self-seeded  feed  grains) . 

“(12)  The  term  ‘crop’  as  applied  to  ‘feed  grains’ 
means  all  of  the  crops  of  the  agricultural  commodities 
which  comprise  feed  grains  and  which  are  produced  for 
harvest  in  the  same  calendar  year.” 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  (6)  (A)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  (6)  (A)  ‘Market’,  in  the  case  of  cotton,  rice,  to- 
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bacco,  wheat,  and  feed  grains,  means  to  dispose  of,  in 
raw  or  processed  form,  by  voluntary  or  involuntary  sale, 
barter,  or  exchange,  or  by  gift  inter  vivos,  and,  in  the 
case  of  wheat  and  feed  grains,  by  feeding  (in  any  form) 
to  poultry  or  livestock  which,  or  the  products  of  which, 
are  sold,  bartered,  or  exchanged,  or  to  be  so  disposed  of.” 

(3)  Subsection  (b)  (7)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ( 7 )  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case  of  the 
following  commodities,  the  period  beginning  on  the  first 
and  ending  with  the  second  date  specified  below: 

“Barley,  July  1-June  30; 

“Com,  October  1-September  30; 

“Cotton,  August  1-July  31; 

“Oats,  July  1-June  30; 

“Grain  sorghums,  July  1-June  30; 

“Peanuts,  August  1-July  31; 

“Rice,  August  1-July  31; 

“Rye,  July  1-June  30; 

“Tobacco  (flue-cured),  July  1-June  30; 

“Tobacco  (other  than  flue-cured) ,  October  1- 

September  30; 

“Wheat,  July  1-June  30; 

“  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case  of  ‘feed  grains’, 
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the  marketing  years  for  the  agricultural  commodities 
comprising  the  feed  grains.” 

Sec.  404.  Sections  361,  362,  and  363  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  361  is  amended  by  adding  “feed 
grains,”  after  “wheat,”,  and  by  changing  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  section  to  a  comma  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  to  the  review  of  land-use  penalties  assessed 
pursuant  to  sections  339  and  360j.” 

(2)  Section  362  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  “Notice  of  the  land-use  penalty 
assessed  pursuant  to  section  339  or  360j  shall  be  mailed 
to  the  farmer.” 

(3)  Section  363  is  amended  by  adding  “or  land- 
use  penalty”  after  the  word  “quota”  wherever  it  appears 
in  such  section. 

Sec.  405.  Section  372  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
“feed  grains,”  after  “wheat,”  in  subsection  (a)  thereof. 

Sec.  406.  Sections  373,  374,  and  375  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  by  deleting  “corn”  wherever  it  appears  and  by 
substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “feed  grains”;  and  subsection  (b) 
of  section  375  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
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as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  sentence  and  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  “or  to  effectuate  the  provisions  thereof.” 

Sec.  407.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  after  “Soil  Conservation  Act  payment,” 
the  following:  “payment  under  section  360j,”. 

Sec.  408.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  401  through 
407  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to  pro¬ 
grams  applicable  to  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  to  the  mar¬ 
keting  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 

Sec.  409.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  section  105  by  deleting  subsec¬ 
tions  (a)  and  (b)  and  substituting  the  following: 
“  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

“(i)  price  support  for  each  crop  of  com  shall  be 
made  available  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
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after  consideration  of  (i)  the  factors  specified  in 
section  401  (b)  of  this  Act,  (ii)  the  supplies  of  feed 
grains  that  would  be  available  during  the  marketing 
year  at  prices  approximating  the  support  prices  of  feed 
grains,  and  (iii)  consumption  goals  during  the  market¬ 
ing  year  for  livestock  and  livestock  products,  taking  into 
consideration  consumption  under  special  governmental 
programs,  and  imports  and  exports  of  livestock  and  live¬ 
stock  products; 

“  ( 2 )  price  support  for  each  crop  of  barley,  grain 
sorghums,  oats,  and  rye,  respectively,  shall  be  at  such 
level  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  fair  and  reasonable 
in  relation  to  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made 
available  for  com,  taking  into  consideration  the  feeding 
value  of  such  feed  grain  in  relation  to  com,  location, 
and  buyer  preference; 

“  (3)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  any  feed  grain,  price  support  for  such  crop  shall  he 
made  available  only  to  cooperators; 

“(4)  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
any  crop  of  a  feed  grain  for  which  a  marketing  quota 
is  not  in  effect  because  of  disapproval  by  producers;  and 

“  (5)  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  (i) 
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does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  feed  grains  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm 
or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for 
any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer, 
and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements  of 
section  360j  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(2)  By  amending  section  105  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  thereof  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  By  amending  section  401  (b)  by  inserting  after 
the  comma  before  “(2)”  the  following:  “(2)  the  in¬ 
come  needed  to  provide  a  farm  operator  and  his  family 
with  a  return  for  his  labor  and  investment  equal  to  the 
return  earned  by  comparable  resources  in  other  occupa¬ 
tions”,  and  by  renumbering  (2) ,  (3) ,  (4) ,  (5) ,  (6) , 
(7),  and  (8)  as  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8), 
and  (9) ,  respectively. 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407  the 
following:  “Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  here¬ 
of,  if  a  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  mar¬ 
keting  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use  from 
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its  stocks  at  market  prices  during  such  marketing  year 
not  to  exceed  ten  million  tons,  or  the  equivalent  in 
bushels,  of  feed  grains. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  410.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  paragraphs: 

“Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the 
date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  wheat  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circumstances, 
wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered 
in  the  same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or 
which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct,  and 
adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
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changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient 
surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the 
price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and 

I 

foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  ad¬ 
verse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  produce  commodi¬ 
ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative 
plan  to  wheat  producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  mini¬ 
mize  recurring  surpluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable 
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to  fanners  and  consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely  affecting  other 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.” 

Sec.  411.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  provisions  of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“national  marketing  quota 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing  quota 
program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 
that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in  effect  for 
such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing 
year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation  that  a  two- 
or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“  (b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been 
proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January  1 
or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount 
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of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  for 
human  consumption  in  the  United  States  as  food,  food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
(ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United 
States  for  seed,  (iii)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount 
which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (including  poultry)  feed  in 
the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less 

(A)  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of 
wheat  into  the  United  States  during  such  marketing  year  and, 

(B)  if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
excessive,  an  amount  of  wheat,  not  to  exceed  16  per  centum 
of  items  (i),  (ii),  (iii),  and  (iv)  above,  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  a  desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing  year 
in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided , 
That  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  stocks  of 
wheat  in  the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  marketing  year,  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  otherwise  determined  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  the  amount  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing 
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1  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has 

2  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency  or 

3  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat,  the 

4  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 

5  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation 

6  to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary 

7  in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand 

8  for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secre- 

9  tary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 

10  proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any  such  increase 

11  found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 

12  marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  casp 

13  any  national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  snh- 

14  section,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  bv 

15  increasing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this  part  bv  a 

16  uniform  percentage.” 

17  Sec.  412.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

18  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

19  lows : 

20  “national  acreage  allotment 

21  “Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national 

22  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 

23  year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na- 

24  tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for 

25  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
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begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the 
Secretary  determines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 
expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  allotments  will, 
together  with  ( 1 )  the  expected  production  of  wheat 
on  the  increases  in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon 
small-farm  base  acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2) 
the  expected  production  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from 
the  small-farm  exemption  pursuant  to  section  335,  make 
available  a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  413.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  “ten”  wherever  it  appears  in 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  thereof  and  by  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “five”. 

(2)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  in¬ 
serting  the  following  sentence  immediately  following 
the  eighth  sentence  thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions 
of  section  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  re¬ 
ceiving  an  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection,  and 
the  producers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be  required  to 
comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  price  support.” 
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(3)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof  and  by 
redesignating  subsections  (h)  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g) 
and  (h)  respectively. 

(4)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  subsection  (h) ,  by  inserting  the 
following  sentence  immediately  following  the  seventh 
sentence  thereof :  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  under  this  subsection.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (i)  thereof  (added  by  Public  Law  87-357,  87th 
Congress,  1st  session) ,  redesignated  by  this  section  as 
subsection  (h) ,  “or  1963”. 

GEOGRAPHICAL  APPLICABILITY 

Sec.  414.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  334  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection:  “  (i)  This  part  III  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  continental  United  States  excluding  Alaska.” 

Sec.  415.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall 
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be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  base  of  fifteen  acres  or  less 
(hereinafter  called  ‘small-farm  base  acreage’)  if  the  acreage 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed  the  small- 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm,  unless  the  owner 
or  operator  of  the  farm  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  the  small-farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm 
shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat  planted 
for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958,  1959,  1960, 
and  1961,  with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions, 
established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such 
other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable 
small-farm  base  acreage.  If  the  owner  or  operator  elects 
to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment  and 
marketing  quota  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  shall 
be  the  larger  of  (i)  the  allotment  otherwise  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  farm,  or  (ii)  the  small-farm  base  acreage  for 
the  farm  established  on  the  basis  of  the  crops  for  the  calendar 
years  1957,  1958,  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  reduced  by 
the  same  percentage  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment 
for  the  crop  is  reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres.  If 
the  owner  or  operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such 
election  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  pur- 
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1  poses  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C. 

2  1340),  as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such 

3  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  the  acreage 

4  allotment  or  the  small-farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the 

5  farm,  (ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  be  in- 

6  applicable  to  the  farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 

7  eligible  for  price  support,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certif- 

8  icates  applicable  to  such  crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect 

9  to  the  farm.  The  additional  acreage  required  to  provide 

10  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base 

11  acreages  under  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  National, 

12  State,  and  county  acreage  allotments.” 

13  Sec.  416.  Section  336  of  tbe  Agricultural  Adjustment 

14  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  a* 

15  follows : 

16  “referendum 

17  “Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for 

18  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secre- 

19  tary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclamation 

20  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a  referendum, 

21  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they  favor 

22  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or  years 

23  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm  acre- 

24  age  allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 

25  held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  producer  who  has  a 
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1  small-farm  base  acreage  for  such  crop  of  wheat  and  who 

2  does  not  elect,  pursuant  to  section  335,  to  be  subject  to  the 

3  farm  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  re- 

4  suits  of  any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days 

5  after  the  date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  de- 

6  termines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the  fanners  voting  in 

7  the  referendum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the  Secre- 

8  tary  shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  he  in  effect 

9  with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  produced  for  harvest  in 

10  the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 

11  referendum  is  held.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  two- 

12  thirds  or  more  of  the  fanners  voting  in  a  referendum  approve 

13  marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing 

14  years,  no  referendum  shall  he  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or 

15  years  of  such  period.’* 

10  Sec.  417.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
17  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting 
13  the  provisions  thereof  and  substituting  the  following: 

19  “substitution  of  feed  grains  for  wheat 

20  “Sec.  337.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

21  the  Secretary  shall  permit  producers  of  feed  grains  to 

22  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  consid- 

23  ered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  and  the  Secre- 

24  tarv  shall  permit  producers  of  wheat  to  have  acreage  de- 

25  voted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as  devoted  to 
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1  the  production  of  feed  grains,  as  the  Secretary  determines 

2  will  not  adversely  affect  the  operation  of  this  program.” 

3  Sec.  418.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 

4  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  338  a 

5  new  section  as  follows: 

6  “land  use 

7  “Sec.  339.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  market- 

8  ing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm 

9  (except  a  new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve 

10  for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage 

11  required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 

12  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any 

13  marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  pro- 

14  vided  in  this  subsection  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by 

15  the  Secretary  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  this 

16  section,  or  (ii)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the 

17  producers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of 

18  intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated 

19  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 

20  required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the 

21  farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number 

22  of  acres  determined  by  multiplying  the  farm  acreage  allot- 

23  ment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 

24  number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 

25  reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres 
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in  the  national  acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  producers  on 
any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having 
an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of 
the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date 
the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on 
any  farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require- 
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ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“  ( 3 )  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

“  (b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
crops  of  wheat  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  payments  shall  be  made  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  Payments  shall  be  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
estimated  normal  production  of  wheat  for  the  acreage  di¬ 
verted,  multiplied  by  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic 
county  support  rates  for  wheat  in  the  case  of  the  1963  crop, 
40  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  for 
wheat  in  the  case  of  the  1964  crop,  and  30  per  centum  of 
the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  for  wheat  in  the  case 
of  the  1965  crop.  The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on 
any  farm  to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in 
addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) , 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat:  Provided,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at 
their  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  as  will  bring  the  total 
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1  acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program 

2  shall  require  ( 1 )  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to 
2  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the 

4  totfol  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 

5  conserving  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but 
d  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  and  acre- 

7  age  diverted  under  the  land-use  provisions  for  feed  grains 

8  pursuant  to  section  360j,  shall  be  not  less  than  the  total 

9  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
40  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during 
44  a  representative  period,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
42  adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
42  for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  adversely 

44  affecting  production,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices 

45  on  the  farm,  (iii)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
40  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted 
4^  to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secre- 
40  tary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
49  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for 
^0  the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly 
^4  exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
^  commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the 

no 

Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acre- 
^4  age  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the 
^  producer  has  a  share.  The  producers  on  a  new  farm  shall 
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1  not  be  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  Payments  may  be 

2  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for 

3  the  sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on 

4  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  following  factors  S&all  be 

5  given  consideration  in  arriving  at  the  division  of  payment: 

6  “  ( 1 )  The  basis  on  which  producers  would  have 

7  shared  in  the  production  of  wheat  had  wheat  been  pro- 

8  duced  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

9  “  (2)  The  savings  or  benefits  accruing  to  each  pro- 

10  ducer  on  the  diverted  acreage; 

11  “(3)  The  respective  contribution  of  each  producer 

12  to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  the  conservation 

13  use  on  the  acreage  designated  as  diverted  from  produc- 

14  tion ;  and 

15  “(4)  The  respective  relationship  of  the  diverted 

16  acreage  and  increased  conservation  acreage  to  the  vari- 

17  ous  ownership  tracts  comprising  a  farm. 

18  “(c)  Where  a  producer  is  not  entitled  to  receive  full 

19  payment  under  the  program  formulated  under  subsection 

20  (b)  of  this  section  because  of  unintentional  failure  to  comply 

21  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  program,  the  Secretary 

22  is  authorized  to  make  partial  payment  to  the  producer 

23  proportionate  to  the  performance  rendered. 
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1  “  (d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 

2  producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made 

3  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

4  “  (e)  If  the  Secretary  permits  the  diverted  acreage  to  be 

5  grazed  before  October  1  or  after  April  1,  no  payment  shall 

6  be  made  for  the  acreage  which  is  grazed. 

7  “(f)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 

8  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safllower,  sun- 

9  flower,  castor  beans  and  flax  when  such  crops  are  not  in  sur- 

10  plus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 

11  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condition 

12  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to 

13  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secre- 

14  tary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the 

15  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops:  Pro- 
IQ  vided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half 

17  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage 

18  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses. 

19  “(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 

20  (b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 

21  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 

22  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes 

23  of  this  section. 
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“  (h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

“  (i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  author¬ 
ized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay 
administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  sec¬ 
tion  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 
performance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or 
advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  of 
section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  297- 
298 ) ,  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with 
such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it 
desirable  in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment.” 

Sec.  419.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7 
U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 
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marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per 
acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  (1) 
any  acreage  of  wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat 
shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm,  and 
the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably 
accurate  estimate  of  such  production,  and  (2)  any  acre¬ 
age  of  any  crop  of  wheat  classified  as  feed  grain  acreage 
pursuant  to  section  360i  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  acreage  planted  to  wheat.  Any  acreage  of  wheat 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by 
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the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess.  Self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 
wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing 
year.” 

(2)  By  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

“  (2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a 
farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 
of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess.” 

(3)  By  amending  paragraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
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considered  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty 
shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  production 
of  the  excess  acreage.  Whereupon  the  application  of 
the  producer  for  an  adjustment  of  penalty,  it  is  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  excess  acreage  is  less  than  twice  the 
normal  production  thereof,  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  as  computed  upon  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  upon  the 
basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed 
the  producer/’ 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the 
penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of 
wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm 
and  any  subequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing 

i 

quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be 
subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the 
amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (5) . 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (6) . 

( 7 )  By  repealing  paragraph  ( 7 ) ,  and  hy  renum¬ 
bering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through 
(10) ,  respectively. 
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(8)  By  amending  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph 
(8)  redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (7) 
to  read  as  follows:  “Until  the  penalty  is  paid  on  the 
marketing  excess  of  wheat  each  bushel  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  farm  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to 
any  person  within  the  United  States  shall  be  subject 
to  the  penalty  as  specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
resolution.”;  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  para¬ 
graph  the  following  sentence: 

“If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such 
buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat 
marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by  adding 
the  following  new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11), 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (10)  : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  col¬ 
lection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes 
due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing 
quotas  applicable  to  wheat  shall  be  terminated,  effective 
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as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termi¬ 
nation  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously  incurred 
by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  420.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “corn, 
wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “any  national  acreage  allotment  for  corn 
or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy 
of  this  Act  or”. 

Sec.  421.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in 
the  first  sentence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  following: 
“payment  under  section  339,”. 

Sec.  422.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74,  Sev¬ 
enty-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  410 
through  421  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to 
programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the  market¬ 
ing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 
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WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  423.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  ( 1 )  by  designating 
subtitles  D  and  E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle  D  as  follows: 

“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food, 
is  one  of  the  great  export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and 
its  production  for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound  national  economy 
and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat  from 
producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any 
of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to 
producers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for  nonagricultural 
products  and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  disparity 
with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assist¬ 
ance,  producers  cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low 
prices  for  wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat 
producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to  regulate  the  price  of 
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1  wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner 

2  provided  in  this  subtitle. 

3  “wheat  marketing  allocation 

4  “Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a 

5  marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the 

6  marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo- 

7  cation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided  in  this  subtitle. 

8  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect 

9  for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  (1) 

10  the  wheat  marketing  allocation,  which  shall  be  the  amount 

11  of  wheat  used  during  the  marketing  year  for  human  con- 

12  sumption  in  the  United  States  and  exports  on  which  market- 

13  ing  certificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order  to 

14  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  objec- 
1*>  tives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national  allocation  per- 
10  centage  which  shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  national 
1^  marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota  of 
13  wheat  during  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing 
1®  year  begins.  Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  al- 

30  location  for  such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of 

31  bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in  the 

32  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  by  the  estimated  yield  of 
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wheat  for  the  farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and 
multiplying  the  resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national 
allocation  percentage. 

“marketing  certificates 
“Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  is¬ 
suance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing 
year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on  any  farm  with 
respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 
to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing 
allocation  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing  year  begins  multiplied 
by  the  estimated  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the 
amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the 
marketing  year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduc¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced  on 
the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat 
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1  marketing  certificates  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any 

2  marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is 

3  assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which  the 

4  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements  of 

5  section  339  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 

6  which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe, 

7  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any 

8  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest 

9  as  a  producer. 

10  “(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program 

11  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 

12  determine  and  proclaim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face 

13  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The  face  value 

14  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the 

15  amount  by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  ac- 

16  companied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support 

17  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates  (noncertificate 

18  wheat) . 

19  “  (d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall 

20  be  represented  by  such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records, 

21  accounts,  certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the 

22  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

23  “marketing  restrictions 

24  “Sec.  379d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  aequir- 

25  ing  marketing  certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such 
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certificates  are  issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such  producer  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable  only  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
Any  unused  certificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued  shall  be  purchased 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  is  authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  certificates 
not  accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary 
determines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to 
require  the  producer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat 
marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons 
engaged  in  the  processing  of  wheat  into  food  products  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing 
any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States,  ac¬ 
quire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and  (ii)  all 
persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat  shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  market¬ 
ing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so 
exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  he  valid  to  cover  only 
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sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 
respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used 
to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of 
wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  and  subject  to  such  regulations 
as  he  may  prescribe,  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment 
for  such  marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required,  any  per¬ 
son  required  to  have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to  mar¬ 
ket  or  export  a  commodity  may  market  any  such  commodity 
without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certificates. 

“(d>  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  ‘food  products’ 
means  any  product  to  be  used  for  human  consumption,  in¬ 
cluding  beverage. 

“assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing 

CERTIFICATES 

“Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing 
certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation 
to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  cer¬ 
tificates  which  it  purchases  and  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
marketing  certificates  to  make  such  discounts  and  charge 
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such  premiums  not  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  face 
value  of  the  certificate  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
necessary  to  encourage  the  purchase  and  sale  of  such  certif¬ 
icates  through  commercial  channels. 

“conversion  factors 

“Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion 
factors  which  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat 
contained  in  any  food  product.  The  conversion  factor  for 
any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined  upon  the  basis  of 
the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 
“authority  to  facilitate  transition 
“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such 
action  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  tran¬ 
sition  from  the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  program 
provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall 
not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of 
trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle 
from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section 
379d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or 
food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 
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“reports  and  records 

“Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  warehousemen, 
processors,  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  food  products  con¬ 
taining  wheat,  and  all  persons  purchasing,  selling,  or 
otherwise  dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certificates.  Any 
such  person  shall,  from  time  to  time  on  request  of 
the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such  information 
and  keep  such  records  as  the  Secretary  finds  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such  records 
shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 
For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of  any  report 
made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  information  required  to 
be  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished,  the  Secretary 
is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  books,  papers,  records, 
accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  documents,  and  memo¬ 
randums  as  he  has  reason  to  believe  are  relevant  and  are 
within  the  control  of  such  person. 

“penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal  to  two 
times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in 
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such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a 
civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  who  is  subject  to 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  who  violates  or  attempts  to  vio¬ 
late  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the 
acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates 
or  who  fails  to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  re¬ 
quired  by  section  379h  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde¬ 
meanor  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $5,000  for  each  violation. 

“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer, 
knowingly  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates 
or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of 
any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or 
handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report 
or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall,  (i)  for¬ 
feit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in 
part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the  farm 
or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to  which 
any  such  act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if  such  market¬ 
ing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the  Secretary, 
upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of  such  certifi¬ 
cates,  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the 
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amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be  forfeited  or  the 
amount  to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act  or  default  com¬ 
mitted  and  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  default. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters, 
forges,  or  counterfeits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with 
fraudulent  intent  possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or 
both. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  379j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subtitle  including  but  not  limited  to  regulations  governing 
the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  cer- 
tificates.” 

Sec.  424.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows : 

( 1 )  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  folio  whig  new 
section : 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

“  ( 1 )  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  mar- 
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keting  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in 
section  401  (b)  ; 

“(2)  price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by 
marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration 
competitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value 
of  wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at 
which  price  support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains; 

“  (3)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators; 

“(4)  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  not 
in  effect  because  of  disapproval  of  quotas  by  producers; 

“(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  for  which  a  national  marketing  quota  is  not  pro¬ 
claimed  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101 ;  and 

“(6)  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  (i) 
does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm 
or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre- 
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scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements 
of  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following :  “Provided,  That  if  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  support  price  for 
wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  a  certificate  and  wheat  sold  shall  be  accompanied 

i 

by  a  certificate.” 

(3)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  sentence:  “Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  hereof,  if  a  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any 
marketing  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use 
from  its  stocks  at  market  prices  during  the  marketing 
year  not  to  exceed  two  hundred  million  bushels  of 
wheat.” 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  430.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 
of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
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2  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  marketing  year 

2  ending  March  31,  1963. 

3  In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 

4  means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 

5  adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  marketing  year 
g  ending  March  31,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and 
rj  thus  reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support 
g  program,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
9  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 

40  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  an  emergency 
44  dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in 

42  the  following  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

43  Sec.  431.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 

14  authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 

15  in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 

16  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 

17  .  periods  of  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  their 

18  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 

19  (ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou- 

20  sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal 

21  marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  434  of  this 

22  Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 

23  That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 

24  extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
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adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 
(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who  fails 
to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment  on  the 
quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings  below 
his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as  much 
as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 


1  reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 

2  his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 

3  marketing  of  milk. 

4  Sec.  432.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar- 

5  keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 

6  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 

7  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 

8  to  section  433  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 

9  shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 

10  pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 

11  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 

12  this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar- 

13  ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre- 

14  tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 

15  year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 

16  when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 

17  Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish- 

18  ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 

19  such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 

20  deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 

21  health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 

22  marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have 

23  commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 

24  1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar- 

25  keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
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quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  433.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  434.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  trans¬ 
fer  his  normal  marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any 
other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer  who  agrees  to 
utilize  such  normal  marketing  level  for  the  disposition  in 
commercial  channels  of  milk,  butterfat,  or  dairy  products 
produced  in  the  same  State  as  that  in  which  the  transferor 
engaged  in  production  or  any  State  adjacent  thereto.  A 
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1  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and  there 

2  engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may  take 

3  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing  level. 

4  Sec.  435.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu- 

5  lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 

6  administration  of  this  subtitle. 

7  (b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 

8  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  home  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 

9  poration  and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex- 

10  penses  of  the  Corporation. 

11  Sec.  436.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab- 

12  lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 

13  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
11  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 

15  thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 

16  and  ( 7 )  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 

17  price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 

18  marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 

19  provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 

20  order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 

21  their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 

22  price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 

23  such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 

24  marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 

25  there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
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of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  marketing 

I 

adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  he  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represen¬ 
tative  period  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  437.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
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1  restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con- 

2  spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 

3  this  section. 

4  TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

5  Sec.  501.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin- 

6  istration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

7  (1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec- 

8  tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 

9  ‘‘including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302, 

10  recreational  uses  and  facilities.” ; 

11  (2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  the  words 

12  “soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  “shifts  in  land 

13  use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities”, 

14  and  by  inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 

15  “or  sewer”; 

16  (3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 

17  figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

18  figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 

19  (4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 

20  “and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 


21 


uses  and  facilities”. 
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1  Sec.  502.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon- 

2  stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 

3  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 

4  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 

5  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3225 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  22, 1962 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


AN  ACT 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture  Act 

4  of  1962”. 
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TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 
Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
as  follows : 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c) ,  (d),  (e), 
(f),and  (g)  of  section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 
out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  word  “The” ;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 
section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva¬ 
tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 
to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  sendees  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 
such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may  determine, 
with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 
practices  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned 
or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of 
crops  (including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers, 
which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands 
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covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  de¬ 
veloping  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources, 
or  for  nonagricultural  purposes.  Such  agreements  shall  in¬ 
clude  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 
desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and 
may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“  (3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“  (4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“(5)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out 
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the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  may  provide  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an  equal 
period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allot¬ 
ment  history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement 
for  the  purpose  of  any  Federal  program  under  which  such 
history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation 
on  the  production  of  such  crop;  or  (B)  surrender  of  any 
such  history  and  allotments. 

“  (6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  agreements  hereunder  which 
would  require  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of 
$10,000,000  in  any  calendar  year.” 

(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services, 
facilities,  and  authorities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  the  purpose  of  making  disbursements  to  producers  under 
programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sections  8  and  16(e)  of 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  disbursements  shall  be 
made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has  re¬ 
ceived  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations 
available  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  such  programs.” 
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Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Barm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
develop  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization, 
including  the  more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retirement 
of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,  in  order  thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in 
land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  erosion,  reforesta¬ 
tion,  enabling  local  public  authorities  to  provide  public 
recreation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish  and 
wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams 
and  reservoirs,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture, 
protecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protect¬ 
ing  the  public  lands. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  territorial, 
and  other  public  agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist 
in  carrying  out  such  plans  by  means  of  loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investiga- 
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tions  relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate  information  concerning 
these  activities.  Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agen¬ 
cies  shall  he  made  only  if  such  plans  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45  days  by,  the 
State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over 
such  plans,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State 
agency.  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  single 
loan  under  this  subsection  in  excess  of  $250,000  un¬ 
less  such  loan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Loans  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
made  under  contracts  which  will  provide,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate, 
for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years, 
with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on 
its  marketable  public  obligations  outstanding  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made, 
which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15 
years  from  date  of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and 
interest  on  such  loans  shall  begin  within  5  years.” 
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Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is 
amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 
to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  “Provided,  That 
when  a  local  organization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan  for  public 
fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half  of 
the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way 
acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  local  organization  for 
such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic 
facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to, 
and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  purposes : 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized 
to  participate  in  recreational  development  in  any  water¬ 
shed  project  only  to  the  extent  that  the  need  therefor  is 
demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards  established 
by  him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man-days  of 
use  of  the  projected  recreational  development  and  giving 
consideration  to  the  availability  within  the  region  of  ex¬ 
isting  water-based  outdoor  recreational  developments: 
Provided  further,  That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local 
organization  have  agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition 
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by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or  rights- 
of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for  works 
of  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from  encroachment 
by  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  develop¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to 
the  local  organization  from  funds  appropriated  for  con¬ 
struction  of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts  required 
for  the  acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of- 
way;  and,  except  where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by 
the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid  by  the  local 
organization,  with  interest,  prior  to  construction  of  the 
works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  construction 
funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  said 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “  (A)  such  propor¬ 
tionate  share,  as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  involving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  and”. 
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TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  friendly  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade: 
Provided,  That  agreements  with  the  private  trade  shall 
be  limited  to  the  purchase  of  commodities  for  shipment 
to  underdeveloped  countries  for  consumption  in  the 
underdeveloped  countries  to  which  they  are  shipped.” 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  “,  including  financial  insti¬ 
tutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations,”  after  the 
words  “friendly  nations”;  and 
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(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing  dol¬ 
lar  sales  through  the  private  trade,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales 
agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States  private 
trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the  terms 
and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.  Any  agree¬ 
ment  entered  into  hereunder  with  the  private  trade 
shall  provide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as 
the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide  rea¬ 
sonable  assurance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due 
for  agricultural  commodities  sold  pursuant  to  such 
agreement.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substituting 
therefor  the  word  “reasonable”;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement”  in 
the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  except  that 
the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may 
be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery,”. 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“Sec.  405.  In  entering  into  agreements  with  friendly 
nations  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities,  the 
President  may,  to  the  extent  deemed  practicable  and  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States,  permit  other  friendly 
and  historic  supplying  nations  to  participate  in  supplying 
such  commodities  under  the  sales  agreement  on  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  those  applicable  to  the  United 
States.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c),”. 
TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 
Sec.  301.  Subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  after  part  VI  a  new  part  VII  as  follows: 

“Part  VII — Marketing  Quotas — Feed  Grains 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  360a.  The  production  of  feed  grains  is  a  vital 
part  of  the  agricultural  economy  of  the  United  States.  Feed 
grains  move  almost  wholly  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  in  the  form  of  grains,  livestock,  and  livestock  products. 

“Abnormally  excessive  and  abnormally  deficient  sup¬ 
plies  of  feed  grains  on  the  national  market  acutely  and  directly 
burden,  obstruct,  and  affect  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce.  When  the  available  supply  of  feed  grains  is  exces- 
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sive,  the  prices  of  feed  grains  are  unreasonably  low  and 
fanners  overexpand  livestock  production  to  find  outlets  for 
feed  grains.  Excessive  supplies  of  feed  grains  cause  the 
marketing  of  excessive  supplies  of  livestock  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  sacrificial  prices,  endanger  the  financial 
stability  of  producers,  and  overtax  the  handling,  processing, 
and  transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  in  feed  grains,  livestock,  and 
livestock  products  is  directed.  Deficient  supplies  of  feed 
grains  result  in  substantial  decreases  in  livestock  production 
and  in  an  inadequate  flow  of  livestock  and  livestock  products 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  with  the  consequence 
of  unreasonably  high  prices  to  consumers  and  loss  of  markets 
for  producers. 

“Although  certain  feed  grains  are  better  suited  for  pro¬ 
duction  in  some  areas  than  other  feed  grains,  in  general,  one 
of  several  feed  grains  can  be  grown  on  the  same  land.  A 
marketing  program  which  provides  for  a  single  quota  appli¬ 
cable  to  feed  grains  and  which  permits  producers  to  deter¬ 
mine,  within  the  quota,  which  feed  grains  they  shall  produce 
will  tend  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act  and  will  permit 
producers  the  maximum  amount  of  freedom  of  choice  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  attainment  of  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  market¬ 
ing  of  feed  grains  are  such  that,  without  Federal  assistance, 
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farmers,  individually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot  effectively 
provide  for  a  balanced  supply  of  feed  grains  and  the  orderly 
marketing  of  feed  grains  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers. 

“The  national  public  interest  and  general  welfare  re¬ 
quire  that  the  burdens  on  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
above  described  be  removed  by  the  exercise  of  Federal 
power.  Feed  grains  which  do  not  move  in  the  form  of  feed 
grains  outside  of  the  State  where  they  are  produced  are  so 
closely  and  substantially  related  to  feed  grains  which  move 
in  the  form  of  feed  grains  outside  of  the  State  where  they  are 
produced,  and  have  such  a  close  and  substantial  relation  to 
the  volume  and  price  of  livestock  and  livestock  products  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  that  it  is  necessary  to  regu¬ 
late  feed  grains  which  do  not  move  outside  of  the  State  where 
they  are  produced  to  the  extent  set  forth  in  his  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreage  from  feed  grains  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply 
or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct, 
and  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  suffi- 
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cient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the 
supply  of  such  commodit}^  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on 
the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such 
adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  feed  grains  to  he  used  to  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  sur¬ 
plus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“national  marketing  quota 
“Sec.  360b.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  June  20  in  any  cal¬ 
endar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of 
feed  grains  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing 
quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  shall 
be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  follow¬ 
ing  marketing  year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years, 
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if  the  Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation 
that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  has 
been  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January  1  or 
later  than  June  20  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  feed  grains  which,  during  such 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  he  utilized 
in  the  United  States  in  the  production  of  the  volume  of  live¬ 
stock  (including  poultry)  and  livestock  products  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet  domestic  consumption  and  export 
requirements,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  for  human  consumption 
in  the  United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages, 
composed  wholly  or  partly  of  feed  grains,  (iii)  will  be  uti¬ 
lized  in  the  United  States  for  seed  and  industrial  uses,  and 
(iv)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of  feed  grains  or 
products  thereof;  less  (A)  an  amount  of  feed  grains  equal 
to  the  estimated  imports  of  feed  grains  into  the  United  States 
during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B)  if  the  stocks  of  feed 
grains  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of 
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1  feed  grains  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desirable 

2  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve 

3  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  deter- 

4  mines  that  the  total  stocks  of  feed  grains  in  the  Nation  are 

5  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next  suc- 

6  ceeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota  other- 

7  wise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  Secre- 

8  tary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carry- 
6  over:  And  provided  further,  That  the  national  marketing 

16  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  not 

11  less  than  one  hundred  and  ten  million  tons. 

12  “  (c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  market- 
id  ing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secre- 

14  tary  has  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emer- 

15  gency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for 

16  feed  grains,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  ter- 
1^  minated  or  the  amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an 
18  immediate  investigation  to  be  made  to  determine  whether 
16  such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or 

20  increase  in  the  demand  for  feed  grains.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such 

21  investigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  is  neces- 

22  sary,  he  shall  immediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the 

23  amount  of  any  such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary 

24  and  thereupon  such  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  so  in- 

25  creased  or  terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing  quota 
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is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall  provide 
for  such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allotments  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage. 

“national  acreage  allotment 
“Sec.  360c.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  feed  grains  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  national 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  shall  be 
the  number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  determines  on  the 
basis  of  expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  will,  together  with  the  expected  produc¬ 
tion  (1)  on  increased  acreage  resulting  from  exemptions 
pursuant  to  sections  360f  and  360k,  and  (2)  of  silage  on 
acreage  excluded  from  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  pursuant  to 
section  301  (a)  (11) ,  make  available  a  supply  of  feed  grams 
equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for 
such  marketing  year. 

“apportionment  of  national  acreage  allotment 
“Sec.  360d.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to 
exceed  1  per  centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secre- 
S.  3225 - 3 
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tary  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  for  each  State.  The  State  base  acreage 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  in 
the  State  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  this  section. 

“(b)  (1)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to  exceed  3  per 
centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section,  shall  he  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
the  counties  in  the  State  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acreage 
of  feed  grains  for  each  county.  The  county  base  acreage  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  in  the 
county  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (d)  of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
to  make  increases  in  county  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis 
of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  an  additional  share  of 
the  national  acreage  allotment  because  of  reclamation  and 
other  new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  feed  grains. 

“(c)  (1)  The  county  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary,  through 
the  county  committee,  among  the  farms  in  the  county  on  the 
basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  each  farm.  The 
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farm  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage 
of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period,  adjusted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  (l)  of  this  section  shall  be  available : 

“  (A)  For  apportionment  to  farms  which  were 
eligible  to  receive  farm  acreage  allotments  under  this 
part,  but  which  through  error  did  not  receive  such  allot¬ 
ments  ; 

“(B)  For  making  increases  in  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  the  basis  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  following 
factors:  tillable  acres,  type  of  soil,  topography,  estab¬ 
lished  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  hardship,  in¬ 
equities  in  allotments,  and  such  other  factors  as  the 
Secretary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing  fair  and  equitable  farm  acreage 
allotments;  and 

“  (0)  For  apportionment  to  farms  for  which  farm 
acreage  allotments  were  not  determined  because  there 
were  no  acreages  of  feed  grains  on  such  farms  during 
the  base  period  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 
the  suitability  of  the  land  for  the  production  of  feed 
grains,  the  past  experience  of  the  farm  operator  in  the 
production  of  feed  grains,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm 
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operator  is  dependent  on  income  from  farming  for  his 
livelihood,  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  other  farms 
owned,  operated,  or  controlled  by  the  farm  operator, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair 
and  equitable  farm  acreage  allotments. 

“(d)  In  determining  the  State,  county,  and  farm  base 
acreages — 

“  ( 1 )  the  base  period  shall  be  the  calendar  years 
1959  and  1960  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage 
allotments  for  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  feed 
grams ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  subsequent  crops  of  feed  grains,  the  base 
period  shall  be  the  two  most  recent  calendar  years  dur¬ 
ing  which  a  marketing  quota  program  was  in  effect  for 
which  statistics  of  the  Federal  Government  are  available ; 

“(2)  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  adjustments 
as  he  determines  are  necessary  for  abnormal  conditions 
affecting  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest, 
land  which  is  regarded  as  devoted  to  the  production 
of  feed  grains  under  Federal  farm  programs,  acreage 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  under  this 
part,  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should 
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be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair  and 
equitable  base  acreages; 

“(3)  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be  excluded 
in  determining  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for 
the  State,  county,  or  farm,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a 
farm  which  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
under  the  small-farm  exemption  in  section  360f,  or 
under  the  exemption  in  section  360k,  the  acreage  on 
the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  but 
not  in  excess  of  the  farm  base  acreage,  shall  not  be 
excluded. 

“(4)  the  acreage  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  pursuant  to  the 
exemption  provided  in  section  335  (f) ,  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  part  VII,  shall  be  considered  as  an 
acreage  of  feed  grains  in  determining  the  average  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  for  the  State,  county,  or  farm,  and 
shall  not  be  considered  as  an  acreage  of  wheat  in  de¬ 
termining  the  small-farm  base  acreage  for  wheat  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  335. 

“geographical  applicability 
“Sec.  360e.  This  part  VII  shall  be  applicable  to  the 
continental  United  States  excluding  Alaska. 
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“small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  360f.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  of  less  than  twenty-five  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such 
crop  of  feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm,  or  (B)  twenty- 
five  acres  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  If  the 
operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with 
respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of 
section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  deemed  to  he  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
farm  base  acreage,  or  (B)  twenty-five  acres,  (ii)  the  land- 
use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the 
farm,  and  (iii)  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

“referendum 

“Sec.  360g.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed 
grains  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed, 
the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proc¬ 
lamation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a 
referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether 
they  favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
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year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has 
a  feed  grain  base  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  producer  who  has  a 
farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  twenty-five  acres  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  360f,  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the 
results  of  any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the  fanners  voting  in 
the  referendum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary 
shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  referendum  is  held.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  two- 
thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting  in  a  referendum  approve 
marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing 
years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or 
years  of  such  period. 

“compliance 

“Sec.  360h.  (a)  (1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  he  the  actual  production  of  the 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing 
excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  he  an  amount 
equal  to  twice  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  of  feed 
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grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop:  Provided ,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the 
number  of  acres  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  if  the  producer,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within 
the  tune  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains 
on  the  farm :  Provided  further,  That  if  there  is  an  acreage  of 
more  than  one  feed  grain  on  the  farm,  in  determining  which 
acreage  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  the  feed  grain  or  grains  which  has  the  highest  value, 
based  on  the  normal  yield  of  the  feed  grain  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  feed 
grain,  shall  be  considered  as  the  acreage  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  (i)  ‘actual 
production’  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a  feed  grain  on  a  farm 
means  the  actual  average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  on  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  feed  grain, 
and  (ii)  ‘normal  production’  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a 
feed  grain  on  a  farm  means  the  normal  yield  of  such  feed 
grain  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such 
feed  grain.  The  normal  yield  of  any  feed  grain  for  a  farm 
shall  be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  such  feed  grain  on  the 
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farm  during  the  five  calendar  years  immediately  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined,  adjusted 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  yields. 
If  for  any  such  year  the  data  are  not  available  or  there  is  no 
actual  yield,  then  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  taking  into  consideration  abnormal  weather  conditions, 
trends  in  yields,  the  normal  yield  for  the  county,  the  normal 
yields  for  similar  or  adjacent  farms,  and  the  yield  in  years 
for  which  data  are  available. 

“(3)  In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and 
farm  marketing  excess,  (i)  any  acreage  of  a  feed  grain  re¬ 
maining  after  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
disposal  of  excess  acres  of  such  feed  grain  shall  be  included 
as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  and  the  production 
thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of 
such  production,  (ii)  any  acreage  of  any  feed  grain  classified 
as  wheat  acreage  pursuant  to  section  360i  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  feed  grain  acreage,  and  (iii)  any  acreage  of  feed 
grains  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  and  (iv)  any  acreage 
S.  3225 - 4 
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of  barley  disposed  of  by  grazing  not  later  than  thirty  days 
prior  to  the  date  the  harvest  of  barley  normally  begins  in  the 
county  or  the  area  within  the  county  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the  fa  mi  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  feed 
grains  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  market¬ 
ing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  feed  grains  are 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year. 

“(b)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  any  feed  grain  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject 
to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  at 
a  rate  per  bushel  on  the  amount  of  feed  grains  in  the  farm 
marketing  excess  equal  to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
of  the  particular  feed  grain  involved  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each  pro¬ 
ducer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  feed  grains  on  any 
farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  is 
determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess. 

“(c)  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  down¬ 
ward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production  as  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  com- 
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puted  upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal  production  and  as 
computed  upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer. 

“  (d)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 
on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the 
entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  sub¬ 
sequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  he  subject  to  a  lien 
in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

“(e)  Until  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess 
of  feed  grains  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  feed  grains  produced  on 
the  farm  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  specified  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  this  section,  and  such  penalty  on  each  bushel  of 
feed  grains  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person  with¬ 
in  the  United  States  shall  he  paid  by  the  buyer,  who  may 
deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  penalty  from  the  price 
paid  to  the  producer.  If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such 
penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share  in  the 
feed  grains  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof 
shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty. 

“(f)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection 
of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  feed  grains  shall  be  liable 
also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per 
annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the 
date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 
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“substitution  of  wheat  and  feed  grains 

“Sec.  360i.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  producers  of  wheat  to  have 
acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as 
devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains,  and  producers  of 
feed  grains  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed 
grains  considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat,  to 
such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation 
of  this  subtitle  B. 

“land  use 

“Sec.  360j.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  feed  grains  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on 
any  farm  ( except  a  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d(c)  (2)  (C)  )  on 
which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any  marketing  quota 
penalty  applicable  to  such  crop,  as  provided  in  this  subsec¬ 
tion,  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary  as 
one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not  substantially  im¬ 
pair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  (ii) 
no  feed  grains  are  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers 
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have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to 
participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage  required  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm 
shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel, 
as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested,  of  the  feed  grain  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
the  principal  feed  grain  produced  in  the  county,  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  for  such  feed  grain  as  defined  in  section 
360h  (a) .  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 
on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the 
farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be 
subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount 
of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be  diverted  from 
the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  Secretary 
may  require  the  penalty  on  the  production  of  crops  on  the 
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diverted  acreage  to  be  collected  by  the  purchaser  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  the  farm.  The  persons  liable  for  the 
payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the 
date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“  (2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on  any 
farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  diverted  acreage  shall  not  be  grazed  unless 
the  Secretary,  after  certification  by  the  Governor  of  the  State 
in  which  such  acreage  is  situated  of  the  need  for  grazing  on 
such  acreage,  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  permit  graz¬ 
ing  thereon  in  order  to  alleviate  damage,  hardship,  or  suf¬ 
fering  caused  by  severe  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disaster,  and  consents  to  such  grazing. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and 
1965  croj)s  of  feed  grains  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  di- 
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verted,  taking  into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the 
Act,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
to  producers  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  Secretary  may  per¬ 
mit  the  producers  on  the  farm  to  divert  from  the  production 
of  feed  grains  an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains:  Provided,  That  the 
producers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election,  divert  such 
acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on 
the  farm  to  twenty-five  acres.  Such  program  shall  require 
(1)  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the  total 
acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  excluding 
the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above  and  acreage  diverted 
under  the  land-use  provisions  for  wheat  pursuant  to  section 
339,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including  summer  fallow 
and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period  used  in 
determining  the  farm  acreage  allotment  adjusted  to  the 
extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnormal 
weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting  production, 
(ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  (iii) 
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participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  (iv)  un¬ 
usually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  con¬ 
serving  uses,  and  (v)  for  other  factors  which  the  Secretary 
determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  estab¬ 
lishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for  the 
farm ;  and  ( 3 )  that  the  producers  shall  not  knowingly  exceed 
(i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any  commodity 
produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotments  on 
any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a 
share:  Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire 
amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  reg¬ 
ulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty:  And 
provided  further,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  or 
feed  grains  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335,  360f,  or  360k.  The 
producer  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d(c)  (2)  (0)  shall 
not  he  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall 
provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  Payments  may  be  made 
in  cash  or  in  feed  grains. 
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"(c)  Tlie  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any 
payment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section. 

"(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment 
to  producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be 
made  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which 
price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such 
crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  di¬ 
verted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  the  rate 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking 
into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production 
of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  pay¬ 
ment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be 
applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses 
and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

"(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
S.  3225 - 5 
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including  provision  for  the  control  of  erosion,  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“  (g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

“(h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this 
section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“(i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
performance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action 
or  advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section, 
or  of  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  16  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  and 
payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such 
action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  is  desir¬ 
able  in  order  to  provide  fan*  and  equitable  treatment. 

“deficit  areas 

“Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  in  any  area  (county,  State,  or  region)  in  which 
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the  Secretary  determines  ( 1 )  that  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  would  result  in  an  average  loss  of  25  per 
centum  gross  income  to  producers  in  such  area,  would  in¬ 
crease  by  25  per  centum  the  price  of  feed  grains  in 
such  area  relative  to  other  areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal 
farming  practices  in  such  area,  based  on  1959-1960 
operations,  and  (2)  that  the  exception  provided  by 
this  section  would  not  impair  the  effective  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  Act,  he  may  provide  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  he  may  prescribe  that  no  farm  marketing  quota 
(that  is,  production  on  the  acreage  allotment)  for  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in  such  area,  if 
the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  section  360h,  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land-use  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  360j  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm, 
(iii)  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support,  and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  on  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop. 

“authority  to  exempt  malting  barley 
“Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  if  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  barley  the  Secretary 
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finds  that  there  is  not  likely  to  be  production  of  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  malting  barley  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor, 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe,  the  farm  marketing  quota  or  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
malting  barley  on  any  farm,  if  (i)  the  operator  elects  in 
writing  on  a  form  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  have  malting  barley  exempt  therefrom,  (ii) 
such  operator  has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of 
barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety 
for  harvest  during  the  crop  year,  and  does  not  knowingly 
devote  during  such  crop  year  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  or  such  later  two-year 
period  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  and 
(iii)  the  farm  base  acreage  and  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  are  adjusted  downward  by  such 
amount  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  to  reflect 
the  exclusion  of  such  barley  from  the  fann  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  2  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking 
out  “and”  immediately  following  the  last  semicolon,  by  chang¬ 
ing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  semicolon,  and  by 
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adding  immediately  following  such  new  semicolon  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  to  reduce  the  annual  carryover  of  feed  grains,  to 
stabilize  the  supply  of  feed  grains,  and  to  provide  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  balanced  flow  of  feed  grains  so  that  the  prices  of 
feed  grains  are  fair  to  producers  and  consumers  and  the  total 
supply  of  feed  grains  available  for  utilization  for  livestock  feed 
is  maintained  at  a  level  which  is  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  quantities  of  livestock  and  the  products  thereof 
that  will  be  consumed  and  exported  at  prices  which  are  fair 
to  producers  and  consumers.” 

Sec.  303.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(l)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  items: 

“(10)  The  term  Teed  grains’  means  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley. 

“(11)  The  term  ‘acreage  of  feed  grains’  means 
acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  (including 
self-seeded  feed  grains) ,  but  excluding  the  acreage  of 
feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  not  in  excess  of  the  acre- 

k-  ft 

age  of  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  during  the  base 
period  as  defined  in  section  360d(d)  if  the  operator  of 
the  farm  elects  in  writing  to  have  such  feed  grains  har¬ 
vested  for  silage  excluded.  The  review  provisions  ap- 
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plicable  to  marketing  quotas  in  sections  361-367  shall 
apply  to  the  determination  of  the  acreage  of  silage  ex¬ 
empt  under  this  subsection. 

“(12)  The  term  ‘crop’  as  applied  to  ‘feed  grains’ 
means  all  of  the  crops  of  the  agricultural  commodities 
which  comprise  feed  grains  and  which  are  produced  for 
harvest  in  the  same  calendar  year.” 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  (6)  (A)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(6)  (A)  ‘Market’,  in  the  case  of  cotton,  rice, 
tobacco,  wheat,  and  feed  grains,  means  to  dispose  of,  in 
raw  or  processed  form,  by  voluntary  or  involuntary  sale, 
barter,  or  exchange,  or  by  gift  inter  vivos,  and,  in  the 
case  of  wheat  and  feed  grains,  by  feeding  (in  any  form) 
to  poultry  or  livestock  which,  or  the  products  of  which, 
are  sold,  bartered,  or  exchanged,  or  to  be  so  dis¬ 
posed  of.” 

(3)  Subsection  (b)  (7)  is  amended  to  read  as 

follows : 

“  (7)  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case  of  the 
following  commodities,  the  period  beginning  on  the  first 
and  ending  with  the  second  date  specified  below : 

“Barley,  July  1-June  30; 

“Coni,  October  1-September  30; 

“Cotton,  August  1-July  31; 
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“Grain  sorghums,  July  1-June  30; 

“Peanuts,  August  1-July  31; 

“Bice,  August  1-July  31; 

“Tobacco  (flue-cured),  July  1-June  30; 

“Tobacco  (other  than  flue-cured,  October  1- 
September  30; 

“Wheat,  July  1-June  30. 

“  ‘Marketing  year’  means,  in  the  case  of  ‘feed 
grains’,  the  marketing  years  for  the  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  comprising  the  feed  grains.” 

Sec.  304.  Sections  361,  362,  and  363  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Section  361  is  amended  by  adding  “feed 
grains,”  after  “wheat,”,  and  by  changing  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  section  to  a  comma  and  adding  the 
following:  “and  to  the  review  of  land-use  penalties 
assessed  pursuant  to  sections  339  and  360j.” 

(2)  Section  362  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  “Notice  of  the  land-use 
penalty  assessed  pursuant  to  section  339  or  3 60 j  shall 
be  mailed  to  the  farmer.” 

(3)  Section  363  is  amended  by  adding  “or  land- 
use  penalty”  after  the  word  “quota”  wherever  it  appears 
in  such  section. 
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Sec.  305.  Section  372  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
“feed  grains,”  after  “wheat,”  in  subsection  (a)  thereof. 

Sec.  306.  Sections  373,  374,  and  375  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  by  deleting  “corn”  wherever  it  appears  and  by  sub¬ 
stituting  in  lieu  thereof  “feed  grains”;  and  subsection  (b)  of 
section  375  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  sentence  and  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  “or  to  effectuate  the  provisions  thereof.” 

Sec.  307.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  after  “Soil  Conservation  Act  payment,” 
the  following:  “payment  under  section  360j,”. 

Sec.  308.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment,  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  301 
through  307  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect 
to  programs  applicable  to  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  to  the  mar¬ 
keting  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 

Sec.  309.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 
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(1)  By  amending  section  105  by  deleting  subsec¬ 
tions  (a)  and  (b)  and  substituting  the  following: 

“  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

“  ( 1 )  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  are  not  disapproved  by  pro¬ 
ducers,  price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall  be  made 
available  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  after  consideration 
of  (i)  the  factors  specified  in  section  401  (b)  of  this 
Act,  (ii)  the  supplies  of  feed  grains  that  would  be  avail¬ 
able  during  the  marketing  year  at  prices  approximating 
the  support  prices  of  feed  grains,  and  (iii)  consumption 
goals  during  the  marketing  year  for  livestock  and  live¬ 
stock  products,  taking  into  consideration  consumption 
under  special  governmental  programs,  and  imports  and 
exports  of  livestock  and  livestock  products. 

“  (2)  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  com, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  are  disapproved  by  pro¬ 
ducers,  price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall  be  at 
such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
S.  3225 - 6 
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after  consideration  of  the  factors  specified  in  section 
401  (b). 

“  (3)  price  support  for  each  crop  of  barley  and 
grain  sorghums,  respectively,  shall  be  at  such  level  as 
the  Secretary  determines  is  fair  and  reasonable  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made  avail¬ 
able  for  corn,  taking  into  consideration  the  feeding  value 
of  such  feed  grain  in  relation  to  corn  and  the  other  fac¬ 
tors  specified  in  section  401  (b)  of  this  Act. 

“  (4)  price  support  for  com,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators. 

“  (5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  a  ‘cooperator’  with 
respect  to  any  such  feed  grain  produced  on  a  farm  shall 
be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A) 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains  or  any  other 
commodity  on  thq  farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has 
an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the 
land-use  requirements  of  section  360j  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  com, 
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grain  sorghums,  and  barley  produced  on  a  farm  shall  he 
a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.  No  producer  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or 
postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but  the  producer  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on  such  farm 
marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  the 
farm,  or  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  feed 
grains  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from 
the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section 
335,  360f,  or  360k  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.” 

(2)  By  amending  section  105  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  thereof  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  By  amending  section  401  by  inserting  after  the 
comma  before  “(2)”  the  following:  “(2)  the  income 
needed  to  provide  a  farm  operator  and  his  family  with 
a  return  for  his  labor  and  investment  equal  to  the  return 
earned  by  comparable  resources  in  other  occupations”, 
and  by  renumbering  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7), 
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and  (8)  as  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  and  (9), 
respectively. 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  hereof, 
(i)  if  a  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Conmiodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use  from 
its  stocks  during  such  marketing  year  not  to  exceed  ten 
million  tons,  or  the  equivalent  in  bushels,  of  feed  grains 
at  not  less  than  2  per  centum  above  the  current  support 
price  for  such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges,  (ii)  if  a  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  an}7 
marketing  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use 
from  its  stocks  during  the  marketing  year  not  to  exceed 
two  hundred  million  bushels  of  wheat  at  not  less  than  2 
per  centum  above  the  current  support  price  for  such 
commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges.” 

Subtitle  B— Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  paragraphs : 

“Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the 
date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
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acres  of  wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  wheat  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circumstances, 
wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered 
in  the  same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or 
which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct,  and 
adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient 
surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the 
price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
and,  also,  could  overtax  thfc  handling,  processing,  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  ad¬ 
verse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
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the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  produce  commodi¬ 
ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  he  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative 
plan  to  wheat  producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  mini¬ 
mize  recurring  surpluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable 
to  fanners  and  consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely  affecting  other 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.” 

Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  provisions  of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“national  marketing  quota 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing  quota 
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program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 
that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in  effect  for 
such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing 
year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation  that  a  two- 
or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“  (b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been 
proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January  1 
or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  for 
human  consumption  in  the  United  States  as  food,  food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
(ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United 
States  for  seed,  (iii)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount 
which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (including  poultry)  feed  in 
the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less  (A) 
an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of  wheat 
into  the  United  States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B) 
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if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an 
amount  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desir¬ 
able  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to 
achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the  Nation 
are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next 
succeeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the 
Secretary  determines  to  he  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover:  And  provided  further,  That  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  not  less 
than  one  billion  bushels. 

“  (c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has 
reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency  or 
because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat,  the 
national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 
thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation 
to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary 
in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand 
for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 
proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any  such  increase 
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found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 
marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case 
any  national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by 
increasing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this  part  by  a 
uniform  percentage.” 

Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

‘'national  acreage  allotment 

“Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the 
Secretary  determines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 
expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  allotments  will, 
together  with  (1)  the  expected  production  on  the  increases 
in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base 
acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2)  the  expected  pro¬ 
duction  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm 
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exemption  pursuant  to  section  335,  make  available  a  supply 
of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat 
for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  “any  of  the  1962, 
1963,  and  1964  crops”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“the  1962  crop”. 

(2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof  and  by 
redesignating  subsections  (h)  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g) 
and  (h)  respectively. 

(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  subsection  (h) ,  by  inserting  the 
following  sentence  immediately  following  the  seventh 
sentence  thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  under  this  subsection.” 

(4)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (i)  thereof  (added  by  Public  Law  87-357,  87th 
Congress,  1st  session) ,  redesignated  by  this  section  as 
subsection  (h) ,  “or  1963”. 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“  (i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary 
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finds  that  the  acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any 
kind  of  wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the 
production  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat 
to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  county  which  ( 1 )  is  capable  of  producing 
such  kind  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of 
wheat  for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or  more  of 
the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  per¬ 
centage  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity. 
No  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat 
other  than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm  for  such 
crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  author¬ 
ized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National, 
State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  such  in¬ 
creases  shall  not  he  considered  in  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph 
(6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C. 
1340  (6)  ) ,  and  section  326  (b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the 
reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
allotment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  sub¬ 
section  and  not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  he 
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applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased  allotment  under 
this  subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not 
be  required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of 
eligibility  for  price  support.” 

Sec.  314.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  immediately  after  section  334  thereof 
the  following: 

“commercial  area 

“Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the 
Secretary,  in  order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this 
Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  may  designate  such 
State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for 
the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so  desig¬ 
nated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas 
for  the  marketing  year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any  State  shall 
not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such  designation.” 

Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall 
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be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of 
less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  wheat 
does  not  exceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage  determined  for 
the  farm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small- 
farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
average  acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  in 
the  three  years  in  which  the  acreage  was  highest  during  the 
five-year  period  1957-1961,  or  such  later  five-year  period 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  with  ad¬ 
justments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the 
Secretary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  small-farm  base  acreage, 
or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm 
shall  be  the  larger  of  ( 1 )  the  small-farm  base  acreage  deter¬ 
mined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the  five-year  period 
1957-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which  the 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below 
fifty-five  million  acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment 
determined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If  the  opera¬ 
tor  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340) ,  as  amended, 
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the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base  acreage 
or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  (ii)  the  land-use 
provisions  of  section  339  shall  he  inapplicable  to  the  farm, 
(iii)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certificates  applicable  to 
such  crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The 
additional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage  allotments  for 
farms  based  upon  small-farm  base  acreages  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  he  in  addition  to  National,  State,  and  county  acre¬ 
age  allotments.” 

Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“referendum 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat 
for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the 
Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclama¬ 
tion  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a  referen¬ 
dum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they 
favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or 
years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  that  a  producer  who  has 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not 
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be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant 
to  section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held 
hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such  referen¬ 
dum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against 
marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  market¬ 
ing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of 
wheat  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  following 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period 
of  two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held 
for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of  such  period.” 

Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  338  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

“land  use 

“Sec.  339.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm 
(except  a  new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve 
for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
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be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any 
marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  subsection  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  or  (2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the 
producers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of 
intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number 
of  acres  determined  by  multiplying  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres 
in  the  national  acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  producers  on 
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any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  he  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having 
an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of 
the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  he  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date 
the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on 
any  farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  he  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

“  (b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
crops  of  wheat  imder  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur- 
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poses  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
taking  into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any  farm 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat:  Provided,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at 
their  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  as  will  bring  the  total 
acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program 
shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted 
to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the 
total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but 
excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  and  acre¬ 
age  diverted  under  section  16  (g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  shall  be  not  less  than  the  total 
average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during 
a  representative  period,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
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adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting- 
production,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the 
farm,  (iii)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
(iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for 
the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly 
exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the 
producer  has  a  share:  Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  or  feed  grains  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm 
marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335,  360f,  or 
360k.  The  producers  on  a  new  farm  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the 
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sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  Payments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in 
wheat. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  land-use  program  formulated  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made 
in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are 
not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration 
the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one- 
half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  sup- 
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port  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

“  (f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

“  (b)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay 
administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  sec¬ 
tion  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“  (i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  per¬ 
formance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or 
advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  of 
section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  297- 
298) ,  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with 
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such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it 
desirable  in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment/’ 
Sec.  319.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7 
U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  fann 
marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per 
acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  any 
acreage  of  wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat 
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shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm,  and 
the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably 
accurate  estimate  of  such  production.  Any  acreage  of 
wheat  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess. 
Self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 
wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing 
year.” 

(2)  By  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“  (2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a 
farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 
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of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess.” 

(3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  “twice”  before 
“the  normal  production”  in  the  first  and  second  sentences 
thereof,  and  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 
“twice  the”  between  “of”  and  “normal”  in  the  phrase 
“upon  the  basis  of  normal  production”,  by  striking  out 
“com  and”  from  the  first  sentence  thereof,  and  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “corn  or”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“  (4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  “com  or”  from  paragraph  (5) . 

(6)  By  striking  out  “com  or”  from  paragraph  (6) . 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by  renum¬ 
bering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through 
(10) ,  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “com  or”  and  “,  as  the  case 
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may  be/’  from  paragraph  (8),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  ( 7 ) ,  and  adding  at  the  end  of 
such  paragraph  the  following  sentence:  “If  the  buyer 
fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons 
entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or 
the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable 
for  such  penalty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12) ,  and  by  adding 
the  following  new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11), 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (10)  : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  col¬ 
lection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes 
due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing 
quotas  applicable  to  wheat  shall  be  terminated,  effective 
as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termi¬ 
nation  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously  incurred 
by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A)  ; 
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(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and  (E)  after 
the  words  “in  the  case  of  rice”  the  words  “and  wheat” 
and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraphs  after  the  words  “per 
acre  of  rice”  the  following:  “or  wheat,  as  the  case  may 
be,”; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (Gr)  the  following : 
(A)  “wheat,”  in  each  of  the  two  places  it  first  occurs 
therein;  (B)  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields”; 

(C)  “ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and”;  and 

(D)  “in  the  case  of  com,  cotton,  or  peanuts,”. 

Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “com, 
wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “any  national  acreage  allotment  for  com 
or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy 
of  this  Act  or”. 

Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in 
the  first  sentence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  following: 
“payment  under  section  339,”. 

Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74, 
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Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  310 
through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to 
programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the  market¬ 
ing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963,  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 

WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  324.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  (1)  by  designating 
subtitles  D  and  E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  ( 2 ) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle  D  as  follows : 
“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food, 
is  one  of  the  great  export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and 
its  production  for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound  national  economy 
and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat  from 
producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any 
of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to 
producers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for  nonagricultural 
products  and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  disparity 
with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assist- 
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ance,  producers  cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low 
prices  for  wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat 
producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to  regulate  the  price  of 
wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner 
provided  in  this  subtitle. 

“wheat  marketing  allocation 
“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a 
marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the 
marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program  shall  he  in  effect  as  provided  in  this  subtitle. 
Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  (1) 
the  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall 
be  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  be  used  during  such  year 
for  human  consumption  in  the  United  States,  as  food,  food 
products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
and  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  he 
exported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof  during  the 
marketing  year  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that 
marketing  certificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order  to 
achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  objec¬ 
tives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national  allocation  per¬ 
centage  which  shall  he  the  percentage  which  the  national 
marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota. 
Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for 
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such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  obtained 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the 
farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multiplying  the 
resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation  per¬ 
centage.  If  a  noncommercial  wheat-producing  area  is  estab¬ 
lished  for  any  marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be 
given  wheat  marketing  allocations  which  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the 
wheat  marketing  allocation  given  producers  in  the  commer¬ 
cial  wheat-producing  area. 

“marketing  certificates 
“Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  is¬ 
suance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing 
year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on  any  farm  with 
respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 
to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing 
allocation  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing  year  begins  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the 
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amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the 
marketing  year  on  accoimt  of  underplanting  or  underproduc¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced 
on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat 
marketing  certificates  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any 
marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is 
assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which  the 
farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements  of 
section  339  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 
which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe, 
the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any 
other  farm  for  any  connnodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest 
as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex¬ 
ceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire 
amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 
to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  or  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  or  feed  grains  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is 
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exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under 
section  335,  360f  or  360k. 

“  (c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program 
is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face 
value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for 
wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates  (noncertificate 
wheat) . 

“  (d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall 
be  represented  by  such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records, 
accounts,  certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“maeketing  eesteictions 

“Sec.  379d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquir¬ 
ing  marketing  certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such 
certificates  are  issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such  producer  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  he  transferable  only  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
Any  unused  certificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro- 
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ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued  shall  be  purchased 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  is  authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  certificates 
not  accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary 
determines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to 
require  the  producer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat 
marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons 
engaged  in  the  processing  of  wheat  into  food  products  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing 
any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States,  ac¬ 
quire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and  (ii)  all 
persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat  shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  market¬ 
ing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so 
exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover  only 
sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 
respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used 
to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of 
wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
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“  (c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and 
payment  for  such  marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required, 
and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe,  any  per¬ 
son  required  to  have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to  market 
or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  market  any  such 
commodity  without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  ‘food  products’ 
means  any  product  to  be  used  for  human  consumption,  in¬ 
cluding  beverage. 

“assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing 

CERTIFICATES 

“Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing 
certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation 
to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  cer¬ 
tificates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may  author¬ 
ize  the  Corporation  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to 
charge,  in  addition  to  the  face  value  thereof,  an  amount  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  he  appropriate  to  cover  esti¬ 
mated  administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
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and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  interest  incurred  on 
funds  of  the  Corporation  invested  in  certificates  purchased 
by  it. 

“CONVEESION  FACTOES 

“Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion 
factors  which  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat 
contained  in  any  food  product.  The  conversion  factor  for 
any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined  upon  the  basis  of 
the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 
“authoeity  to  facilitate  teansition 
“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such 
action  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  tran¬ 
sition  from  the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  program 
provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall 
not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of 
trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle 
from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section 
379d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or 
food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 
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“reports  and  records 

“Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  processors  of 
wheat,  warehousemen  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  flour,  and 
all  persons  purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat 
marketing  certificates.  Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to 
time  on  request  of  the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such 
information  and  keep  such  records  as  the  Secretary  finds 
to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  cany  out  the  provisions  of 
this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such 
records  shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  Tor  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of 
any  report  made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  information 
required  to  he  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished, 
the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  books, 
papers,  records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  reason  to  believe 
are  relevant  and  are  within  the  control  of  such  person. 

“penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal  to  two 
times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in 
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such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a 
civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“  (b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as 
a  producer,  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  partic¬ 
ipates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition, 
or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  who  fails  to  make 
any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000 
for  each  violation. 

“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer, 
knowingly  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or 
aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of 
any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or 
handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report 
or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall,  (i)  for¬ 
feit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in 
part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the 
farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if  such 
marketing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the 
Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of 
such  certificates,  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine.  Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  re- 
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spect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be 
forfeited  or  the  amount  to  he  paid  by  such  producer  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act 
or  default  committed  and  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  de¬ 
fault. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters, 
forges,  or  counterfeits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with 
fraudulent  intent  possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof  shall  he  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or 
both. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  379j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subtitle  including  but  not  limited  to  regulations  governing 
the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates. ’’ 

Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  following 

new  section: 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 
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“  ( 1 )  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by 
marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than 
65  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section 
401  (b), 

“( 2 )  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  wheat 
price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing 
certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration  competitive 
world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of  wheat  in 
relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which  price 
support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains, 

“(3)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators;  and  if  a  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  is  established  for  such  crop,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial  wheat-produc¬ 
ing  area, 

“  (4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers 
shall  be  at  such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  after  consideration  of  the  factors  specified  in 
section  401  (b) , 

“(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of 
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wheat  for  which  a  national  marketing  quota  is  not  pro¬ 
claimed  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101,  and 

“  (6)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  he  a  producer  who  (i) 
does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm 
or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements 
of  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat 
produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  does  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat. 
No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of 
the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 
to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but  the 
producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on 
such  marketing  excess. 

“No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the 
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farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  or 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  feed  grains  on 
any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm 
marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335,  360f, 
or  360k.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following:  “ Provided ,  That  if  a  commercial  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  support 
price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat  ac¬ 
companied  by  marketing  certificate  and  wheat  sold 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificate.” 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including  recreational  uses  and  facilities.” ; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  “soil  con¬ 
servation  practices,”  the  following:  “shifts  in  land- 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities,” ; 
and  by  inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 
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figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”; 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 
“and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 
uses  and  facilities”;  and 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the  term  ‘farmers’ 
shall  be  deemed  to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or 
who,  with  assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend  to 
engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term  ‘farming’  shall 
be  deemed  to  include  fish  farming.” 

Sec.  402.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  3  of  the 
Bural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
903 ) ,  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  from  time  to  time  determine  to  be  necessary. 

“  (b)  When  authorized  by  Congress,  the  Administrator 
is  authorized,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  to  make  and  issue  notes  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  in  such  amounts  as  the 
Congress  may  approve  annually  in  appropriation  Acts  for 
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making  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act.  Such  notes 
shall  be  in  such  form  and  denominations  and  be  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  not  in  excess  of  the  rate  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes 
of  the  Administrator  issued  hereunder,  and  for  that  purpose 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  securities  may  be  issued  under 
such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to  include  the  purchase 
of  notes  issued  by  the  Administrator.  All  redemptions,  pur¬ 
chases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such 
notes  shall  he  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the 
United  States. 

“The  appropriations  for  loans  made  under  the  authority 
of  subsection  (a)  and  funds  obtained  in  accordance  with  the 
preceding  paragraph  of  this  subsection  and  the  unexpended 
balances  of  any  funds  available  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  for  loans  imder  this 
Act,  including  any  funds  made  available  for  loans  under 
the  item  ‘Bural  Electrification  Administration’,  in  the  Depart- 
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1  ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  Acts  current  on  such  date 

2  of  enactment,  shall  he  merged  into  a  single  account  hereafter 

3  in  this  section  called  the  ‘loan  account’.  All  notes,  bonds, 

4  obligations,  and  property,  including  those  now  held  by  the 

5  Administrator  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

6  and  all  collections  therefrom,  made  or  held  under  the  loan 

7  provisions  of  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  shall  be  assets  of  said 

8  account. 

9  “The  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued  to  the  Secretary 

10  of  the  Treasury  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  and  all  other 

11  liabilities  against  the  appropriations  or  assets  in  the  loan 

12  account  shall  be  liabilities  of  said  account,  and  all  other  obli- 

13  gations  against  such  appropriations  or  assets  shall  be  obli- 

14  gations  of  said  account.  Moneys  in  the  loan  account  shall  also 

15  be  available  for  interest  and  principal  repayments  on  notes 

16  issued  by  the  Administrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

17  Otherwise,  the  balances  in  said  account  shall  remain  available 

18  to  the  Administrator  for  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this 

19  Act  and  for  advances  in  connection  therewith,  except  that  no 

20  such  loans  shall  be  made  in  any  year  in  excess  of  the  amounts 

21  previously  authorized  therefor  in  appropriation  Acts  for  such 

22  year  or  available  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 

23  The  amounts  so  authorized  for  loans  and  advances  shall 

24  remain  available  until  expended.” 
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Sec.  403.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

Sec.  404.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  re¬ 
enacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 
follows:  Section  8c  (6)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  of  a)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “:  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  orders  appli¬ 
cable  to  cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any  form 
of  marketing  promotion  including  paid  advertising.” 

Sec.  405.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  un¬ 
constitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  406.  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  be  construed 
as  authorizing  sales  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation- 
owned  commodities,  including  sales  against  payment-in-kind 
certificates,  other  than  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its  long-standing  policy  of  favor¬ 
ing  the  use  by  governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and 
customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce,  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  maximum 
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extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  procedures  designed 
to  minimize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm 
commodities  through  private  competitive  trade  channels,  both 
cooperative  and  noncooperative,  and  to  obtain  maximum  re¬ 
turns  in  the  marketplace  for  producers  and  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

Sec.  407.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  whenever 
he  determines  such  action  will  result  in  more  effective  or 
more  economical  administration  of  this  or  any  other  Act 
administered  by  him,  utilize  the  services  and  facilities  of 
farmer-owned,  fanner-managed  associations  of  producers,  and 
accord  such  associations  no  less  favorable  treatment  under 
any  such  Act  than  that  accorded  individual  producers  or 
farmers. 

TITLE  V— INDUSTRIAL  USES  OE  AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

DECLARATION S  AND  FINDINGS 

Sec.  501.  The  Congress  of  the  United  States  hereby 
makes  the  following  declarations  and  findings  concerning 
the  development  of  new  and  improved  uses  for  farm  products, 
new  crops  to  replace  those  now  in  surplus,  and  the  disposal 
of  surplus  commodities  owned  by  the  Government: 

(a)  Farms  in  the  United  States  have  a  capacity  to 
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produce  more  farm  products  than  can  now  be  marketed 
at  prices  that  will  return  sufficient  incomes  to  farmers  to 
maintain  an  efficient  and  progressive  agricultural  industry; 

(b)  A  prosperous  agriculture  will  contribute  immensely 
to  national  welfare  by  efficient  production  of  needed  food, 
feed,  and  fiber  by  provision  of  raw  materials  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  processing  industries,  by  purchases  of  produc¬ 
tion  suppbes,  and  by  its  contribution  to  maintenance  of  a 
balanced  and  high-level  national  economy; 

(c)  National  defense  and  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  require  protection  of  agricultural  resources 
against  deterioration  and  the  maintenance  of  high  productive 
capacity  in  order  to  meet  possible  emergency  needs  of  the 
United  States  and  other  friendly  nations; 

(d)  Basic  research  in  agricultural  products  and  their 
uses  is  essential  in  any  long-range  program  of  benefit  to 
agriculture ; 

(e)  Research  programs  to  develop  new  and  improved 
uses  for  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  have  poten¬ 
tialities  for  providing  outlets  for  a  larger  volume  of  farm 
production  and  greater  stability  of  the  prices  of  farm 
commodities ; 

(f)  Public  and  private  research  agencies,  including  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Commerce,  the  land-grant 
colleges,  other  universities  and  research  institutions,  as  well 
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as  private  firms,  can  and  should  be  utilized  for  an  all-out 
attack  on  development  of  new  and  improved  uses,  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products.  Besearcb,  pilot  plant,  development  and  trial  com- 
merciahzation  work  and  corollary  economic  and  related 
studies  should  be  devoted  to  the  expansion  of  industrial  uses 
for  agricultural  connnodities  in  surplus,  and  to  any  food  and 
feed  uses  and  replacement  crops  that  can  make  substantial 
contributions  toward  the  solution  of  the  surplus  problem. 
Facilities  should  be  established  as  needed  to  permit  adequate 
experimentation  and  testing,  and  production  and  market 
development,  of  promising  new  uses  and  new  products; 

(g)  Development  of  new  and  improved  industrial  and 
other  uses  of  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products  will  enlarge  income  opportunities  for  farmers.  It 
also  will  reduce  Government  costs  for  acquisition,  storage, 
and  ultnnate  disposition  of  commodities  now  in  surplus ; 

(b)  Disposition  of  a  portion  of  the  surplus  stocks  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through  industrial  channels 
for  new  or  byproduct  uses,  so  that  the  carryover  of  any  com¬ 
modity  beyond  the  needs  of  the  Nation  can  be  reduced,  will 
have  a  stabilizing  effect  on  the  market  prices  for  farm  com¬ 
modities. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


88 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  AND  INDUSTRIAL  USE 

ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  502.  There  is  created  and  established  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to  be 
known  as  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Ad¬ 
ministration,  all  of  the  powers  of  which  shall  be  exercised 
by  an  Administrator,  under  the  general  direction  and  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  for  a  term  of  six  years  and  who  shall  receive  basic 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $20,000  per  annum.  The  duties 
of  this  agency  shall  be  to  coordinate  and  expedite  efforts 
to  develop,  through  research,  new  industrial  uses,  and  in¬ 
creased  use  under  existing  processes,  of  agricultural  products ; 
to  develop  new  replacement  crops;  and  to  reduce  the  stocks 
of  commodities  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

SALARIES 

Sec.  503.  The  positions  of  the  three  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trators  of  the  agency  shall  he  in  grade  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  established  by  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.  Such  positions  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  positions  authorized  to  he  placed  in  such  grade  by  sec¬ 
tion  505  (b)  of  such  Act.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  fix  the 
compensation,  notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  law,  for 
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not  more  than  ten  positions  which  require  the  services  of 
especially  qualified  scientific  or  professional  personnel:  Pro¬ 
vided ,  That  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  for  positions 
established  pursuant  to  this  provision  shall  not  exceed  the 
maximum  payable  under  the  Act  of  August  1,  1947  (61 
Stat.  715) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  agency  may 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  any  technically  qualified 
person,  firm,  or  organization  by  contract  or  otherwise  on  a 
temporary  basis  and  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months  in 
any  fiscal  year  to  perform  research,  technical,  or  other  special 
services,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

POWEES  AND  DUTIES 

Sec.  504.  The  agency  shall  have  power  and  authority, 
within  the  limits  of  the  funds  made  available  to  it,  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  expedite  activities  toward  research,  pilot  plant,  de¬ 
velopment,  trial  commercialization,  and  industrial  uses,  with 
Federal  and  State  Governments,  educational  institutions,  pri¬ 
vate  research  organizations,  trade  associations,  individuals, 
and  industrial  corporations  in  expanding  the  industrial  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  products  of  farm  and  forest  and  the  development 
of  new  crops.  In  the  discharge  of  these  duties,  the  agency  is 
authorized  to: 

(a)  Make  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies,  land- 
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grant  institutions,  and  experiment  stations.  The  agency 
shall  utilize  existing  facilities  owned  or  controlled  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  in¬ 
cluding  pilot  plants,  regional  laboratories,  and  other  facilities 
and  equipment,  and  is  authorized  to  utilize  authority  now 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  existing  law; 

(b)  Make  grants,  for  periods  not  to  exceed  five  years 
duration,  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges, 
imiversities,  and  other  research  institutions  and  individuals; 

(c)  Contract  with  foreign  individuals,  organizations, 
institutions  of  learning,  or  private  corporations  where  pay¬ 
ment  can  be  made  in  foreign  currency  accumulated  under 
Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress.  The  agency  is 
hereby  authorized  to  utilize  such  foreign  currencies  notwith¬ 
standing  other  provisions  of  law  requiring  reimbursement ; 

(d)  Make  contracts  or  cooperative  arrangements  in  the 
manner  provided  by  sections  10  (a)  and  205  of  the  Act  of 
August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C.  427i,  1624),  including  con¬ 
tracts  and  agreements  providing  for  the  commercialization, 
market  acceptance,  and  the  economic  feasibility  of  industrial 
utilization  in  the  competitive  market  for  agricultural  products 
and  processes  with  respect  thereto ; 

(e)  Extend  suitable  incentives  to  farmers  or  to  industry 
to  hasten  the  establishment  of  a  new  crop  or  of  a  new  in- 
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dustrial  use,  where  such  appear  likely  to  lead  to  durable  ad¬ 
ditional  markets; 

(f)  Direct  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
delivery  of  any  of  its  stocks  of  commodities  to  agencies  of  the 
Government,  persons,  or  corporations  designated  by  the 
agency  where  such  stocks  are  to  be  used  for  (1)  research, 
(2)  pilot  plant  operation,  (3)  trial  commercialization,  (4) 
export  of  manufactured  products,  or  (5)  new  or  byproduct 
uses.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  with  respect  to 
commodities  thus  requisitioned  by  the  agency,  shall  pay 
necessary  handling  and  delivery  charges  to  the  destination 
directed  by  the  agency.  Such  sums  of  money  as  the  agency 
shall  receive,  if  any,  on  such  transfers  of  commodities,  shall 
be  turned  over  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation; 

(g)  Make  contracts  or  leases  for  the  private  operation 
of  any  property  or  facilities  transferred  from  another  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  pursuant  to  this  title  or  other  legislative 
authority; 

(h)  Make  loans  or  grants  to  those  with  whom  con¬ 
tracts  or  other  arrangements  are  entered  into,  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  assistance  in  the  acquisition  or  expansion  of 
facilities  and  equipment  for  research  or  development  activi¬ 
ties; 

(i)  Provide  in  all  contracts  for  the  disposition  of  inven- 
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tions  produced  thereunder  in  a  manner  calculated  to  protect 
the  public  interest  and  the  equities  of  the  individual  or 
organization  with  which  the  contract  or  other  arrangement 
is  executed :  Provided,  however,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  agency  to  enter  into  any  con¬ 
tractual  or  other  arrangement  inconsistent  with  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  affecting  the  issuance  or  use  of  patents; 

(j)  Grant  exclusive  licenses  with  or  without  payment 
of  royalty  for  a  fixed  period  of  not  to  exceed  five  years  for 
the  use  of  patents  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  ; 

(k)  Pay  incentive  awards  to  private  citizens  for  suitable 
and  acceptable  suggestions  to  implement  the  program  estab¬ 
lished  by  this  title,  such  payments  to  be  made  in  accordance 
with  previously  published  rules  stating  the  amounts  of, 
criteria  for  determining,  and  subjects  of,  such  awards;  and 

(l)  Test  production  procedures  on  a  commercial  basis, 
maintain  and  operate  manufacturing  facilities  where  neces¬ 
sary  to  prove  the  commercial  feasibility  of  volume  production 
and  to  build,  purchase,  or  lease  plant  facilities,  or  necessary 
equipment  suitable  for  manufacturing  needs. 

TRANSFER  OF  GOVERNMENT  PLANTS 

Sec.  505.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
any  Government  agency  holding  any  Government-owned 
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facility  useful  in  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  transfer  such  facility  to  the  agency,  for  use  in  the 
program,  if  requested  to  do  so  by  the  agency :  Provided,  That 
such  transfer  has  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  exercise,  with 
respect  to  the  facilities  transferred,  all  of  the  authority  vested 
in  the  agencies  transferring  such  facilities.  At  the  time  of 
such  transfer,  funds  and  personnel  related  to  the  operation 
or  administration  of  such  facilities,  shall,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  also  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  agency. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS” 

Sec.  506.  The  terms  “agricultural  products”  and  “farm 
and  forest  products”  as  used  in  this  title  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  the  term  “agricultural  products”  in  section  207 
of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1626) . 

ANNUAL  REPORT 

Sec.  507.  The  Administrator  shall  present  annually  to 
the  Congress  not  later  than  the  20th  day  of  January  in  each 
year  a  full  report  of  his  activities  under  this  title. 

SAVINGS  PROVISION 

Sec.  508.  The  authorities  under  this  title  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  and  not  in  substitution  for  authorities  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  under  existing  law. 
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1  APPROPRIATIONS 

2  Sec.  509.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

3  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 

4  of  this  title. 

Passed  the  Senate  May  25,  1962. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  12266 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  22, 1962 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’ s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture 

4  Act  of  1962”. 


I 


1 


TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 


2  Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot- 

3  ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163) ,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 

4  follows : 

5  (1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c) ,  (d),  (e) , 

6  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

7  (2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

8  (3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 

9  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 

10  out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 

11  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  the  word  “The” ;  and 

13  (4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 

14  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows : 

15  “(e)  (1)  Eor  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva- 

16  tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 

17  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 

18  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 

19  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 

20  such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  be  may  determine, 

21  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

22  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices 

23  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 

24  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil, 
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water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 
include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials 
and  services,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of 
the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners 
and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary: 
Provided,  That  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years. 

“  (2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership 
has  changed  in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first  year 
of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new  ownership  was 
acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 
previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing 
farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 
as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  program:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  this  provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continuation 
of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once 
been  entered  into  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
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to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  102.  Section  31  and  subsection  (e)  of  section  32 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50 
Stat.  525),  as  amended,  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
develop  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization 
in  order  thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in  land  use,  and 
thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  erosion,  reforestation,  preserv¬ 
ing  natural  resources,  protecting  fish  and  wildlife,  mitigating 
floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams  and  reservoirs,  con¬ 
serving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture,  protecting  the 
watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protecting  the  public 
lands,  health,  safety,  and  welfare,  but  not  to  build  industrial 
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parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or  commercial  enter¬ 
prises. 

“Sec.  32.  To  effectuate  the  program  provided  for  in 
section  31  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized — 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State, 
territorial,  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accompanying  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities.” 

Sec.  103.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of 
such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any 
part  of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
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applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there¬ 
to  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure:  Provided  further,  That  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further ,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed 
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fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  ( 1 )  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be  made 
until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used, 
but  hi  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten 
years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing 
the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  a.nd 
Flood  Prevention  Act  ( 68  Stat.  666 ) ,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
interested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  w7orks  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 
employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 
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to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide 
such  services:  Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects 
to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secretary 
shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of  such 
engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in 
the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modification 
thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may  advance 
such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services, 
but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement 
shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated  installation 
cost  of  such  works. 

“  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Eederal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct 
or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
structure. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 
the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President. 
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“  (4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet 
(a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b)  which  in¬ 
cludes  Federal  assistance  for  fioodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty- 
day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  hy  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“  (5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  lie  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.”  , 


H.R.  12266 


-2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

34 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Provided  further, 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 

TITLE  II — AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  201  is  amended  striking  out  the 
words  “out  of  its  stocks”. 

(2)  Section  202  is  amended  by  striking  out  “from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks”  and  substituting 
“  (as  defined  in  section  106  of  title  I)  made  available  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation”. 

Sec.  202.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 
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(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations”  after 
the  words  “friendly  nations”;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence:  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
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equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  the  word  “reasonable” ;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement”  in 
the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “except  that 
the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may 
be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  other  exporting  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “Sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c)  ”. 
Sec.  203.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  in 
clause  (4)  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and 
in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958 
(Public  Law  85-931),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
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words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school- 
lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  206.  Commodities  may  he  donated  for  school-lunch 
programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the  Secretary 
receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will  be 
student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  school- 
lunch  programs  in  the  United  States. 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 1963  Feed  Grain  Program 

Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6)  : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn  and 
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grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
and  (except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as 
hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  hereinafter  described) 
shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of 
barley  that  the  producers  shah  participate  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly 
devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  com  and  grain  sorghums 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided,  That  no 
producer  oi  malting  barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced  a  malting 
variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 
variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  1 10  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 
and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
faun  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acieage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  1959  and  1960;  Provided  further,  That  no  producer  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


barley  on  a  farm  where  summer  fallow  is  the  normal  prac¬ 
tice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  if  he  (i)  does 
not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in 
excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer  fallow 
in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under 
the  special  1963  wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  in  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  1959  and  I960.’’ 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 
“(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  be  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
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respectively,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  in¬ 
crease  tli eir  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in 
1959  and  1960  to  deignated  soil-conserving  crops  or 
practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an 
equal  amount :  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit 
such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production 
of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support 
is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not 
in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject 
to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted 
acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
production  of  such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 
payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment,  a  pro¬ 
ducer  (other  than  a  producer  of  malting  harley  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  or  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow 
farm  as  described  in  such  section)  who  participates  in 
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the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  of  1963  for 
corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and 
a  producer  who  participates  in  the  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  must  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and 
grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959 
and  1960.  The  excess,  if  any,  of  the  acreage  devoted  to 
barley  in  1963  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  described 
in  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
over  the  average  acreage  devoted  to  barley  on 
such  farm  in  1959  and  1960  shall  be  considered  as 
planted  to  com  and  grain  sorghums  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  extent  of  participation  and  payments  under 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963 
for  com  and  grain  sorghums.  Such  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  shall  require  the  producer  to  take 
such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate 
to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  insects,  weeds, 
and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash 
or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conserva¬ 
tion  program  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per 
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centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to 
com  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic 
county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the 
time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program 
for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and 
1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  com¬ 
modity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in 
kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diver¬ 
sion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments 
in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the 
basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at 
the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962 
and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  com  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the 
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commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  af¬ 
fecting  production,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  till¬ 
able  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil 
and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography.  To 
the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages 
and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in  making 
determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in 
advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“  (2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16  (g) .  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
,30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 
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“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  hy  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  hy  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  hy  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  he  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
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necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 

Subtitle  B — 1963  Wheat  Program 

Sec.  310.  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national 
acreage  allotment  for  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced 
by  10  per  centum.” 

Sec.  311.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(1)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat : 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 
for  the  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 


22 


1  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul- 

2  tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 

3  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 

4  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre- 

5  scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 

6  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 

7  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
3  actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex- 
3  cess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production 

10  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 

11  yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm: 

12  Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 

13  be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production, 

14  so  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 

15  wheat  acreage  allotment.” 

lb  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 

17  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
13  (7  TT.S.C.  1340(2)  ),  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 

19  1963  crop  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 

20  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 

21  such  crop  is  harvested. 

22  (c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law 

23  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 

24  (3)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 

25  crop  of  wheat: 
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“  (3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  nxcess  lo 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  whibh 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  By 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  he  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.”  1  : 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con- 
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gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  ) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  ( 7 )  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat  shall  he  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
of  (1)  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960, 
or  1961.” 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1336) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  be  eligible  tp  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1963.” 

Sec.  312.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  made  available,  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price  support 
shall  he  made  available  only  to  cooperators,  only  in  the  com- 
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mercial  wheat-producing  area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such  crop  shall  be 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be 
entitled  to  pajmients  determined  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

( 1 )  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (i)  10  per 
centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 :  Provided,  That  such  acreage  in  each  of  such  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in 
effect  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conserva- 
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tion  uses  including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  such  measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents:  Provided ,  That  such  diverted 
acreage  may  be  devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  or  sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary,  subject  to 
the  condition  that  no  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  commodity. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle 
land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 
and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed 
grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of 
cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer- 
fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  I960.  Certifi¬ 
cation  by  the  producer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
vision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 
1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
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give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and 
reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  (1)  (i)  of  this  subsection  (a),  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959, 
1960,  or  1961;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  ( 1 )  ( ii )  of  this  subsection  (a), 
the  farm  shall  be  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment. 

(b)  (1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  per  centum 
of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  per 
bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the 
farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary 
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to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and  to 
give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
yields  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the 
sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat, 
the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support. 

(c)  (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
under  subsection  (a)  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the 
farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  three  times  the  amount 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
to  total  acreage  diverted  to  ten  acres:  Provided ,  That  the 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  the  highest 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for 
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any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten 
acres  or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  :  Provided , 
That  (i)  60  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  45  per 
centum  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the 
acreage  diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be  added  to 
and  deemed  to  he  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
pursuant  to  ( 1 )  (i)  of  said  subsection,  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by 
the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and 
this  subsection  (c) ,  or,  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a) 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of 
acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c) 
below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 
(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  which  would  he  in  effect  except  for  the  reduction 
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thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1959,  I960,  or 
1961,  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section 
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may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (c)  above,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 
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(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheat,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “ after  reduction  in  the  case  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section  334(c)  (2)”  and 
inserting  the  following:  “after  reduction  as  required  by 
section  334  (c)  (2)  or  (3)”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961”  and  inserting  the  following:  “the  special 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962”. 

(l)  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulelake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  “The  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment  under 
this  subsection.” ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “or  1963”. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


33 


Subtitle  0— Dairy 

Sec.  320.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 
of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  marketing  year 
ending  March  31,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  marketing  year 
ending  March  31,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and 
thus  reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support 
program,  the  Secretaiy  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  cany  out  for 
the  marketing  }^ear  ending  March  31,  1963,  an  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in 
the  following  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  321.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  of  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  their 
marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 
(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  poimds  of  milk  below  their  normal 
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1  marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  434  of  this 

2  Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 

3  That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 

4  extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 

5  adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 

6  of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 

7  district  dining  the  preceding  marketing  year.  Tor  this  pur- 

8  pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 

9  excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 

10  therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro- 

11  duction.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 

12  hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con- 

13  tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec- 

14  tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 

15  (iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 

16  products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 

17  fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 

18  agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 

19  on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 

20  below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 

21  much  as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 

22  amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 

23  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay- 

24  ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 

25  Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
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and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  322.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  433  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  rnilkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
•/ 

year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 
when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish¬ 
ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have 
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commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  323.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat. 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  324.  The  quanthy  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  trans¬ 
fer  his  normal  marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any 
other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer  who  agrees  to 
utilize  such  normal  marketing  level  for  the  disposition  in 
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commercial  channels  of  milk,  butterfat,  or  dairy  products 
produced  in  the  same  State  as  that  in  which  the  transferor 
engaged  in  production  or  any  State  adjacent  thereto.  A 
producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and  there 
engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may  take 
with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing  level. 

Sec.  325.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  he  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  326.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  (7)  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


38 


such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  he  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  he  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  327.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
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the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
recreational  uses  and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  the  words 
“soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  “shifts  in  land 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities”, 
and  by  inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 
figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 
“and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 
uses  and  facilities”. 

Sec.  402.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon- 
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1  stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 

2  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 

3  (his  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  othor  persons  and 

4  circumstances  shall  not  bo  allectod  thereby. 
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Vr.  SISK.  If  the  gentleman  will 
further,  It  t«  anticipated  that  a  ru^ 
be  granted,  I  understand, 

Monday  or  Tuesday. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  than^the  gen¬ 
tleman.  \ 

DISPENSING  WITH/t’ALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr-  Shaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  dispense  v/lth  Calendar 
Wednesday  buslpelic  of  next  week. 

The  SPEAKER  pfy  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  bne  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California? 

There  wsui  no  objection. 

/ _  ».  ft 

"ADJOURNMENT  OVER 

f.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanl- 
consent  that  when  the  House  ad- 
rfuma  today  that  it  adjourn  over  until 
''noon,  Monday  next.  \ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  IsNhere 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


FARM  LEGISLATION 

'Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  > 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  to¬ 
day  Introducing  a  new  farm  bill.  I  am 
calling  a  meeting  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  10  o'clock  Monday  morn¬ 
ing. 

The  number  of  the  new  bill  Is  H  R. 
12260.  It  supersedes  H.R.  11222,  the  leg¬ 
islation  defeated  In  the  House  yester¬ 
day. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  made  further 
concessions,  In  this  new  draft  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 
It  Is  our  hope,  notwithstanding  the 
events  of  yesterday,  that  we  might  yet 
improve  the  plight  of  the  American 
farmer,  bring  down  farm  surpluses,  and 
provide  some  relief  for  the  American 
taxpayer. 

We  shall  expedite  consideration  of  the 
bill  as  much  as  possible. 

It  proposes  to  continue  for  1  year  the 
voluntary  production  reduction  programs 
for  wheat,  com,  and  other  feed  grain;; 
which  are  In  operation  this  year,  with  a 
modification  of  the  voluntary  program 
with  respect  to  feed  grains.  These  are 
the  program;  which  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  IMr.  HoevkkJ  thinks  so  much  of, 
and  which  seem  to  be  so  popular.  These 
programs  v/ere  proposed  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  last  year  and  enacted  by  the 
Congress  to  be  operative  while  the  Con¬ 
gress  worked  on  a  more  effective  arid 
less  expensive  program  for  these  crop*. 

The  present  temporary  and  voluntary 
program  for  feed  grains  provides  that 
farmers  receive  grain  land  retirement 
payments  at  50  percent  of  the  approxi¬ 
mate  value  of  grains  that  would  have 
been  produced  on  the  first  20  percent  of 
the  acre*  they  retire,  and  gives  farmers 
the  privilege  of  retiring  an  additional 
20  percent  of  their  grain  acres  for  which 
they  receive  payment*  at  60  percent  of 
the  value  of  grains  that  would  have  been 


produced  on  the  land.  The  new  bill 
would  provide  50  percent  payments  for 
the  first  20  percent  of  acre*  retired,  arid 
50  percent  payment  also  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  30  percent  of  land  taken  out  of 
grain  production. 

The  temporary  wheat  program  oper¬ 
ating  In  1962  would  be  continued  in  1963. 

We  are  retaining  In  H.R.  12266  pro¬ 
visions  of  H  R.  11222  Which  are  not  con¬ 
troversial.  V/e  hope  we  can  expedite  the 
new  bill  through  the  committee  and  have 
It  considered  by  the  House  some  time 
next  week.  If  possible. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr,  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  this  bill  evolve  by 
v/ay  of  a  trip  through  the  briar  patch  or 
the  rose  garden? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  was  the  briar  patch, 
as  It  looked  last  night.  V/e  got  scratched 
up  quite  a  bit. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
express  my  appreciation  of  the  expedi¬ 
tious  action  which  the  chairman  ha;; 
taken  and  of  his  brief,  and  I  realize  very 
Informal,  explanation  of  the  bill,  in 
which  he  made  reference  to  a  voluntary 
wheat  program.  Under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  for  1962,  It  Is  not  voluntary,  it  is  an 
Involuntary  program.  I  assumed  that 
program  would  be  extended. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  Is  an  extension  of 
the  present  program. 

Mr.  AVERY.  In  other  words,  then, 
would  the  gentleman  say  that  the  bill 
Is  virtually  the  ;;ame  bill  as  that  which 
had  been  approved  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  other  body? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  cannot  say.  How¬ 
ever,  I  think  It  Is  perfectly  plain  that 
v/e  are  taking  out  the  controversial  as¬ 
pects  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 


THE  NEW  FARM  BILL 

LMr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revi.x;  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.; 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  Is  Jn- 
texestlng  to  note  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Cooley J  In 
his  new  farm  bill  embraces  some  of  the 
prop v;als  contained  In  my  substitute  to 
title  4  of  H.R.  11222  which  v/as  recom¬ 
mitted  yesterday.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  whether  his  new  bill  makes  any  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  extension  of  conservation 
reserve  agreements  that  are  expiring 
from  year  to  year? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  think  «o. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  It  was  In  my  sub¬ 
stitute. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  nr;;  it  Is  not  In 
here. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Is  there  any  provision 
relating  to  dairying? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Ye*. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  What  is  it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Just  as  it  was  in  the 
other  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  In  the  bill  that  was 
defeated? 


Mr.  COOLEY,  Yes. 

Mr.  HOEVLN.  May  I  a;,k  the  gentle¬ 
man  whether  there  Is  any  provision  In 
his  bill  for  tightening  up  on  the  dump¬ 
ing  provision  In  the  prevent  feed  grains 
act? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  gentleman  mean*  by  tightening  up. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Giving  authority  to 
the  Secretary  to  dump  wheat  on  the 
open  market  at  his  discretion. 

Mr,  COOLEY.  I  do  not  agree  that  the 
programs  now  operating  author! ze 
dumping. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  My  substitute  v/ould 
prevent  the  dumping  of  CCC  i. Locks  of 
grain  onto  the  open  market  at  less  than 
5  percent  above  toe  •.  g.po.-t 

price,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  prompted  by  my 
vice  chairman  who  say*  that  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  tli/:  new  Mil  Iri  tills  respect  Is 
the  same  as  under  existing  lav/. 


THE  NEW  FARM  BILL 

'Mr,  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  arid  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.; 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  may 
be  interesting  to  note — and  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
that  It  appear*  quite  obvious  there  are 
many  provisions  of  the  Mil  v/lth  which 
he  is  not  thoroughly  familiar.  Can  he 
advise  the  House  who  Is  the  author  of 
the  bill  which  he  has  Introduced?  I 
think  many  Members  v/ould  like  to  k now. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Here  It  Is,  right  here, 
with  my  name  right  on  It. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  appreciate  that,  but 
7/ho«e  v/ork  are  you  presenting? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  had  to  v/ork  very 
diligently  to  get  it  up  and  bring  It  in. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  realize  that.  Is  this 
Mr.  Freeman’s  bill?  Did  Mr.  Freeman 
bring  it  in  over  night? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  Mr.  Freeman  did 
not  write  it. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  and  the  gentleman 
■  .  te;.  ;  r  .  c  V  .  -  l.'v.v: 
whether  or  not  these  compromises  In  this 
new  bill  have  been  cleared  by  Mr.  Sorkln. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  the  question 
was  whether  Mr.  Freeman  v/as  the  author 
of  It.  I  v/as  not  being  funny  about  1*,. 
I  am  serious. 


FARM  LEGISLATION 

'Mr.  DERV/INSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.; 

Mr.  DERV/INSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  It  would  be  In  order  In  view  of  the 
conversation  of  the  last  few  minutes  to 
Inquire  If  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
will  have  at  least  limited  hearings  on  this 
bill.  What  Is  the  Intention  of  the  cha.r- 
man? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  calling  a  meeUng 
Monday  morning,  and  we  will  try  to  re¬ 
port  It  out  Monday  afternoon. 
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yj AURIKA  DAM  PROJECT, 
OKLAHOMA 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 


previous 
man  from 
is  recognized 
Mr.  WI< 
today,  I  have 


of  the  House  the  gentle- 
ahoma  [Mr.  Wickersham] 
10  minutes. 

HAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
e  me  a  letter  from  the 
acting  Civil  Defehse  Director  from  the 
State  of  Oklahoma\  The  letter  reads: 

Dear  Congressman  Wickersham:  We  are 
taking  this  opportunity \to  advise  you  of 
an  inspection  of  the  Watirika  area  which 
has  been  completed  by  Mr.SRred  Verity,  an 
engineer  employed  by  this  offici 

The  most  serious  situation,  Nin  the  Wau- 
rika  area,  according  to  Mr.  Verity's  report 
was  the  health  and  sanitation\situation 
whereby  there  was  excessive  water  standing 
in  ditches,  etc.  The  State  health  depart¬ 
ment  has  been  advised  of  this  situation  and 
have  assured  us  they  will  do  all  possibly  to 
eliminate  any  health  hazard. 

As  always  we  appreciate  you  continuin'! 
interest  in  regards  to  your  constituents. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry  Ragsdale, 

Acting  Director. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  I  have  talked  to  them  from  the 
floor  and  have  spoken  with  many  of 
them  personally  during  the  past  few 
weeks.  Today  I  am  beginning  my  sec¬ 
ond  week  of  daily  speeches  in  behalf  of 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  near 
Waurika,  Okla. 

From  the  letter  just  stated,  one  can 
readily  see  that  the  miserable  conditions 
at  Waurika  have  again  been  com¬ 
pounded.  Now  a  health  and  sanitation 
problem  has  arisen  in  the  backlog  of  the 
flood. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  my  people,  my 
constituents.  They  are  being  made  to 
endure  a  situation  which  is  a  disgrace 
in  the  20th  century  in  our  Nation.  As 
I  have  said  before,  these  Americans  are 
the  victims  of  an  American  tragedy.  To¬ 
day  the  tragedy  is  not  one  of  nature;  it 
is  a  tragedy  caused  by  inaction. 

With  our  modern  scientific  engineer¬ 
ing,  we  can  build  dams  to  prevent  such 
flooding  and  alleviate  such  drought  con¬ 
ditions.  Look  what  has  happened  in 
the  Tennessee  Valley  since  TVA. 
Though  Beaver  and  Cow  Creeks  cannot 
be  compared  to  the  mammouth  Tennes¬ 
see  River  system,  the  same  basic 
of  scientific  principles  can  be  applie 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  are 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Con5s  of 
Engineers  projects  in  many  States  in¬ 
cluding  Oklahoma.  In  many  ca/es  these 
projects  are  not  so  urgently  needed. 
Most  of  these  projects  cosLunore  than 
the  $25  million  needed  for/the  Waurika 
Dam.  May  I  again  state  that  the 
Waurika  project  is  not/a  giveaway.  It 
is  a  project  which  will  pay  for  itself. 
My  people,  the  users  oi  this  water  supply, 
will  gladly  bear  thi/  burden.  They  will 
gladly  pay  the  p/ice  for  the  Waurika 
project. 

The  surrounjilng  cities  such  as  Lawton, 
Duncan,  Coijfanche,  Waurika,  Walters, 
and  Templf/can  and  will  use  the  water 
from  the  Vvaurika  Reservoir.  Water  is 
needed  for  industry,  particularly  at  Dun¬ 
can  andAawton. 

it  city  can  grow  without  water? 
What  town  can  even  hold  its  own  with¬ 


out  an  adequate  water  supply  which 
means  room  for  growth?  The  answers 
are  obvious.  Without  the  possibilities  of 
increased  water  supplies,  many  of  the 
aforementioned  towns  have  no  chance 
to  grow. 

We  have  been  debating  the  farm  bill 
during  the  last  week.  Most  of  us  are 
aware  of  the  plight  of  the  American 
farmer — that  is  the  little  farmer,  the 
small  man.  All  of  us  are  familiar  with 
the  exodus  that  has  occurred  from  the 
1930’s  to  the  present  from  the  farming 
areas.  All  of  us  from  farm  States  know 
what  has  happened  to  the  population 
counts  in  the  agrarian  counties.  It  has 
steadily  receded.  My  friends  with  de¬ 
creased  farm  populations,  some  of  these 
towns  have  their  backs  up  against  the 
economic  wall.  As  Members  of  Congress, 
we  can  either  lend  a  helping  hand  or  we 
can  sit  here  and  await  the  execution. 
Much  like  the  Ancient  Mariner,  it  is  a 
\  case  of  “water,  water  everywhere  and 
Nnary  a  drop  to  drink.” 

\Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  have  outlined 
another  point  in  the  need  for  the  Wau¬ 
rika 'project.  I  have  just  begun  to  fight. 
My  pbpple  need  help;  and  so  help 
God,  wfi  will  make  any  sacrifice,  share 
any  burden,  and  talk  and  write  until  we 
are  blue  i\  the  face.  We  will  no Y  give 
up. 

PEREZ,  LOVELL  TACTIC^  DETRI¬ 
MENTAL  to  Louisiana' agricul¬ 
ture  V  / 

(Mr.  McSWEEN  atStae7 request  of  Mr. 
Hagan  of  Georgia)  wa^  gr anted  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  rerhar^s  at  this  point 
in  the  body  of  the  Record, 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  even 
with  the  amazing  industrialNgrowth  in 
Louisiana  in  recent  years  agriculture  is 
still  my  State's  most  important  industry. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  Louisianians 
other  thap  farmers  gain  their  livelihood 
either  directly  or  indirectly  from  annual 
farm-marketing  receipts  in  excess 
$400  million.  In  my  own  congressional 
district  there  is  hardly  a  person  who  is 
not  materially  benefitted  from  stable  and 
fpfitable  farm  operations  in  cotton,  rice, 
sugar,  corn,  and  other  row  crops,  dairy¬ 
ing,  poultry,  hogs,  and  beef  cattle.  I 
deeply  regret  that  seeds  of  disunity  have 
been  sown  in  recent  months  among  Loui¬ 
siana  farmers  and  ranchers.  This  dis¬ 
sension  has  an  alien  source,  and  the  tac¬ 
tics  that  have  been  employed  in  creating 
it  have  not  been  straightforward. 

On  May  25  I  witnessed  a  remarkable 
political  spectacle  in  Baton  Rouge.  At 
a  meeting  of  the  Democratic  State  Cen¬ 
tral  Committee  held  in  the  State  Capitol 
a  controversial  political  figure,  Leander 
H.  Perez,  expressed  an  interest  in  the 
farm  bill.  Mr.  Perez  had  joined  the  Farm 
Bureau  May  19,  1962,  as  a  charter  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Plaquemines  Parish  chapter. 
Mr.  Perez,  who  in  1960  almost  succeeded 
in  his  attempt  to  have  the  Democratic 
State  Central  Committee  prevent  the 
Democratic  Party  nominees  for  President 
and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States 
from  appearing  on  Louisiana  ballots  un¬ 
der  the  party  emblem,  offered  a  resolu¬ 
tion  that  would  have  required  candidates 
for  Congress  and  the  Senate  in  order  to 


qualify  to  take  an  oath  that  they  woujj 
not  support  the  farm  bill.  His  arg 
ment  was  that  title  I  of  the  bill  was  com¬ 
munistic  and  similar  to  land  refqnn  in 
Communist  China  and  Communist  Cuba. 
During  the  course  of  the  deliberations 
he  counseled  with  Mr.  Dave  N&ans,  also 
a  member  of  the  committee/who  is  the 
third  vice  president  of  the  Louisiana 
Farm  Bureau  Federation./Mr.  Perez  was 
unsuccessful  in  his  attempt  to  pass  his 
resolution,  but  his  tactics  had  the  effect 
in  Louisiana  of  casting  doubt  about  the 
purpose  of  the  fa/fn  bill  by  injecting 
without  any  justification  whatsoever  the 
Communist  issue:  These  tactics  were  for 
the  specific  purpose  of  dividing  farmers 
and  creating/disunity.  They  were  cal¬ 
culated  to  appeal  to  emotion  rather  than 
reason,  yney  are  detrimental  to  Loui¬ 
siana  agriculture.  This  move  was  also 
a  sinister  threat  to  the  right  of  duly 
elected  Representatives  and  Senators  to 
exercise  free  judgment  within  the  bounds 
of  /representative  government  in  a  re- 
iblic. 

Another  person  who  has  employed 
misleading  tactics  and  who  has  conduct¬ 
ed  a  campaign  against  the  farm  bill  un¬ 
worthy  of  the  respect  of  Louisiana  farm¬ 
ers  is  L.  L.  Lowell,  the  $13,995  per  year 
salaried  executive  of  the  Louisiana  Farm 
Bureau  Federation.  Mr.  Lovell  started 
preaching  against  this  bill  even  before 
it  had  been  introduced,  and  he  set  In 
motion  the  Farm  Bureau  campaign  ap¬ 
paratus  against  the  bill  even  before  it 
had  received  committee  consideration. 
Dues  paying  Farm  Bureau  members  in 
Louisiana,  whether  farmers  or  nonfarm¬ 
ers,  were  given  no  opportunity  to  study 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  that  came  before 
the  House  and  Senate  before  their  dues 
were  being  ironically  used  to  indoctrinate 
them  with  misleading  propaganda 
against  the  farm  bill. 

In  addition  to  giving  Louisiana  farm¬ 
ers  no  opportunity  to  learn  for  them¬ 
selves  the  actual  issues  involved  in  the 
farm  bill,  Mr.  Lovell  misrepresented  the 
bill  to  farmers.  In  connection  with  the 
so-called  decision  day  membership  drive 
conducted  by  the  Farm  Bureau  in 
Louisiana  on  May  10,  prospective  new 
members  were  asked  to  register  their 
approval  or  disapproval  of  the  farm  bill 
by  either  joining  or  not  joining  the 
Louisiana  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  the 
only  suchXfarm  organization  available 
for  farmers  in  Louisiana  to  join.  Pros¬ 
pects  were  n^t  given  either  a  copy  or  a 
digest  of  the  bill  upon  which  to  base 
their  decision.  They  were  asked  instead 
to  base  their  decision  either  on  the  fact 
that  the  bill  was  connected  with  the 
Kennedy  administration  or  on  a  Farm 
Bureau  pamphlet  cpntaining  misleading 
and  exaggerated  information.  Three  of 
the  four  cardinal  Farm 'Bureau  criti¬ 
cisms  of  the  bill  printed  ih,  this  pam¬ 
phlet  concerned  provisions  W  the  bill 
that  had  been  already  deleted  by  the 
Agriculture  Committees  prior  to\his  so- 
called  decision  day  exercise.  This  mis¬ 
leading  literature  has  also  been  use<l  by 
paid  Farm  Bureau  officials  at  countless 
campaign  meetings  throughout  Louisi 
ana  to  try  to  drum  up  blind  oppositions 
to  the  farm  bill  from  loyal  Farm  Bureau 
members. 
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:her  than  unite  of  land  and  where  personal  history  was  generally  used  prior 
to  1962.  The  conferees  stipulated  that  no  language  in  the  bill  agreed  upon 
could  be  deemed  to  deny  the  Secretary  authority  to  make  State  allocation^  with 
respect  to  cane  sugar  as  well  as  to  beet  sugar. 

"5.Vlaces  limitations  on  direct-consumption  sugar  substantially  similar  to 
those  in\the  House  bill.  This  would  limit  the  direct- consumption  sugar  that 
may  be  entered  from  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
to  the  average  entries  during  the  years  1957-59  of  such  sugar  from  countries 
which  receive^  a  proratlon  pf  20,000  tons  or  less.  No  direct-consumption  im¬ 
ports  would  bdv  permitted  from  countries,  other  than  the  Philippines,  with 
quotas  of  more  t:han  20,000  tons.  Provides  that  replacement  supplies  of  sugar 
authorized  for  iW>ortation  in  lieu  of  quotas  of  countries  not  in  diplomatic 
relations  with  the\United  States,  such  as  Cuba,  shall  be  in/raw  sugar  9o  long 
as  raw  sugar  is  reasonably  available  from  all  authorized  sources  combined.  If 
the  Secretary  finds  chat  raw  sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may  authorize 
the  purchase  of  direcevconsumption  sugar  as  required. 

"6.  Provides  that  a  qef icit  in  the  quota  or  proratibn  for  any  domestic  area 
or  foreign  country  would\be  prorated,  in  accordance  With  their  basic  quotas  or 
prorations,  to  quota  countries  with  which  the  United  States  maintains  diplomatic 
relations  and  which  are  able  to  fill  such  deficit/  If  these  countries  cannot 
fill  all  of  such  deficit,  th/  remainder  would  be/apportioned  by  the  Secretary  tc 
nonquota  countries  with  which N»e  are  in  diplomatic  relations. 

”7.  Provides  that  any  nation\or  political  subdivision  thereof  which  hereafter 
unlawfully  expropriates  American -downed  prope/ty  or  otherwise  seriously  discrimi¬ 
nates  against  such  property  and  fails  to  take  remedial  action  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time  will  have  its  quota,  proration, /or  authorization  to  import  sugar  sus¬ 
pended.  Further  provides  that  if  thdx President ,  in  his  discretion,  finds  that 
any  nation  discriminates  against  U.  SA/citizens  in  its  sugar  program,  he  shall 
suspend  the  quota  or  other  authorization,  of  such  nation. 

"8.  Provides  that  quotas  apply  th/  sugar  content  of  any  sugar-containing 
product  or  mixture  which  does  not  hbve  a  recent  history  of  importation  unless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  importation  will  n^t  substantially  interfere  with 
attainment  of  the  objectives  of  /he  act.  The  Secretary  may  also  apply  quotas 
to  the  sugar  content  of  any  sugar-containing  product  or  mixture  that  has  a 
history  of  importation  in  recent  years  if  he  fj/ds  that  importation  of  the 
product  or  mixture  will  substantially  interfere  w£th  attainment  of  the  object¬ 
ives  of  the  act. 

"9.  Sets  up  a  small  liquid  sugar  quota  to  permit\the  importation  of  sirup  o| 
cane  juice  of  the  type  or  Barbados  molasses  and  eliminates  other  liquid  sugar 
quotas. 

"10.  Prohibits  the/importation  into  the  Virgin  Islands  of  any  sugar  not  pro¬ 
duced  in  domestic  ar4as  and  only  sugar  produced  in  the  Virgin  Islands  would  be 
eligible  to  be  bro/ght  into  the  continental  United  StatesNiithin  the  quota  for 
the  Virgin  Islan< 


ii 


FARM  BILL.  The  "Dally  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "ordered 
reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.  R.  12266  (amended,  a  clean  bill  to  be 
introduced),  the  new  general  farm  bill."  p.  D540 


3.  FARM  LABOR'.  Rep.  Roberts  commended  proposed  legislation  to  authoriz^  grants 

for  family  clinics  for  the  domestic  agricultural  migratory  workers  and  inserted 
several  articles  on  "the  need  for  assistance  in  this  field  for  the  migratory 
farmworkers."  pp.  11479-81 

S  INVESTIGATION.  Rep.  Andersen  defended  his  actions  in  the  Estes  case^ 
that  he  had  been  "a  victim  of  circumstances."  p.  11440 


-  4  - 


5.  EXPQRT  CONTROL.  Both  Houses  received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3161,  to  prc 
vide  for  continuation  of  authority  for  the  regulation  of  exports  for  three 
year&vuntil  June  30,  1965.  (H.  Rept.  1955)  (pp.  11410-11,  11440-1).  The  Senate 
agreedvto  the  conference  report  (pp.  11410-3). 


6.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.R.  11974/  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
pp.  11442,  \l487 


7.  PERSONNEL;  PROCUREMENT.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12180,  to/extend  for 
two  years,  unti\  July  1,  1964,  the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the 
free  importation  /or  personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S. 
by  military  and  civilian  personnel  returning  to  the  U.  S.  un/ier  Government  ordcsa 
pp.  11443-4 


8.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES.  Rfctps.  Chamberlain  and  Price  commeru&cl  the  work  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges  on  their /.00th  anniversary,  pp.  11456-9;  11471 


SENATE  -  JUNE  29 


9.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 
10904,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  for  1963  (S.  Rept.  1672).  p.  11376 


IQ.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Joint  Commit tee\pn  Atomic/ Energy  reported  with  amendments 

S.  3392,  to  authorize  appropriations\for  tj*e  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (S.  Rept. 
1671).  p.  11376 


11.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATION.  The  Goverrmie'nt  Operations  Committee  reported  an 
original  resolution,  S.  Res.  359,  authorising  the  creation  of  a  Subcommittee 


on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  p./11377 


12.  VETERANS  LOANS.  Sen.  Sparkman  commended  the  pVogram  for  guaranteed  and  direct 
home  loans  for  veterans  and  staged  that  certain,  of  the  authorities  for  these 
loans  will  begin  expiring  this/year.  pp.  11378-! 


13.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES.  Sens.  tlcGee,  Hartke,  and  Carroll  commended  the  work  of  th<r* 
land-grant  colleges  on  their  100th  anniversary.  pp\ll382,  11384;  11386-7 


14.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Passed its  reported  S.  2429,  to  revise 
Virgin  Islands  National  Park.  pp.  11387-8 


:he  boundaries  of  the 


15.  WHEAT.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  voted  to  report  the international  Wheat 

Agreement,  1962.  /p.  D539  _ 

16.  TRANSPORTATION./  Pas sed  with  amendment  S.  2560,  to  provide  for  Stricter  enforce¬ 

ment  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  relating  to  common  carriers./  pp,  11388-9, 
11394-402 

#  /  « 

17.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  report  by  John  Hoke,  Communications 

Resources  Division  of  AID,  "A  Report  on  Small  Power  Sources."  pp.  11390-1 


18.  CONTRACTS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12061,  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act 
of  1951.  pp.  11402-10,  11421-4,  11428-32 


19.  HEALTH  INSURANCE.  Sens.  Anderson,  Javits,  Case  (N.  J.),  Carroll,  Cooper, 


Humphrey  and  Morse  discussed  proposed  legislation  for  health  insurance  for  the 
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87th  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  2, 1962 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture 

4  Act  of  1962”. 

I 


2 


1  TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

2  Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot- 

3  ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended 

4  as  follows : 

5  (1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b) ,  (c),  (d),  (e) , 

6  (f),and  (g)  of  section  7; 

7  (2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

g  (3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 

9  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 

10  out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 

11  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

13  (4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 

14  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

15  “(e)  (1)  Eor  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva- 

16  tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 

17  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 

18  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 

19  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 

20  such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  be  may  determine, 

21  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

22  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices 

23  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 

24  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil, 
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water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 
include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  iv 
deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials 
and  services,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  he  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of 
the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners 
and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary* 
Provided,  That  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years. 

“  (2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership 
has  changed  in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first  year 
of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new  ownership  was. 
acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 
previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing 
farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 
as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  program:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  this  provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continuation 
of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once 
been  entered  into  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
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to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing*  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“  (4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“  (5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525) ,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “including  the  retirement  of  lands 
which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultiva¬ 
tion,”  and  by  inserting  following  “natural  resources,”  the 
phrase  “protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  “,  but  not  to  build 
industrial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or  commercial 
enterprises.” 

(b)  Section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  amending  subsection 
(e)  thereof  to  read  as  follows: 
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“  (e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State, 
territorial,  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  other¬ 


wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 


of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities.” 

Sec.  103.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity’’  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such 

works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part 

* 

of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs! 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there¬ 
to  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and 
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without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constucted  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  he  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure:  Provided  further,  That  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed 
fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  ( 1 )  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  he  made 
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until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used, 
but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten 
years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing 
the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  he  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
interested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 
employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide 
such  services :  Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects 
to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of 
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such  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local 
organization  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed 
upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifica¬ 
tion  thereof:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  may  ad¬ 
vance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such 
services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of 
improvement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
installation  cost  of  such  works. 

“  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct 
or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
structure. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 
the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President. 

(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet 
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(a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b)  which  in¬ 
cludes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  he  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty- 
day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“  (5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
!to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  'under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Provided  further, 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
H.P.  12391 - 2 
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programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (.58  Stat.  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations”  after 
the  words  “friendly  nations” ;  and 
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(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence :  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  the  word  “reasonable”;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement” 
in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “except 
that  the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments 
may  be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  other  exporting  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
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word  “Sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c)  ”. 
Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (4) 
after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958 
( Public  Law  85-93 1 ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school- 
lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  donated  for  school-lunch 
programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the  Secretary 
receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will  be 
student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  school- 
lunch  programs  in  the  United  States.  Such  programs  shall 
not  extend  beyond  June  30,  1964. 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 1963  Feed  Grain  Program 
Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
is  amended  by  striking  out  of  subsection  (a)  the  figure 
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“65”  and  inserting*  “50”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary :  Provided ,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley 
shall  be  required  to  participate  in  such  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  1963  if  such  producer  has  pre¬ 
viously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley 
only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
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and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  com  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959 
and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“  (g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“  ( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  he  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  an 
approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  desig¬ 
nated  soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal  amount :  Provided , 
That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  except 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
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supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  tbe  condi¬ 
tion  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of 
such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed 
one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and 
no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.  ,Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require 
the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free 
from  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible 
for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind 
under  such  conservation  program  shall  be  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on 
the  farm  planted  to  com,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty-five 
acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or 
in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted 
to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
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for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  45  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 
1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the 
special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established, 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national 
support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  pro¬ 
duction,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage, 
crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  measures,  and  topography.  The  Secretary 
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may  also  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  as  lie  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  since 
the  1959  and  I960  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such 
improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such 
adjustment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements 
of  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used 
in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subsection 
(g)  ( 1 ) ,  barley  shall  not  be  included  in  the  program  for 
a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in  section 
105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who  par¬ 
ticipates  only  with  respect  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropri- 
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ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16(g).  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  (‘ash  shall  be  made  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  he  made 
through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author- 
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ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  ease  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 


Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 
Subtitle  B — 1963  Wheat  Program 


Sec.  310.  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national 
acreage  allotment  for  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced 
by  10  per  centum.” 

Sec.  311.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
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Public  Law  74.  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.O.  1340(1)).  the  following  provisions  shall  a1  ply  to 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 
for  the  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  he  in 
effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  he 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm: 
Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 
be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production. 
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so  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.” 

(I>)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(2)  ),  the  rate  of  ]  enalty  on  wheat  of  the 
1963  crop  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(3)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro¬ 
duction  shall  he  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de- 
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livered  to  the  Secretary  it  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  foi  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  he  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)  ) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 


“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  he  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
acres:  Provided ,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
of  (1)  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm 
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for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961.” 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  TT.S.C.  1336),  is  amended  hv  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  he  eligible  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1 ,  1963.” 

Sec.  312.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  made  available,  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricul- 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators,  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such  crop  shall  be 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  determined  as  provided  in  subsection 
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(1))  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

(1)  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (i)  10  per 
centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 :  Provided,  That  such  acreage  in  each  of  such  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  he  in 
effect  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  he  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  such  measures  shall  he  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents:  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary 
may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
and  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when 
such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (4)  of 
this  section. 
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(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle 
land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 
and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed 
grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of 
cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer- 
fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1900.  Certifi¬ 
cation  by  the  producer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
vision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 
1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and 
reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  ( 1 )  ( i )  of  this  subsection  (a),  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959, 
1960,  or  1961 ;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this  subsection  (a), 
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the  farm  shall  be  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment. 

(b)  (1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  per  centum 
of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  per 
bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the 
farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  ses¬ 
ame,  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  payment 
for  which  shall  be  computed  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)  (4)  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and  to 
give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  such  adjustments 
in  yields  as  he  determines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases 
in  yields  since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of 
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the  adoption  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if 
such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such  ad¬ 
justment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect 
to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section 
334  (c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
yields  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the 
sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  he  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat, 
the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support. 

(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted 
to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  sesame,  other  an¬ 
nual  field  crops,  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  in  accordance  with 
the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  he 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  he  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
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production  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall 
the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  he  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(c)  (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
under  subsection  (a)  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the 
farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  four  times  the  amount 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
the  total  acreage  diverted  to  ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  the  highest 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for 
any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten 
acres  or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  :  Provided, 
That  (i)  50  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  45  per 
centum  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the 
acreage  diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be  added  to 
and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  , 
and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
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pursuant  to  ( 1 )  ( i )  of  said  subsection,  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by 
the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and 
this  subsection  (c) ,  or,  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a) 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of 
acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c) 
below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  reduction 
thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961,  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
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gram  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  compty  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (c)  above,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 
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(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  he  necessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 

(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheat,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “after  reduction  in  the  case  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section  334(c)  (2)”  and 
inserting  the  following:  “after  reduction  as  required  by 
section  334  (c)  (2)  or  (3)”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961”  and  inserting  the  following:  “the  special 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962”. 

(l)  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulelake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  “The  special 
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wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment  under 
this  subsection.”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “or  1963”. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  320.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 
of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and  thus 
reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963,  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  321.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
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to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  starting  October  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1963, 
their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 

(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  helow  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  322  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 

(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 
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much  as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amoimt 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  322.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  321  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  imits  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 
when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish- 
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ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  mav  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  he  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  323.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  324.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
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factor.  A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and 
there  engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 
take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  325.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  be  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  326.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
TT.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  ( 7 )  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  ( 1 )  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
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there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  327.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
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regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 

Sec.  328.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
whenever  any  price  support  or  surplus  removal  operation  for 
milk,  butterfat,  or  the  products  of  such  commodities  is  car¬ 
ried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on  the  products  of  milk 
or  butterfat,  the  Secretary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of 
such  purchase  or  loan,  certification  that  the  milk  or  butterfat 
from  which  such  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  pro¬ 
ducers  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  therefor. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
recreational  uses  and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  the  words 
“soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  “shifts  in  land 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities” ; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 
figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 


(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 
“and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 
uses  and  facilities”. 

Sec.  402.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon¬ 
stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  f/rm\ill.  House  passed  measure  to  extend 

wheat  referendum  to  August  31,  1962.  /SenateXcommittee  reported  bill  for  disposal 

o  stoc  s  of  extra  long  staple  cotto/.  Housepassed  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill  /  \ 


) 


HOUSE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendmentS'H.  R.  12391, 

the  new  farm  bill  (H.  Rept.  1976).  p.  12559 

— 

2.  FOREIGN  AID,  Pasyed  with"  amendment  S.  2996,  the  foreign  aid\authorization  bill, 

after  substitut/ng  the  language  of  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  119)U.  (H.  R.  11921 

had  been  passed  earlier  in  the  day  with  amendments  by  a  vote  of  250  to  164. 

(pp.  12486-540.)  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  12541). 

Agreed  to  me  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Casey,  by  a  vote  of  277  to  4,  as  amended  by  an  amendment  Rep. 
Morgan/to  give  the  President  discretionary  authority  to  furnish  assistance  to 
commuprlst  countries  when  he  finds  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest,  p) 
12480-512 

ReP*  Hardy,  to  provide  that  the  President  shall  establish  procedure/\to 
ipsure  that  foreign  aid  is  not  used  to  promote  projects  and  activities  of  tra 
Communist -bloc  countries,  p.  12512 


t 


-  2  - 


By  Rep.  Rogers,  to  provide  that  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  to  the 
present  Government  of  Cuba,  or  to  any  country  which  furnishes  assistance 
thatN^overnment ,  unless  the  President  finds  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest, 
pp.  l*$14-5 


Rejected  fche  following  amendments: 

By  Rep\  Barry,  to  provide  that  surplus  commodities  sold  to  foreign  countries 
under  Public  Law  480  shall  be  sold  at  rates  of  exchange  not  less  |avorable  than 

mrchasing 


the  highest  fentes  legally  obtainable  from  the  governments  of  the, 
countries,  ppv  12527-8 

By  Rep.  Fino\  to  provide  that  no  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this 
bill  or  under  Public  Law  480  to  any  country  which  does  not  sjjhre  the  view  of  th< 
U.  S.  on  the  world,  crisis,  pp.  12515-6 


3.  WHEAT  REFERENDUM.  Parsed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  809^,  to  provide  that  the 
referendum  with  respect  to  the  national  marketing  quota/for  wheat  for  the 
marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  may  be  conducted  not  later  than  August 
31,  1962  (p.  12544).  This  measure  had  been  reported/without  amendment  earlier 
in  the  day  by  the  Agriculture  Committee  (H.  Rept.  1575) (p.  12559). 


4.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Received  theNconference  report  oii  S.  2970,  to  increase  the  re¬ 
volving  fund  of  the  Small  Business  Administration  (H.  Rept.  1974).  pp.  12541-2 


5.  ELECTRIFICATION,  Rep.  May  urged  Approval  of  Proposed  legislation  to  authorize 
construction  of  electric  generating  facilities  at  the  new  production  reactor  at 
Hanford,  Wash.  pp.  12552-3 


6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Received  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  several  reports  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  rivers  and  Jara^bors  and  flood  control  projects, 
p.  12559 


7.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  \:he  following  program:  Fri. :  H.  R. 
8050,  importation  of  honeybees  add  allocation,^  of  sugar  quotas  to  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  countries;  Mon.:  the  ney  farm  bill,  if\i  rule  is  granted,  p.  12544 


SENATE 


r* 


8.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  arid  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  10595,  to  facilitate  the  sale  and  disposal  of  Government  stocks  of  extra 
long  staple  cotton  (S./Rept.  1724)  (p.  12396).  See  Digest  No.  80  for  provision 
of  this  bill. 


9.  BUDGETING;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Dirksen  commended  and  inserted  a  letter  from 
Sen.  Robert  son  tiy'the  Speaker  of  the  House  urging  House  acrion  on  S.  529,  a  bil] 
to  create  a  joint  committee  on  the  budget , ..which  contains  a  Vovision  that  such 
a  joint  committee  would  select  its  own  chairman,  and  that  theNchairmanship 
would  rotate  between  the  House  and  the  Senate,  with  the  chairmanship  going  to 
the  House  of/Representatives  in  the  even-numbered  years  and  to  the  Senate  in  th 
odd-numbere'a  years.  This  bill  passed  the  Senate  in  the  1st  session  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  Congress  and  is  now  pending  in  the  House  Rules  Committee.  pp\  12413-4 


10.  MIGRATOR  LABOR.  Agreed  to  without  amendment  S.  Res.  360,  increasing  fcrom 

$50,000  to  $70,000  the  funds  for  investigation  of  migratory  labor.  p,\l2480 


LANj/S.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment\s. 
rL61,  to  provide  for  the  use  of  lands  in  the  Garrison  Dam  project  by  the  Trcjree 
affiliated  Tribes  of  the  Fort  Berthold  Reservation  (S.  Rept.  1723).  p.  12396 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  (  No.  1976 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


July  12,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12391] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  main¬ 
tain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

^  Page  2,  line  24,  after  “them”  insert: 

and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  (including  crops 
such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which  do  not  require 
annual  tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act). 

Page  13,  line  1,  strike  out  “65”  and  insert  “90”,  strike  out  “50”  and 
insert  “80”,  and  following  “by”  insert  “striking  out  the  colon  and  the 
proviso  thereof  and  by”. 

Short  Summary  of  H.R.  12391 

Following  recommittal  by  the  House  of  H.R.  11222,  the  chairman 
introduced  a  bill  (H.R.  12266)  adopting  several  amendments  to  H.R. 
11222  made  by  the  House  and  substituting  for  the  permanent  feed 
grain  and  wheat  programs  proposed  in  H.R.  11222  1-year  extensions 
of  the  1962  feed  grain  and  wheat  programs. 


85006 — (62- 
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2  FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 

H.R.  12266  was  considered  for  5  clays  by  the  committee  in  executive 
session  and,  after  the  adoption  of  several  amendments,  was  approved 
by  the  committee  as  amended.  H.R.  12391  is  a  “clean  bill”  embody¬ 
ing  the  amendments  made  by  the  committee  to  H.R.  12266.  The 
committee  has  made  two  additional  amendments  to  the  new  bill. 
Following  is  a  comparison  of  the  major  provisions  of  H.R.  12391  with 
the  1962  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs  and  with  H.R.  11222. 


TITLE  I - CONSERVATION 

Title  I  of  the  bill  is  the  same  as  title  I  of  H.R.  11222  except  that 
(1)  all  reference  to  recreation  has  been  eliminated  from  the  title  (in¬ 
cluding  section  103Hf  H.R.~~T1222  which  authorized  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  local  agencies  in  developing  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  in  connection  with  upstream  watershed  projects).  (2) 
The  following  amendments  to  section  101,  adopted  by  the  House  when 
H.R.  11222  was  under  consideration,  have  been  included:  (a)  Pro¬ 
grams  under  section  101(e)  have  been  limited  to  10  years;  ( b )  payf 
ments  with  respect  to  the  establishment  of  tree  cover  under  such 
programs  have  been  limited  to  5  years;  and  (c)  the  land  must  have 
been  in  the  same  ownership  at  least  2  years  before  an  agreement  can 
be  entered  into  under  this  subsection.  (3)  An  amendment  to  section 
102,  ruling  out  diversion  of  farmland  to  industrial  parks  or  private 
industrial  or  commercial  development, has  beerifincluded.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  tcT'secTion  101(e)  limits  programs  thereunder  to 
lands  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops. 


TITLE  II - PUBLIC  LAW  480 

This  title  is  the  same  as  it  appeared  in  H.R.  11222  except  that — 

(a)  Section  201  of  the  previous  bill,  which  authorized  CCC  to 
purchase  for  oversea  donation  surplus  commodities  not  in  its 
own  inventory,  has  been  eliminated. 

( b )  A  sentence  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  section  205  to 
provide  that  school  lunch  programs  inaugurated  under  the 
authority  of  sections  202,  203,  and  204  shall  not  extend  beyond 
June  30,  1964. 

\ 

TITLE  III - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

This  part  of  the  bill  was  title  IV  in  H.R.  11222.  The  provisions  of 
title  III  of  H.R.  11222  (making  a  change  in  the  Marketing  Agreements 
Act  of  1937  with  respect  to  potatoes)  was  struck  out  on  the  floor  and 
has  been  omitted  from  this  bill. 

This  title  now  contains  with  certain  modifications  (1)  a  1-year 
extension  of  the  1962  feed  grain  program,  (2)  a  1-year  extension  of 
the  1962  wheat  program,  and  (3)  the  dairy  program  contained  in 
H.R.  11222. 

Feed  grains 

This  bill  would  continue  the  1962  feed  grain  program  for  the  crop 
year  1963  with  the  following  modifications: 

(a)  The  separate  programs  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  for 
barley  are  combined  into  one  program  embracing  all  three  com¬ 
modities.  The  programs  were  set  up  separately  for  1962  only  because, 
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at  the  time  the  legislation  was  passed,  fall  barley  was  already  being 
seeded  and  the  committee  felt  that  it  would  be  unfair  to  include 
barley  in  a  single  program  along  with  the  spring-planted  crops  corn 
and  grain  sorghum.  Since  that  situation  will  not  exist  with  respect 
to  1963,  the  committee  has  combined  the  three  feed  grains  into  a 
single  program  and  producers  will  have  their  option  as  to  which  of 
the  three  grains  are  planted  on  their  feed  grain  acreage.  The  exemp¬ 
tions  provided  for  malting  barley  are  continued  for  1963. 

(6)  The  total  amount  of  feed  grain  acreage  which  may  be  retired 
has  been  increased  to  50  percent.  Twenty  percent  of  such  acreage 
must  be  retired  in  order  to  qualify  the  producer  for  price  supports  on 
the  three  feed  grains  and  an  additional  30  percent  may  be  retired,  at 
the  producer’s  option,  instead  of  the  additional  20  percent  in  the  1962 
program. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  increased  acreage  retirement  authorized,  payments 
for  retired  acreage  have  been  established  at  45  percent  of  the  normal 
yield  at  current  support  prices  for  the  first  20-percent  acreage  retire¬ 
ment  and  50  percent  of  the  normal  yield  for  the  additional  acreage 
retired.  Comparable  rates  of  payment  in  the  1962  program  are  50 
and  60  percent. 

( d )  A  provision  is  included  with  respect  to  computing  normal  yield 
on  farms  which  have  installed  irrigation  since  the  base  period  (1959- 
60).  (This  also  applies  to  wheat.) 

( e )  Table  vegetables  are  eliminated  from  those  crops  which  may  be 
designated  by  the  Secretary  for  production  on  diverted  acreage. 
(This  also  applies  to  wheat.) 

Support  price  for  corn 

The  committee  amendment  to  section  301  of  the  bill  changes  the 
level  of  support  for  corn  under  the  basic  statute  (sec.  105(a)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  from  90  percent  of  the  3-year  average  of 
prices  received  by  farmers,  with  a  floor  of  65  percent  of  parity,  to  80 
percent  of  the  3-year  average,  with  no  fixed  floor.  This  would  not 
affect  support  prices  under  the  1962  or  1963  programs  but  would  come 
into  effect  beginning  in  1964,  if  no  further  action  were  taken  by  the 
Congress  in  the  meantime. 

Wheat 

The  1962  wheat  program  is  extended  to  1963  with  only  the  following 
major  changes: 

(a)  The  total  acreage  which  may  be  retired  is  increased  from  40  to 
50  percent  of  the  wheat  acreage  allotment.  The  required  reduction 
of  10  percent  is  retained  but  the  additional  acreage  which  may  be 
retired  at  the  producer’s  option  is  increased  from  30  to  40  percent. 

( b )  In  view  of  this  increase  in  the  allowable  retirement,  the  rate  of 
payment  for  the  acreage  voluntarily  retired  is  reduced  from  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  normal  jfield  multiplied  by  the  current  support  rate  to  50 
percent  of  the  normal  yield.  The  rate  of  payment  for  the  first  10 
percent  of  the  acreage  retired  is  retained  at  45  percent  of  the  normal 
yield. 

(c)  See  paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  under  “Feed  Grains.” 
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Dairy  program 

The  bill  retains  the  dairy  program  contained  in  H.R.  11222  with 
the  following  changes: 

(a)  The  period  of  time  for  operation  of  the  program  is  from  October 
1,  1962,  to  June  30,  1963.  In  H.R.  11222  the  program  would  have 
extended  from  the  time  of  enactment  of  the  bill  until  March  31,  1963. 

( b )  The  provision  which  would  have  authorized  a  producer  to  trans¬ 
fer  his  milk  production  base  to  another  producer  has  been  eliminated. 

Purchase  of  dairy  products 

The  bill  contains  a  new  provision  (sec.  328)  requiring  that  whenever 
price-support  operations  for  dairy  products  are  carried  out  by  loans 
on  or  purchase  of  the  products  of  milk  or  butterfat,  the  Secretary  shall 
require  certification  that  the  milk  or  butterfat  from  which  the  product 
was  made  was  acquired  from  producers  at  not  less  than  the  support 
price. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISION 

The  provisions  of  this  title  are  the  same  as  the  provisions  of  title  V 
of  H.R.  11222,  except  that  the  authority  for  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  to  make  loans  to  local  organizations  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  rural  sewer  systems  has  been  eliminated. 

The  Wheat  Situation 

The  total  supply  of  wheat  for  the  1962-63  marketing  year  ahead  is 
estimated  at  2,410  million  bushels.  This  is  about  9  percent  below 
last  year.  The  July  1,  1962,  total  carryover  is  estimated  at  1,345 
million  bushels,  down  67  million  bushels  from  a  year  earlier.  Stocks 
will  remain  far  in  excess  of  our  needs  for  reserves  to  meet  possible 
emergencies,  however.  With  a  prospective  reduction  in  output  under 
the  1962  wheat  program,  a  further  decrease  in  carryover  is  expected 
by  July  1,  1963 — a  decrease  of  about  150  million  bushels. 

Domestic  disappearance  of  wheat  in  1961-62  is  estimated  at  nearly 
600  million  bushels,  down  slightly  from  the  previous  year.  Exports 
may  set  a  new  record  of  710  million  bushels,  and  exceed  the  quantity 
used  domestically  in  the  United  States. 

Total  supply  and  utilization  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  years 
1952-62  are  given  in  table  1. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  reports  that  as  of  April  30,  1962, 
CCC  had  approximately  $2,459  million  invested  in  1,247  million 
bushels  of  wheat;  i.e.,  more  than  a  year’s  domestic  and  export  require¬ 
ments.  Prices,  acreages,  and  CCC  holdings  for  the  period  1950-62 
are  shown  in  table  2. 

Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  is  the  dominant  surplus  class  of  wheat  at 
this  tune,  and  carryover  stocks  have  almost  doubled  since  July  1, 
1958.  There  is,  however,  a  potential  surplus  in  every  class  of  wheat 
except  Durum,  since  shipments  under  Government  export  programs 
have  been  a  major  factor  in  keeping  U.S.  carryovers  of  some  classes 
down. 

Durum  stocks  are  currently  at  low  levels,  but  the  1962  program 
provides  that  producers  may  increase  their  Durum  acreage.  Nearly 
14,000  producers  signed  up  to  be  eligible  for  acreage  expansion  and 
indicated  their  intention  to  increase  Durum  plantings  by  nearly 
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442,000  acres  (table  3).  As  a  result,  Durum  production  is  expected 
to  total  43  million  bushels  in  1962,  which  would  be  the  largest  crop 
since  1948  and  more  than  twice  the  size  of  the  1961  crop.  A  crop  of 
this  size  would  meet  domestic  and  export  needs  and  increase  Durum 
stocks  to  more  desirable  levels. 

Carryover  stocks,  supplies,  and  utilization  of  wheat  by  classes  are 
shown  in  table  4. 

Table  1. —  Wheat:  Supply  and  distribution,  United  Stales,  1952-60  and  1961  and 

1962  projected 

[In  millions  of  bushels] 


Year  (beginning  July) — 


1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960  i 

1961 2 3 

19621 2 3 

Supply: 

Carryover,  July  1 _ 

Production...  _ 

Imports 4 _ 

Total. . . 

Domestic  disappear¬ 
ance: 

Food  5 * _ 

Seed—  . . 

Industry _ _  _ 

Feed  « _ _  — 

Total . . . . 

Exports  7 _ 

Total  disappearance  .. 

Stocks  on  June  30 _ 

256.0 

1,306.4 

21.6 

605.5 

1,173.1 

5.5 

933.5 

983.9 

4.2 

1,036.2 

937.1 

9.9 

1,033.5 

1,005.4 

7.8 

908.8 
955.  7 
10.9 

881.4 
1, 457.  4 
7.8 

1. 295. 1 

1.121.1 
7.4 

1,313.5 

1,357.3 

8.2 

1,412 

1,235 

6 

1,345 

1,058 

6 

1,584.0 

1, 784. 1 

1, 921. 6 

1, 983. 2 

2. 046. 7 

1,875.4 

2, 346.  6 

2,  423.  6 

2, 679. 0 

2, 653 

2, 409 

488.4 

89.1 

.2 

83.0 

487.1 

69.5 

.2 

76.8 

485.9 

64.8 

.2 

60.1 

481.6 

67.7 

.7 

53.5 

482.3 
58.0 
.  5 
47.6 

485.9 

63.0 

.3 

41.9 

496.8 

64.3 

.1 

47.0 

496.2 

62.9 

.1 

40.7 

496.0 

64.0 

.1 

44.8 

500 

57 

41 

500 

54 

40 

660.7 

633.6 

611.0 

603.5 

588.4 

591.1 

608.2 

599.9 

604.9 

598 

594 

317.8 

978.5 

217.0 

850.6 

274.4 

885.4 

346.3 

949.8 

549.5 
1, 137.  9 

402.9 

994.0 

443.3 
1,051.  5 

510.2 

1,110.1 

661.9 

1,266.8 

710 

1,308 

620 

1,214 

605.5 

933.5 

1, 036. 2  1, 033. 4 

1 

908.8 

881.4 

1,295.1 

1,313.5 

1, 412.  2 

1,345 

1, 195 

1  Preliminary. 

2  Imports  and  distribution  are  partly  estimated. 

3  Projected. 

4  Imports  include  full-duty  wheat,  wheat  imported  for  feed,  and  dutiable  flour  and  other  wheat  products 
in  terms  of  wheat.  They  exclude  wheat  imported  for  milling  in  bond  and  export  as  flour;  also  flour  free  for 
export. 

5  Includes  shipments  to  U.S.  territories  and  wheat  for  military  food  use  at  home  and  abroad. 

3  This  is  the  residual  figure,  after  all  disappearance,  is  accounted  for. 

7  Exports  are  of  wheat,  including  flour  wholly  from  U.S.  wheat  and  other  wheat  products  in  terms  of  wheat. 
They  include  exports  for  relief  or  charity  by  individuals  and  private  agencies.  Shipments  are  included  in 
domestic  disappearance  for  food. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  “Wheat  Situation,”  April  1962. 
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Table  2. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  wheat,  1950-62  crops 

[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


Crop 

Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

Production 

(bushels) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  market¬ 
ing  year  for  crop  (bushels) 1 

Support 

price 

Average 

farm 

price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under  soil 
bank  and 
wheat  pro¬ 
gram 

Inventory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 . 

$1.99 

$2.00 

71.3 

1,019.3 

196.4 

11.2 

207.6 

1951. _ 

2. 18 

2. 11 

78.5 

988.2 

143.3 

22.3 

165.6 

1952... 

2.20 

2.  09 

78.6 

1,306.4 

470.0 

44.4 

514.  4 

1953... 

2.21 

2.04 

78.9 

1,173.2 

774.6 

91.0 

865.6 

1954  .. 

2. 24 

2. 12 

62.5 

983.9 

975.9 

14.  7 

990.6 

1955  . 

2. 08 

1.99 

58.2 

937. 1 

950.  7 

45. 1 

995.8 

1956 . . 

2.00 

1.97 

60.7 

5.7 

1,005.4 

823.9 

13.8 

837.7 

1957 . . 

2.00 

1.93 

49.8 

13.3 

955.7 

834.9 

37.4 

872.3 

1958 . . 

1.82 

1.75 

56.0 

6.1 

1,  457.  4 

1, 146.6 

88.0 

1,234.6 

1959 . . 

1.81 

1.76 

56.8 

2.3 

1,121. 1 

1, 195.  4 

91.9 

1,287.3 

1960 . . 

1.78 

1.75 

54.9 

3.2 

1,357.3 

1,242.5 

125.6 

1,368.1 

1961 _ 

3 1.79 

1.90 

55.6 

3.2 

1, 234.  7 

1,207.2 

100.0 

3  1,307.2 

1962  3 _ 

2.00 

2.00 

42.8 

15.9 

1,075.0 

1,082.8 

80.0 

1, 162. 8 

•  For  wheat,  data  shown  are  as  of  June  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 

2  As  of  Mar.  15,  1962. 

3  Projections  based  on  the  1963  budget  estimates. 

Table  3. — 1962  special  Durum  wheat  program:  Final  report  on  signup 

as  of  Apr.  SO,  1962 


State 

Esti¬ 

mated 

total 

number 

of 

eligible 
Durum 
wheat 
farms  1 

Number 

of 

applica¬ 

tions 

filed 

1960-61 
average 
acres  of 
Durum 
wheat 
on  such 
farms 
(acres) 

1962 
original 
allot¬ 
ment  on 
such 
farms 

Indicated 
Durum 
increase 
on  such 
farms 
(acres) 

1962  con¬ 
ditional 
allotment 
on  such 
farms 

Limit  for 
other 
wheat 
estab¬ 
lished 
for 
such 
farms 
(acres) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

California . . . . 

407 

238 

6,852 

6,974 

2,487 

9,  462 

2,361 

Total,  Southwest . 

407 

238 

6, 852 

6,974 

2, 487 

9,462 

2,361 

Minnesota . . 

3, 343 
1,061 
22, 448 
3,337 

397 

20, 550 
86, 312 
969, 194 
50,530 

35, 468 
223, 421 

8, 127 
33, 871 
377, 694 
19, 570 

43,  552 
257, 287 

1, 632,  763 
91, 957 

15, 384 

Montana _ _ 

746 

138, 442 
305, 112 
23,266 

North  Dakota _ _ 

11, 132 
1,170 

1, 255, 069 
72, 412 

South  Dakota _ 

Total,  Northwest . . 

30, 189 

13, 445 

1, 126, 586 

1, 586, 370 

439, 262 

2, 025,  559 

482,204 

Total,  United  States . 

30, 596 

13,683 

1, 133, 438 

1,  593, 344 

441, 749 

2, 035, 021 

484, 565 

1  Excludes  new  wheat  farms,  total  conservation  reserve  farms,  and  Government  restrictive  leases. 
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Table  4. — Wheat:  Estimated,  supply  and  distribution  by  classes,  United  States, 

1957-61 


[In  millions  of  bushels] 


Item 


1957- 58 

Carryover,  July  1, 1957 . . 

Production . . 

Imports  1 * _ _ _ 

Supply . . . 

Exports,  including  shipments  3 4 
Domestic  disappearance  *. . 

Carryover,  June  30, 1958. 

1958- 59 

Carryover,  July  1,  1958 . 

Production . . . . 

Imports  1 . . 

L  Supply . . 

^Exports,  including  shipments 
Domestic  disappearance  » _ 

Carryover,  June  30,  1959. 

1959- 60 

Carryover,  July  1,  1959 . 

Production . . 

Imports  > . 

Supply . . 

Exports,  including  shipments  >. 
Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

Carryover,  June  30, 1960. 

1960- 61  * 

Carryover,  July  1,  1960 . . 

Production . . 

Imports  1 . . . 

Supply... _ _ 

Exports,  including  shipments  J. 
Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

Carryover,  June  30, 1961. 

1961- 62  *  * 


t Carryover,  July  1, 1961. 

Production . . . 

Imports  > . 


Supply . 

Exports,  including  shipments  3 
Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 


Carryover,  June  30, 1962. 


Hard  Red 

Soft  Red 

Hard  Red 

Durum 

White 

Total 

Winter 

Winter 

Spring 

648 

10 

196 

13 

42 

909 

429 

155 

169 

11 

40 

163 

966 

11 

1,077 

166 

376 

53 

205 

1,876 

219 

30 

38 

1 

118 

406 

245 

129 

135 

27 

63 

689 

613 

6 

203 

25 

34 

881 

613 

6 

203 

25 

34 

881 

836 

192 

233 

8 

22 

174 

1, 457 
8 

1,449 

198 

444 

47 

208 

2,346 

259 

43 

46 

1 

98 

447 

251 

134 

147 

27 

45 

604 

939 

21 

261 

19 

65 

1, 295 

939 

21 

261 

19 

66 

1, 295 

620 

156 

151 

20 

174 

1,121 

7 

7 

1, 559 

177 

409 

39 

239 

2,423 

292 

40 

49 

1 

130 

512 

261 

127 

142 

24 

43 

597 

1. 006 

10 

218 

14 

66 

1,314 

1,006 

10 

218 

14 

66 

1,314 

794 

190 

188 

8 

34 

151 

1,357 

8 

1,800 

200 

414 

48 

217 

2,679 

430 

66 

35 

6 

138 

664 

261 

133 

142 

26 

41 

603 

1,109 

12 

237 

16 

38 

1, 412 

1,109 

12 

237 

16 

38 

1,412 

755 

203 

116 

6 

19 

142 

1,236 

6 

1,864 

215 

359 

35 

180 

2,653 

482 

57 

43 

16 

114 

713 

262 

135 

140 

18 

40 

595 

1, 120 

23 

176 

1 

25 

1,345 

1  Excludes  imports  for  milling-in-bond  and  export  as  flour. 

3  Includes  shipments  to  Alaska  and  Hawaii  and  the  U.S.  territories.  Includes  exports  for  relief  or  charity 
by  individuals  and  private  agencies. 

3  Wheat  for  food  (including  military  food  use  at  home  and  abroad),  feed,  seed  and  industry. 

4  Preliminary. 

*  Imports  and  distribution  are  estimated. 

Note. — Figures  by  classes  are  not  based  on  survey  or  enumeration  data  and  are  therefore  only  approx!" 
mations. 
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The  total  wheat  crop  in  1962  may  be  the  smallest  in  recent  years. 
The  June  issue  of  Crop  Production  forecasts  production  of  1,058 
million  bushels — 14  percent  less  than  the  1961  crop. 

The  1962  wheat  program  provides  a  mandatory  reduction  of  10 
percent  in  farm  allotments.  Nationally  this  cut  represents  5.5  million 
acres.  In  addition,  wheat  producers  may  retire  additional  acreage 
up  to  40  percent  of  their  allotment  or  15  acres,  whichever  is  greater. 
Reports  show  that  818,683  farms  have  signed  up  to  divert  15,126,000 
acres  from  wheat  production  to  conserving  uses.  This  diverted 
acreage  is  about  27  percent  of  the  1961  wheat  plantings,  and  acreage 
on  signed  farms  totals  45.5  million  acres  or  about  82  percent  of  the 
wheat  acreage  planted  in  1961  (table  5).  Much  of  the  acreage  un¬ 
signed  is  on  small  farms  or  in  the  conservation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank. 

A  continuation  of  the  1962  program  for  1963,  as  proposed  by  H.R. 
12391,  should  result  in  production  being  less  than  requirements  once 
again,  which  will  make  possible  further  reductions  in  wheat  stocks. 
The  bill  provides  for  a  mandatory  10-percent  cut  in  farm  allotments 
and  for  additional  payments  to  producers,  who  plant  less  than  theiij 
allotment.  The  acreage  which  may  be  voluntarily  diverted  is  greater 
than  that  provided  in  1962,  but  the  payment  rate  for  the  voluntary 
diversion  is  less  than  in  1962.  It  is  estimated  that  these  changes  will 
tend  to  be  counterbalancing  and  that  about  the  same  number  of  acres 
will  be  diverted  in  1963  as  in  1962.  In  such  case,  the  program  will 
further  reduce  wheat  stocks  during  the  1963-64  marketing  year. 

Estimates  made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicate  that 
such  stock  reductions  would  be  slightly  more  than  100  million  bushels. 
Previously,  the  Department  estimated  that  stock  reductions  under 
the  long-range  program  proposed  by  H.R.  11222  would  total  175  to 
200  million  bushels  in  the  same  marketing  year.  The  program  pro¬ 
posed  by  H.R.  12391  is  a  temporary  program,  however,  and  does  not 
provide  for  wheat  certificates,  an  essential  feature  of  a  long-range 
program  for  limiting  wheat  marketings  and  CCC  costs. 


Table  5. — Wheat:  Final  report  on  signup  imder  1962  wheat  stabilization  program  as  of  Apr.  80^W62  ( signup  data  excludes  farms  participating 

in  the  1962  special  Durum  wheat  program ) 
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The  Feed  Situation 

The  supply  of  feed  grains  in  the  current  marketing  year  is  estimated 
at  about  226  million  tons,  more  than  5  million  tons  less  than  was 
available  during  the  previous  marketing  year.  This  reduction  was 
attained  despite  the  record  85-million-ton  carry-in  at  the  beginning 
of  the  year,  which  was  more  than  4  times  the  1952  carry-in.  The 
supply  figure  includes  a  140.6-million-ton  crop  in  1961  compared  to 
a  155.5-million-ton  crop  in  the  preceding  year. 

Domestic  disappearance  and  exports  are  both  larger  than  antici¬ 
pated  earlier — 137  million  tons  and  14  million  tons,  respectively. 
The  resulting  carryover  is  expected  to  be  down  to  about  75  million 
tons.  This  is  10  million  tons  less  than  the  carryover  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  year,  and  the  entire  reduction  will  be  in  stocks  owned  by 
CCC  or  under  loan.  Corn  stocks  alone  are  about  300  million  bushels 
less  than  last  year.  However,  the  Department  reports  that  as  of 
April  30,  1962,  CCC  still  had  approximately  $2,834  million  invested 
in  feed  grains.  Supply  and  utilization  data  as  well  as  prices,  acre¬ 
ages,  and  CCC  holdings  for  the  period  1950-62  are  provided  in  tables 
6-9. 

The  1961  emergency  feed  grain  program  successfully  reduced 
production,  carryover,  and  CCC  stocks,  despite  the  unusually  favor¬ 
able  weather  experienced  in  the  Corn  Belt  during  the  growing  season. 
Net  farm  income  in  1961  was  a  billion  dollars  more  than  in  1960 — 
partly  because  of  the  feed  grain  program — but  consumer  food  prices 
did  not  increase. 

Final  results  of  the  1961  program  are  provided  in  tables  10  and  11. 
Salient  points  relating  to  this  program  also  include: 

1.  CCC  has  sold  sufficient  grain  through  June  to  recover  all  funds 
spent  during  1961  to  meet  the  pledges  of  farmers  to  retire  crop¬ 
lands  to  conserving  uses. 

2.  During  the  time  these  sales  have  been  made,  the  market  price  for 
corn  and  sorghums  has  generally  remained  at  a  higher  level  than 
during  the  comparable  period  in  1960. 

3.  Retail  food  prices  paid  by  consumers  for  meat,  poultry,  and  dairy 
products  have  shown  great  stability  during  the  period  of  the  program — - 
and  these  are  the  products  which  the  feed  grain  market  affects  directly. 

4.  Net  farm  income  in  1961  was  about  $1  billion  higher  than  in 
1960,  a  rise  of  more  than  8  percent.  A  large  part  of  this  gain  can 
be  attributed  to  the  feed  grain  program,  to  higher  support  prices  for 
major  farm  commodities,  and  to  increased  cash  marketings. 

5.  The  taxpayer  will  benefit  by  millions  of  dollars  in  immediate 
reductions  in  storage,  transportation,  handling,  and  interest  on 
grain  moving  out  of  Government  hands  into  the  market.  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures  over  the  next  9  years  will  be  approximately  $600 
million  less  because  of  the  lower  level  of  feed  grain  carryover. 


Table  6. — Feed  Grains:  Total  Supply  and  Disappearance,  United  States,  Marketing  Years,  1950-61  1 

[Million  tons] 
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1  Revised  1955-59  on  basis  of  1959  Census  of  Agriculture.  Includes  corn  for  grain  only.  3  Under  loan  or  owned  by  CCC.  Includes  an  allowance  for  purchase  agreement  de- 

2  October-September  year  for  corn  and  sorghum  grain,  July-June  year  for  oats  and  liveries  of  corn  after  Oct.  1  and  oats  and  barley  after  July  1. 

barley.  t  Imports  and  exports  include  grain  equivalent  of  products. 

5  Preliminary. 
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Table  7. — Feed  grains:  Supplies  and  utilization,  United  States,  annual  1950-62 

[Million  bushels] 

CORN 


Market- 

Supply 

Utilization 

ing  year 

begin- 

Carry- 

Produe- 

Live- 

Food  and 

ning  i 

over 

tion 

Imports 

Total 

stock 

industrial 

Seed 

Exports1 2 

Total 

feed 

use 

1950 _ 

844 

2, 764 

X 

3, 699 

2, 482 

268 

12 

107 

2, 869 

1951. . 

740 

2, 629 

1 

3, 370 

2, 555 

240 

12 

76 

2,  883 

1952 _ 

487 

2, 981 

1 

3, 469 

2,312 

236 

12 

140 

2, 700 

1953 _ 

769 

2,  882 

1 

3,652 

2, 387 

236 

13 

96 

2,732 

1954 _ 

920 

2,708 

1 

3,629 

2,242 

248 

12 

92 

2,  594 

1955 _ 

1,035 

2, 873 

1 

3,909 

2, 366 

258 

12 

108 

2,744 

1956 _ 

1,165 

3, 075 

1 

4,241 

2, 377 

268 

11 

165 

2,821 

1957 _ 

1,420 

3,045 

2 

4, 467 

2, 534 

269 

11 

183 

2, 997 

1958 _ 

1,470 

3, 356 

1 

4,827 

2,781 

289 

13 

214 

3, 297 

1959 _ 

1,  530 

3, 825 

1 

5,356 

3, 056 

289 

12 

212 

3,  569 

1961 _ 

1,787 

3, 908 

1 

5, 696 

3,112 

290 

10 

276 

3, 688 

1961 3 . 

2, 008 

3, 624 

1 

5,633 

3, 268 

305 

10 

350 

3, 933 

1962  4 * _ 

1,700 

OATS 


1950 . 

208 

1,369 

30 

1,607 

1,180 

37 

101 

3 

1,321 

1951 _ 

286 

1,278 

62 

1,626 

1,206 

36 

105 

2 

1,349 

1952 _ 

277 

1,217 

69 

1,563 

1,169 

36 

108 

1 

1,314 

1953 . - 

249 

1,153 

80 

1, 482 

1,101 

36 

118 

(!) 

1,255 

1954 _ 

227 

1,410 

20 

1,657 

1,185 

37 

119 

13 

1,354 

1955 _ 

303 

1,496 

3 

1,802 

1,280 

38 

111 

26 

1,455 

1956 _ 

347 

1,151 

17 

1,515 

1,106 

39 

105 

25 

1,275 

1957 _ 

240 

1,290 

25 

1,555 

1,069 

40 

95 

26 

1,230 

1958 _ 

325 

1, 401 

3 

1,729 

1,202 

41 

88 

30 

1,361 

1959 _ 

368 

1,052 

2 

1,422 

991 

42 

79 

43 

1,155 

196) _ 

267 

1,155 

1 

1,423 

948 

42 

81 

27 

1,098 

1961 3 _ 

325 

1,013 

2 

1,340 

935 

42 

76 

12 

1,065 

1962  4 

275 

BARLEY 


1950 _ 

80 

304 

14 

397 

145 

101 

18 

40 

304 

1951 _ 

94 

257 

13 

364 

151 

93 

15 

31 

290 

1952 _ 

73 

228 

25 

326 

134 

88 

16 

37 

275 

1953. . . 

51 

247 

38 

336 

131 

91 

24 

19 

265 

1954 _ 

71 

379 

24 

474 

186 

88 

26 

43 

343 

1955 _ 

131 

403 

28 

562 

228 

90 

24 

103 

445 

1956 _ 

117 

377 

27 

521 

217 

89 

26 

62 

394 

1957 _ 

127 

443 

24 

594 

221 

87 

26 

92 

426 

1958 _ 

168 

477 

14 

659 

231 

90 

26 

117 

464 

1959 _ 

195 

422 

18 

635 

233 

92 

25 

118 

468 

1960 . 

167 

431 

15 

613 

259 

90 

25 

86 

460 

1961 3 _ 

153 

393 

20 

566 

257 

90 

24 

65 

436 

1962  4 

130 

SORGHUM  GRAIN 


1950 _ 

60 

233 

(6) 

293 

141 

37 

2 

75 

255 

1951 _ 

38 

163 

(8) 

201 

115 

12 

2 

62 

191 

1952 _ 

10 

91 

(8) 

101 

77 

4 

2 

10 

93 

1953 _ 

7 

116 

(8) 

123 

79 

5 

2 

15 

101 

1954 _ 

22 

236 

(») 

258 

124 

8 

3 

48 

183 

1955 _ 

75 

243 

(8) 

318 

160 

8 

3 

66 

237 

1956 _ 

81 

205 

(8) 

286 

173 

9 

3 

22 

207 

1957 _ 

79 

568 

(8) 

647 

269 

9 

3 

57 

338 

1958 _ 

309 

581 

(8) 

890 

268 

9 

3 

100 

380 

1959 _ 

510 

555 

(8) 

1, 065 

370 

12 

2 

100 

484 

1960 _ 

581 

620 

(8) 

1,201 

416 

11 

2 

70 

499 

1961 3 _ 

702 

483 

(8) 

1, 185 

403 

10 

2 

70 

485 

1962  4 

700 

1  Marketing  year  beginning  Oet.  1  for  corn  and  sorghum  grain;  July  1  for  oats  and  barley. 

2  Corn,  sorghum  grain,  and  oats,  grain  only;  barley  includes  grain  equivalent  of  malt. 

3  Preliminary. 

4  Based  on  indications  in  March  1962. 

s  Less  than  500,000  bushels. 

6  Not  reported  separately. 
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Table  8. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  corn,  19r0-62  crops 

[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


Crop 

Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

Produc¬ 
tion  (for 
grain) 
(bushel) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  crop  (bushel) ' 

Support 

price 

Average 
farm  price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under  soil 
bank  and 
feed  grain 
programs 

Inven¬ 

tory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 . 

$1.47 

$1.52 

82.9 

2,  764. 1 

402.  8 

84.  7 

437.  5 

1951 _ 

1.57 

1.  66 

83.3 

2, 628.  9 

290.  7 

15.  5 

306  2 

1952 . . 

1.60 

1.51 

82.2 

2, 980.  8 

236.0 

277.  8 

513.  8 

1953 _ _ 

1.60 

1.48 

81.6 

2,881.8 

353.  7 

362.  7 

716  4 

1954 _ _ _ 

1.62 

1.43 

82.2 

2,  708.  9 

621.  5 

236. 1 

857  6 

1955 _ 

1.58 

1.35 

80.9 

2, 873.  0 

748.  5 

360.  7 

1, 109.2 

1956 _ _ _ 

1.50 

1.29 

77.8 

5.3 

3, 075. 3 

873.3 

386.6 

1, 259.  9 

1957 _ 

1.40 

1. 11 

73.2 

6.1 

3, 045.  4 

1,077.1 

276.  7 

1,353.8 

1958 _ 

1.36 

1.12 

73.4 

8. 1 

3, 356. 2 

1,184.3 

216.3 

1, 400. 6 

1959 . . . 

1. 12 

1.04 

82.7 

3.5 

3, 824. 6 

1,312.8 

389.4 

1,  702. 2 

1960 _ 

1.06 

1.00 

81.7 

4.6 

3, 908. 1 

1,371.0 

556.3 

1,  927. 3 

1961 _ _ 

1.20 

2 .97 

67.0 

23.7 

3, 624. 3 

1,011.2 

765.5 

3  1,776.7 

1962  3 _ 

1. 20 

1.02 

67.0 

21.3 

3, 540.  0 

820.0 

810.0 

4  1, 630. 0 

1  For  corn,  data  shown  are  as  of  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 

2  As  of  Mar.  15,  1962. 

s  Projected  on  basis  of  1963  budget. 

4  As  of  June  30,  1963. 


Table  9. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  grain  sorghums,  1950-62  crops 


[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


Crop 

Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(bushel) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  mar¬ 
keting  year  (bushel)  1 

Support 

price 

Average 
farm  price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under  soil 
bank  and 
feed 
grain 

Inven¬ 

tory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 . 

$1.05 

$1.05 

16. 1 

233.5 

17.2 

1.5 

18.7 

1951 . 

1.22 

1.32 

15.0 

162.9 

.5 

.6 

1. 1 

1952  _ 

1.33 

1.58 

12.3 

90.7 

.  1 

2.9 

3.0 

1953 . 

1. 36 

1.32 

14.6 

115.7 

21.7 

12.7 

34.4 

1954  .  _ 

1.28 

1.26 

20. 1 

235.6 

68.0 

8.1 

76. 1 

1955... 

1.00 

.98 

23.9 

242.6 

76.2 

12.2 

88.4 

1956 . 

1. 10 

1. 15 

21.4 

204.9 

75.1 

24.8 

99.9 

1957 . 

1.04 

.97 

26.9 

1.9 

567.5 

294.8 

35.5 

330.3 

1958 _ _ 

1.02 

1.00 

20.7 

2.6 

5S1.0 

490.6 

24.8 

515.4 

.85 

.86 

19.5 

3.5 

555.2 

561.  6 

22.2 

583.8 

I960... _ _ 

.85 

.84 

19.6 

3.9 

619.9 

673.4 

43.3 

716.7 

1961 _ _ 

1.08 

2.94 

14.4 

10.0 

482. 6 

649.0 

32.4 

*  681. 4 

1962  ii _ _ 

1.08 

.97 

14.4 

9.3 

450.0 

4  645. 0 

<24.5 

4  669. 5 

i  For  grain  sorghums,  data  shown  are  as  of  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 

*  As  of  Mar.  15,  1962. 

*  Projected  on  basis  of  1963  budget. 

4  As  Of  June  30,  1963. 
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The  1961  Feed  Grain  Program 

Table  10. — Acres  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  diverted  for  payment  and  value  of 

payments  earned  1 


Corn 

Grain  sorghums 

Total  corn  and  grain 
sorghums 

State 

Final  acres 
diverted 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
acres) 

Value  of 
payments 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
dollars) 

Final  acres 
diverted 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
acres) 

Value  of 
payments 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
dollars) 

Final  acres 
diverted 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
acres) 

Value  of 
payments 
(in  thou¬ 
sands  of 
dollars) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Maine . . . . 

0.3 

14.4 

0.3 

14.4 

New  Hampshire _ 

Vermont—". _ 

.9 

38  0 

.9 

38.6 

Massachusetts — . 

.2 

7.3 

.2 

7.3 

Rhode  Island _ 

(?) 

1.0 

.9 

(2) 

1.0 

.9 

Connecticut _ 

48.0 

48.0 

New  York _ 

172.5 

6,  644. 3 
1, 898. 9 
6,  774. 6 

172.5 

6, 644. 3 
1,898.9 
6,  795. 2 
42,660  1 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

37.4 

37.4 

Pennsylvania _ 

158.  8 

0.8 

20.6 

159.6 

Ohio _ _ 

995.2 

42,  653. 3 
54, 627. 3 

.2 

6.8 

995.  4 

Indiana _ 

1, 321. 2 
2, 097. 2 
531.  5 

5.3 

157.6 

1, 326.  5 
2, 105. 1 

54i  784. 9 
87,  842. 4 
18.  294.  2 

Illinois . . 

87, 607. 8 
18,  293. 5 

23. 381. 1 

46. 239. 1 

7.9 

234.6 

Michigan _ _ _ 

(j) 

.8 

.7 

531.5 

Wisconsin _ 

549. 1 

.2 

549. 1 

23, 381. 3 
46.  255. 1 

Minnesota _ 

1,  518.  5 
2, 760.  2 
1, 722. 2 

16.0 

1,  519. 3 

2,  784.  4 

Iowa _ _ 

106, 261. 3 

24.2 

823.  5 

107, 084.  8 
69,  324.  8 

Missouri . 

63, 049. 8 
5,  515.  5 
14, 484.  2 
48, 501.  7 
19,  652.  4 
1,  512.  7 
3, 129. 0 
4, 333. 3 
406.6 

208.3 

6, 275. 0 
2.2 

1, 930.  5 
406.6 

North  Dakota _ 

'  406.  4 

.2 

5,  517.  7 
15.  721.  5 

South  Dakota _ 

818.5 

69.3 

1. 237. 3 

887.8 

Nebraska _ 

1,  605. 2 
671.4 

707.4 

18, 292. 2 

2,312.6 
2, 457.  6 
36.9 

66,  793. 9 
55, 277.  9 
1,  512. 9 
3, 131.  2 

Kansas _ 

1,  786. 2 

35, 725.  5 
.2 

Delaware _ 

36.9 

(2) 

(?) 

1.8 

Maryland . . . 

77.4 

2.2 

77.4 

Virginia _ 

125.5 

43.0 

127.3 

4, 376. 3 
406.9 

West  Virginia _ 

8.9 

(?) 

26.3 

.3 

8.9 

North  Carolina . . 

492.9 

15,  661. 6 

578.5 

519.2 

16, 240. 1 
4, 203. 3 
6.  579. 3 

South  Carolina . . 

194.9 

4, 127. 9 

5.0 

75.4 

199.9 

Georgia.  _ 

302. 1 

6, 407. 5 
2, 433.  8 

8.7 

171.8 

310.8 

Florida _ _ 

115.9 

1.5 

34.5 

117.4 

2, 468. 3 
17,  726.  2 
11,  869. 8 
7,  647.  9 
5,  286. 6 
2.  210.  2 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

560.6 

17,  542. 9 

6.6 

183.3 

567.2 

Tennessee _  . 

432.2 

11, 517.2 

16.4 

352.6 

448.6 

Alabama _ 

407.2 

7,  547.  6 

6.5 

100.3 

413.7 

Mississippi . . . . . 

220.5 

5,019.9 

10.9 

266.7 

231.4 

Arkansas . . . 

75.5 

1, 937. 9 

11.7 

272.3 

87.2 

Louisiana _ 

72.3 

2, 105. 1 

1,  528.  4 

2.  9 

67.4 

75.2 

2, 172.  5 
8, 885. 4 
59,615.8 
691.6 

Oklahoma _ _ _ _ 

f9  4 

445.5 

7, 357. 0 

504.9 

Texas _ 

320.0 

6, 171. 9 
591.6 

2, 292.  5 

63, 443. 9 

2, 612.  5 
39.9 

Montana _ 

39.9 

Idaho _ _ _  ... 

6.7 

334.4 

(2) 

.5 

2.2 

6.7 

336.  6 

Wyoming _  .  .  _ _ 

11.8 

369.0 

9.1 

12.3 

378. 1 

Colorado _ _ _ 

106.3 

3,311.6 

205.5 

225.9 

3, 023.  0 
2, 424.  7 
2, 128.  8 

332.2 

6, 334.  6 
2, 630.  2 
2, 190. 4 
256.3 

New  Mexico _ _ 

5.4 

100.  7 

106. 1 

Arizona _  .. 

1.7 

61.6 

54.7 

56.4 

Utah. _ _ _ _ 

7.2 

251.3 

.2 

5.0 

7.4 

Nevada.. _ _ 

.8 

24.0 

(2) 

2.3 

.8 

.8 

24.8 

Washington _ _ _ 

16.8 

965.6 

83.5 

19. 1 

1,049. 1 

Oregon.. _ _  _ 

15.2 

819.8 

.1 

3. 1 

15.3 

822.  9 

California _ 

32.9 

1, 469. 6 

69.2 

3, 062. 0 

102.1 

4, 531. 6 

United  States _ 

19,  111  6 

645, 380. 7 

6, 100.  5 

136, 483. 8 

25, 215. 1 

781, 864.  5 

>  Based  on  data  reported  to  Grain  Division  by  ASCS  State  offices. 
1  Less  than  50  acres. 
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Table  11. — Extent  of  farms  'participating  in  the  program  1 


State 

Indicated 
total  number 
of  corn 
and/or  grain 
sorghum 
farms 

(1) 

Number  of 
farms  signed 
to  partici¬ 
pate 

(2) 

Number  of 
farms  par¬ 
ticipating  in 
program 

(3) 

Percent  of 
total  number 
of  farms 
participating 

(4) 

Maine _ 

946 

44 

39 

4.1 

New  Hampshire _ _ 

970 

Vermont . . --  _ 

3, 880 

90 

85 

2.2 

Massachusetts _ 

1,911 

13 

12 

.6 

Rhode  Island _ _  _  .  _  _ 

291 

1 

1 

.3 

Connecticut _ _ 

2, 325 

92 

90 

3.9 

New  York . . . . . . 

41,206 

16, 168 

15,  036 

36.5 

New  Jersey - - 

6,  447 

1,941 

1,922 

29.8 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

81,526 

14, 928 

14, 565 

17.9 

Ohio  _  .  _ _ _ _ _ 

157,  039 

60,  990 

59,817 

38.1 

Indiana _ _  .  -  - _ 

156,  730 

66,  579 

65, 683 

41.9 

Illinois _  _ _ 

208, 445 

104,968 

100, 856 

48.4 

Michigan _ _ - . . 

96,  664 

34, 400 

33,  806 

35.0 

Wisconsin  _ _  _ _ _ _ 

120,  565 

35,  555 

32, 669 

27.1 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

126,  995 

64, 231 

63, 134 

49.7 

Iowa,  .  _  _  . 

191,603 

108,  730 

106,  748 

55.7 

Missouri.  _ _ _ _ , 

148, 999 

82, 352 

81, 253 

54.5 

North  Dakota  ,,  _ _ _  _  . 

27, 474 

2,0, 160 

19,  853 

72.3 

South  Dakota _ 

61.376 

30, 164 

29,  668 

48.3 

Nebraska _ _  ,  ,  , 

106, 827 

76, 370 

75,  473 

70.6 

Kansas _  ,  ,  _ 

121,606 

84, 251 

82, 936 

68.2 

Delaware _ _  _ 

5, 077 

1,807 

1,783 

35. 1 

Maryland _ _  _ _ 

21,  714 

4, 151 

4, 107 

18.9 

Virginia.  .  _  _ 

66,  471 

15,  257 

14,  756 

22.2 

West  Virginia _ 

13. 899 

897 

880 

6.3 

North  Carolina _ 

169.  422 

53,  700 

52,  899 

31.2 

South  Carolina _ _  _ 

67.  279 

18, 066 

17,  554 

26.1 

Georgia _ 

83, 032 

14, 143 

13,  727 

16.5 

Florida _  _ 

16, 177 

4,  615 

4,  529 

28.0 

Kentucky _  .  _ 

114,  963 

40,  200 

39,  705 

34.5 

Tennessee  _ _ 

106, 576 

36,  255 

35,  675 

33.5 

Alabama _ 

108,  263 

29,816 

29,  424 

27.2 

Mississippi _ 

85,  573 

18, 197 

17.  763 

20.8 

Arkansas _ _ 

33, 340 

5,  603 

5,  459 

16.4 

Louisiana _ 

33,  045 

5, 341 

5,  213 

15.8 

Oklahoma _  _  _  ,  ,,,  _ _ 

50,  838 

22,  912 

22.212 

43.7 

Texas _ 

168, 357 

80,  384 

77, 334 

45.9 

Montana.  _ _ 

2,  966 

1,674 

1,654 

55.  8 

Idaho.  _ 

6, 486 

501 

483 

7.4 

Wyoming _ 

2,  150 

527 

516 

24.0 

Colorado..  _ ...  _ ...  . 

17,  758 

8,  057 

7, 880 

44.  4 

New  Mexico _ _ ...  _ 

5,  495 

2,  363 

2, 320 

42.2 

Arizona _ 

2,  281 

1,225 

1,196 

52.4 

Utah  _ _ _  _ _ 

3,  731 

706 

690 

18.5 

Nevada _ _ 

164 

45 

44 

26.8 

Washington _ _  _ 

3,  289 

1,132 

1, 097 

33.4 

Oregon  .  ...  _ _ _  ...  _ 

2.806 

1, 123 

1, 104 

39.3 

California _  .. 

5, 909 

2,824 

2,738 

45.9 

United  States _ 

2, 860, 946 

1, 173,  548 

1, 146, 388 

40. 1 

1  Based  on  data  reported  to  Grain  Division  by  ASCS  State  offices. 


The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  continued  the  program  for  the  1962 
crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  provided  a  similar  program  for 
the  1962  barley  crop. 

These  1962  programs  have  been  greeted  by  farmers  with  enthusiasm 
and  they  have  signed  up  to  divert  29.6  million  acres  of  corn  and  sor¬ 
ghums  and  about  3.1  million  acres  of  barley  to  conserving  uses  (tables 
12  and  13).  The  intended  diversion  of  corn  and  sorghum  grain 
acreage  is  10  percent  above  the  acreage  farmers  signed  up  for  diversion 
in  1961. 

While  it  is  recognized  that  all  farms  may  not  divert  the  full  acreage 
signed  up,  normal  growing  conditions  should  result  in  less  production 
than  in  1961,  making  possible  a  reduction  in  CCC  stocks  of  about 
the  same  magnitude  as  in  the  current  marketing  year. 
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Diversion  payments  for  the  1962  program  are  estimated  at  about 
$900  million. 

Despite  the  success  of  the  1961  program  and  anticipated  results  of 
the  1962  program,  stocks  will  still  be  higher  than  those  considered 
adequate  as  a  reserve. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  1962  feed  grain  program, 
which  includes  corn,  sorghum  and  barley,  be  continued  for  the  1963 
crop.  Barley  stocks  are  not  excessive,  and  the  program  makes  it 
possible  to  expand  acreage  of  malting  barley  if  this  appears  desirable 
again  in  1963.  The  authorizing  legislation  includes  the  amendment 
to  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  which  authorized  the  use  of  diverted 
acreage  for  annual  crops,  including  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in 
surplus.  It  differs  only  slightly  from  the  legislation  authorizing  the 
1962  programs.  These  differences  include: 

1.  Producers  would  be  required  to  divert  20  percent  of  their  base 
acreage  to  be  eligible  for  price  support,  as  was  the  case  in  1962.  In 
cases  where  20  percent  is  less  than  25  acres,  producers  could  divert 
the  full  25  acres.  Under  the  1962  program,  the  alternative  quantity 
is  20  acres. 

2.  Producers  could  voluntarily  divert  an  additional  30  percent 
under  the  1963  program.  Under  the  previous  program,  they  could 
divert  an  additional  20  percent. 

3.  Producers  would  be  paid  for  45  percent  of  the  normal  production 
on  the  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  at  the  basic  county  support 
rate,  under  the  1963  program.  For  voluntary  diversion  they  would 
be  paid  at  the  50-percent  rate.  Under  the  1962  program,  producers 
will  be  paid  at  the  50-percent  rate  for  required  diversion  and  at  the 
60-percent  rate  for  voluntary  diversion. 

These  lower  payment  rates  could  result  in  reduced  participation  in 
1963,  but  the  larger  acreage  that  may  be  diverted  voluntarily  should 
offset  reduced  participation  to  some  extent.  It  is  believed  that  the 
net  result  will  be  total  acreage  diversion  of  about  the  same  magnitude 
as  in  1962. 


H.  Rept.  1976,  87-2- 
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22 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  19  62 


£  © 

<£>  ;3 
T,  cf 
a  <v 
£>  *- 
co 

B  ° 

23 
'cS  2* 

SE 


If  Hi 

Eh-0  « 


rP  „ 

o  K) 

s  a 

co  r1 


a  S3 
sin 

£  o 


SB!  Sail'S 

g  §  ojjjs  t*sS 


—  .EPS  Q 

«  w  otig 

p>  -4-3 


CD 

IN  ^ 


O  1-H  05  CO 


ODNCCOOr 


<X> 


I— <  O  CO  CLI  .  CO  •.  C1 
C3  ©  d  3  W 

E-i  «  ®  “•§  naiig 
> ft  3  “ 


L-  CO 
CO  r-j 


co  CO  O  CO  h 

1-i  00  05  t*«  CO  00 
M  -—  OOO^ 
»-H  <N 


gS3 
§3+ 
3  >£■ 
Ph 


8 


OCONtNrf  C 


CONCONO 


’S'S  0 


,2  CD  o  CO  nd  h-J 

cl  !s  <s  P  a  &212 


gssg 

4%  >  t-<  03 .. 

SB  8*~  1 


coo  o 

CO  00  oi 


O  CO 

cd  © 


co  00 

o'  cd 


OOOON 


05  CO  i-H  i—l  lO  CO 

in  oi  *-<  cd  ©  oo 


§■2  ©^ 
23^4- 

S  V-,rO  JO 

Ph  O 


<N  ^  CO 
05  05  cd 


00 

00  Tf< 


CO  <N  CD  00  IN 
cd  cd  05  i-i  © 


iSalag'S 

«l5§s§S 

W 


rH  CO  CO 

cd  05  >— < 


CO  IO 

o' 


CO  CO  *0  N 


Ncor^-^cooo 

TrcdHcocid 


3  o  w  i 

?  52  £  c3  a  o'O 

^  £  c  g,a  P 

1-°  cj  H  C3 

O  ^  W 


L-  -tt* 

cd 


H  CO  CO  (N  N  00 


rO 

a 

3 

£ 


p'tf 


co  00 

O  rt< 


oocuoco- 


CO  00  COOOHMI 
t»5  t|5  cd 


IN  «0*^ 
U5  05H 

N  O  <N 


CO  CO  00  in  •*f  CO 
NtTCNIMO 
CO  CO  •— *  O  Tf  CO 


•  Td^ 
23  ©  c3 
w  ■*±  -m 

Ha° 


<N  05  O 
IN  CO  CO 
05  N  CO 


IN  »0  CO 

oo 

IN  05 


CO  IO  H  00  rH  C. 


1  Tfl  t'-  CO 

I  CO  IN  *-H 
COO  CO 


CO  05  rH  05  N  N 

HO0(NrHO5rH 

NhtCINON 

oo' t'-'  r— T  t-2  cT  L-~ 


32 


CC  ^ 


O 


H-j  m  P  CDricJ  cU 

g  2-i  8W£r*  &«  o‘g 

g’Sj'w 

©333  135  ©  ©  SrP  odr? 


>  fc 


3  C3 

J  3 

Jpo 

„  m  :  g  g_fe  a  2 

a  W  03  3  Ci  ‘5^  ^  ^  w 

a  §  s  S’2  •§  3  •&  8 

III sl|| gl 


p 

o 

ITl 


.P'P 

P3  P 


^  c3  »- 
©  be  3 

.  P-^  o 

SooES 

3W§3 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


jS 

1  rH 

1 

1 

• 

1 

1 

1,335 

•  if  00  1 

•  ec  cs  • 

i  U-  CS  i 

•  co  i-T  i 

i  iO  i 

i  i 

i  • 

■  i 

i  i 

l 

l 

i 

< 

l 

1 

i 

1 

1 

< 

57, 962 

33, 570 

531, 238 

827, 700 

1, 592, 269 

24,  252 

117,079 

72, 045 

3, 198, 153 

3, 257, 450 

1 

ICO 

1  if 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

• 

49 

i  i 

1  03  i—l  1 

i  co  co  i 

1  CS  i 

1  1 

t  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

l 

l 

l 

i 

1 

< 

i 

i 

l 

i 

270 

O  — 4  00  lifif»003  1 

I--  00  if  lOONi— i-i  i 

CO  OCS  i  00  CS  ©  CO  i 

tC-^T  i  co  cs  i 

1  1—4  1 

1  1 

1  1 

31,991 

32,  310 

i-4  CO 

2.5 

1  1 

CO  i  i  *— 1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1 

1 

l 

i 

i 

1 

i 

i 

l 

1 

if 

■  if  CO  00  if  1  CS  CS  Cl 

i  »d  cs  ‘  1-4  i  cs 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

12.5 

17.7 

12.1 

9.2 

255.8 

609.4 
2, 024. 0 

112.5 
291.8 

53.9 
220.8 
225.5 
122. 1 

0  '099  ‘e 

OSCONNOJOO^IO 

t^ocd*-<r-03cdQcd 
NNC3  00Tt<COCOOCO 

CS  iO  1-4  rH  00  4j<  co  CO 

4, 373. 7 

8,919.9 

26.6 

14.7 

626.5 

■^HtP00U5»OO3NN 

c6o6o6'^t^od*-io»o 
O’— CIO  00  03  co  »o 
r>-  if  oo  co  cs  oo  cs 

co  i-T  «-h 

8,732.0 

OCOOSNCOCSHf^CO 

rfo6aocd»do3cd*dcs 

OCSOOCSOSifCSOcO 

t^OOOOiOOOOSCOCS 

if  i-T 

10,  684. 1 

20, 965. 3 

83.8 

85.0 

69.5 

CSOCS03COOCOCS03 

csr^ooosiri-ii-ir^cd 

ifCOififCO»OCOifiO 

46.3 

CSi-Ht^CScOCOCCCSif 

-^idcdt^ift^cdo3i-4 

if  H -4  iO  •<}<  co CO  4f 

34.3 

39.2 

3.1 

1.7 

73.3 

>C  CO  co  rf  03 -<J1  03  (O  O 
cd  ^  coco  ‘  ©if  cd 

if  CS  CO  CS  *1  CS  Tt  CS 

CO  1-4  CS  CS  *— < 

1, 134. 1 

HiOCOiNCOOOOOCOH 
f<»odi-<03  4f'o6o66 

OHNOS-fOOHH 

1— <  i-H  1— <  05  I— 1  1—4  »— < 

1,773.0 

3,093.6 

CS  CS 

CO  00 

if 

CO 

CSCSO3C0»OC0O303C0 

COCOififOst^CSif-H 
©  lO  if  if  ififCOCO 

50.0 

ONCOIO^WCONCO 

003C1H-4CSCHOS 
Tf  N  lO  «3  »C  Id  If  if  1- 1 

52.0 

49.0 

t"  o 

co  cs 

105.4 

rH  IQ  IO  N  4*<  Il<  OS  CO  H 

COOSNSfidijlTtic 
©  co  ac  if  cioo*o 

i— i  00  CS  ^  CO  CO 

2,  448. 9 

t'-CSCOcOCSt^iOt'-if 

Cs'ifOOS— <  ©  CO  i-4  if 
ICOCSIOCOOOCOOCS 
CSt^©.-4i-4CSCSCO 

»— r  cs 

5, 168. 3 

7, 875.  8 

59.2 

24.4 

00 

40 

163.1 

1,  547. 9 

640.9 

1, 010. 9 
14.7 
42.9 
851.0 
469.  1 

160.1 

4, 900. 6 

COCOCOCSCOCSiOCOlO 

-4  OS  os  C3  C  -4  if  CO  CC 
MIOCOO<OCONCSCS 
CO03  03COHlOU3h-H 

i— r  if" 

9, 945.  5 

16, 045.  4 

»H  03 

CO 

- 

OOCOOCOOrt<iOODN 

-H  C  6  r-i  OS  H  Tii  H  CD 
if  CO  CO  CO  CO  CO  ^i  H 

32.8 

t^COf^iOl^ifCOOOCO 

t^cscsididi— i  oi  »-i  os 

r-4iOCOCOTfCOCSCO 

CS 

CO 

28.6 

(30  b- 
if  03 
if  1-< 

6, 867 

O0  00rJ44jiTtif^.O3COi— 1 

coco.-ir'-co^ooseo 

COO*CO  Tfi  1-4  o  if 

COtt'co'  o'  ©i-T 

39, 448 

J^»OCOCCIOCSOOCSCO 
IN  H  03  Tf  co  1C  CC  f  CO 
OCOHHCOCSOCOCO 

co  --Tco  if  co  ko  cs 

1-  cs 

61,644 

119, 794 

7,313 

2,504 

61, 671 

cococoo3030or^i-4^ 
if  cs  cs  i-i  cs  cs  co 
to  1}<  O  iH  cc  co  co  <o  »o 

Hoo'diH  *-i"  cT  t#t  oc 

1-4  Tjl  CS  H 

120, 383 

OlOlHiOiCCOCOOON 

CO-4COOION003CO 

-4  co  03  <o  os  co  co  cs  »o 
r^-Podifcoot^odco 

HCSHHIO-HH 

165, 700 

418, 358 

Ohio . . . . 

Wisconsin _ _ 

Midwest _ 

Arizona  - - - - 

California _ _ _ 

Colorado _ 

Kansas _ 

MnvciHd 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

o 

o 

*  ? 
5Sj 

03 

sfcc 

i 

c/ 

a 

>e 

Ip 

a 

Southwest _ _ 

Idaho - - - 

Minnesota. _ _ _ 

Montana  3 _ _ 

Nebraska . . . . . . — . 

North  Dakota . . . 

Oregon _ _ _ 

South  Dakota _ _ 

Washington _ _ 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

Northwest _ _ 

United  states _ _ _ _ 

55  ft 

P3  «S 


fe-s 

s| 

4-3  Pi 

<8  W) 

>B 

2  o 

-Q  a» 

_w 


<D  43 

,o^_ 

_  cfl 

43  Q 

'O  O 

a>  p 

p| 

s  * 

Pi  o 


cS 

R  CO 

o  to 
CS  o 

o 

<33  <33 

“  P 

«-  03 
03  *- 

>  03 

CC-P 

o* 

IV 

03  03 
ia  4» 


24 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


Per-acre  payment  rates  for  diversion  would  be  somewhat  smaller 
than  under  the  1962  program,  and  Government  payments  should  total 
less  than  $900  million,  if  the  same  number  of  acres  are  diverted. 
While  Government  costs  should  be  less  than  for  the  1962  program, 
they  will  be  greater  than  those  under  the  mandatory  program  pro¬ 
posed  by  H.R.  11222.  Under  this  legislation,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  indicated  that  they  would  be  limited  to  about  $500  million. 

Substantially  higher  Government  costs  would  be  incurred,  however, 
if  no  action  is  taken  by  the  Congress,  and  the  1958  act  becomes  effec¬ 
tive  again.  In  such  case  production  would  exceed  requirements  and 
stocks  would  increase  as  they  did  in  the  1950’s.  In  only  a  year  or  two, 
the  gains  of  the  1961  and  1962  programs  would  be  wiped  out.  Con¬ 
sequently,  H.R.  12391  is  proposed  as  stopgap  legislation  for  the  1963 
crop.  It  is  recognized  that  a  need  exists  for  development  of  a  long- 
range,  supply-management  program  to  insure  balancing  of  production 
and  requirements,  reduced  costs  of  farm  programs,  and  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  farm  income. 

Dairy  Situation  and  Program 

Milk  is  a  basic  source  of  the  Nation’s  food  supply.  Dairy  farming, 
which  is  carried  out  in  every  State  of  the  Nation  and  is  an  important 
source  of  farm  income,  constitutes  a  vital  segment  of  the  agricultural 
and  national  economy.  It  is  in  the  national  interest  that  there  be 
adequate  and  balanced  supplies  of  milk. 

The  present  law — the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 — requires  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  support  prices  to  producers  for  milk  and  butter- 
fat  at  such  level  between  75  and  90  percent  of  parity  as  he  “deter¬ 
mines  necessary  in  order  to  assure  an  adequate  supply.” 

The  law  has  two  serious  shortcomings.  One  is  that  the  level  which 
may  be  established  under  the  adequate  supply  criterion  may  not 
provide  a  satisfactory  income  for  dairy  farmers.  The  other  is  that 
there  is  no  way  to  avoid  excessively  high  Government  expenditures, 
regardless  of  whether  products  acquired  can  be  utilized  in  the  national 
interest,  because  the  Government  is  required  to  support  unlimited 
milk  production. 

A  combination  of  an  increase  in  milk  production  and  unexpected 
decrease  in  consumption  resulted  in  a  sharp  increase  in  purchases  of 
dairy  products  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  during  the  1961-62 
marketing  year.  CCC  purchases  totaled  435  million  pounds  of  butter, 
194  million  pounds  of  cheese,  and  1,190  million  pounds  of  nonfat  dry 
milk  (delivery  basis).  This  removed  from  the  market  about  9  percent 
of  the  total  milkfat  and  about  13  percent  of  the  total  nonfat  milk 
solids  in  the  milk  and  cream  sold  by  farmers  in  the  United  States. 

Although  dispositions  in  the  available  school  lunch,  welfare,  and 
other  outlets  have  been  stepped  up,  the  Corporation’s  uncommitted 
inventories  have  increased  and  as  of  March  31,  1962,  were  283  million 
pounds  of  butter,  85  million  pounds  of  cheese,  and  325  million  pounds 
of  nonfat  dry  milk. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  net  cost  (acquisition  and  handling  costs  less 
sales  receipts)  for  the  1961-62  marketing  year  was  approximately  $600 
million,  nearly  twice  the  average  net  cost  of  the  preceding  8  years. 

Because  of  the  widened  gap  between  total  production  and  con¬ 
sumption  of  milk  and  its  products,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  de- 
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termined  that,  in  the  present  supply  and  demand  situation  and  under 
the  “adequate  supply”  criterion  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the 
support  prices  for  milk  and  butterfat  will  be  at  75  percent  of  parity 
for  the  marketing  year  April  1,  1962-March  31,  1963. 

The  emergency  program  will  encourage  a  voluntary  downward 
adjustment  in  milk  supply  and  will  reduce  the  cost  of  the  support 
program  below  the  cost  that  would  be  incurred  without  the  program 
because  the  authorized  payment  per  hundredweight  for  reducing 
marketings  will  be  less  than  the  cost  of  buying  an  equal  quantity  of 
milk  (in  the  form  of  products)  if  it  were  produced  and  marketed. 

Following  is  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  estimating  a 
net  saving  of  $54  million  under  the  proposed  voluntary  reduction  plan. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington ,  June  26,  1962. 

Hon.  Lester  R.  Johnson, 

Chairman,  Dairy  and  Poultry  Subcommittee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request 
for  comments  on  the  dairy  provisions  contained  in  H.R.  12266. 

The  proposed  emergency  program  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers  volun¬ 
tarily  agreeing  to  reduce  their  marketings  below  the  quantity  of  milk 
which  they  marketed  during  the  calendar  year  1961.  The  surplus 
reduction  payments  would  compensate  producers  for  any  loss  in  income 
from  reducing  their  milk  production  but  would  be  less  than  the  cost  to 
CCC  of  acquiring  the  surplus  dairy  products  if  the  milk  were  produced. 
Payments  would  not  exceed  $2.50  per  hundredweight.  Price  supports 
would  be  maintained  at  75  percent  of  parity — the  level  established 
for  the  current  marketing  year  under  the  existing  program. 

Under  the  proposed  program,  net  dairy  farm  income  from  producing 
milk  would  be  approximately  the  same  as  under  the  existing  program. 
The  major  advantage  sought  over  the  present  program  would  be  the 
opportunity  to  accomplish  some  surplus  reduction  and  reduce  CCC 
costs  while  work  continues  on  development  of  a  longer  range  dairy 
program.  Individual  farmers  would  gain  the  advantage  of  being  able 
to  maintain  their  dairy  income  while  reducing  their  milk  production. 
The  following  is  an  illustration  of  the  potential  savings  in  CCC 
expenditures  under  the  proposed  program  over  the  existing  program, 
assuming  no  slippage  in  the  amount  of  reduction  achieved  under 
agreements. 

Millions 


Estimated  annual  CCC  expenditures,  at  75  percent  of  parity  under  present 

law _ $550 

Proposed  emergency  program,  at  75  percent  of  parity  assuming  20  percent 
of  producers  reduce  their  marketings  10  percent  below  their  sales  in  1961 : 

Reduction  in  CCC  purchase  cost _  114 

Payments  to  producers,  at  $2.50  on  2,400,000,000  pounds  reduction..  60 


Net  saving _  54 


This  proposal  provides  that  agreements  entered  into  with  producers 
under  which  they  might  receive  surplus  reduction  payments,  may  con¬ 
tain  “such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  reduction 

H.  Rept.  1976,  87-2 - 1 
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payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s  reduction  in  mar¬ 
ketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of  his  milk  cows  to  another 
producer  for  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk.”  With  a  payment 
rate  between  $2  and  $2.50  there  would  be  savings  in  program  costs  if 
half  or  more  of  the  reduction  in  production  covered  by  agreements 
were  achieved. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman.. 

Section-By-Section  Analysis 
TITLE  I— LANDS  USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Section  101 

This  section  amends  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  to  provide  for  continued  Federal  administration  of  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  and  to  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  enter  into  agreements  not  to  exceed  10  years  in  length 
with  farmers  to  provide  for  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  use,, 
for  development  of  soil,  water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources  by  means 
of  cost  sharing  and  other  assistance.  Agreements  may  not  be  entered 
into  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed  in 
the  2-year  period  preceeding  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period 
except  with  successors  by  inheritance  or  purchasers  during  the  contract 
period.  Agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree  cover  may  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  5  years.  The  committee  amendment  restricts  such  agree¬ 
ments  to  lands  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  and  lands 
now  covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts. 

Section  102 

The  amendments  to  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act  include  changes  in  section  31  to  provide  for  the  protection  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  but  prohibit  the  building  of  industrial  parks. 

Amendments  in  section  32  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  cooperate  with,  and  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  in  carrying  out  the  plans  for  programs  of 
soil  and  water  conservation,  including  fish  and  wildlife  protection 
and  land  utilization  which  is  authorized  by  the  act.  It  would  not 
provide  any  new  authorization  for  land  acquisition  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

It  does  provide  that  the  Secretary  can  assist  local  agencies  on  a 
project  basis  to  plan  and,  when  they  desire,  to  acquire  land  for  public 
use  such  as  open  space,  and  soil  and  water  conservation  purposes, 
including  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

It  would  also  provide  an  opportunity  for  rural  renewal  development 
by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  help  develop  plans  for 
improvements  and  to  assist  in  carrying  out  such  plans  by  means  of 
loans,  and  technical  and  other  assistance,  to  State  and  local  public 
agencies.  These  plans  could  be  developed  for  severely  disadvantaged 
rural  areas  where  much  of  the  land  is  not  in  its  best  use,  resulting  in 
chronic  underemployment  and  poorly  developed  community  facilities. 
Their  objective  would  be  to  create  conditions  that  would  make  these 
communities  attractive  to  private  investment  and  individual  enter¬ 
prise. 
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The  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  make  the  following  changes  in  the  existing  authority  of  the  act, 
namely: 

Section  103 

Increases  the  limitation  on  floodwater-detention  capacity  from 
5,000  acre-feet  to  12,500  acre-feet  in  any  single  reservoir  structure. 
This  change  is  needed  to  permit  full  utilization  of  available  sites  for 
multiple-purpose  development  when  flood  prevention  is  involved  as 
a  purpose.  In  low  and  moderate  rainfall  areas,  the  drainage  area 
required  to  yield  the  water  supply  needed  for  other  purposes  in  some 
cases  is  too  large  to  be  controlled  by  5,000  acre-feet  of  flood-prevention 
capacity.  Limitation  on  total  capacity  of  25,000  acre-feet  in  any 
single  reservoir  structure  for  non-flood-prevention  purposes  will 
remain  as  now  stated  in  the  act. 

Section  104 

Incorporates  the  language  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  (Public 
Law  85-500),  as  amended,  into  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  thereby  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
assist  local  organizations  in  developing  water  supply  for  future  use 
in  watershed  projects  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  are  authorized  to  assist  under 
the  Flood  Control  and  Reclamation  Acts. 

The  Secretary  would  be  authorized  to  pay  up  to  30  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  a  reservoir  structure  for  the  purpose  of  storing  water 
for  future  municipal  or  industrial  use  if  the  sponsoring  local  organi¬ 
zation  gives  reasonable  assurance  and  presents  evidence  that  the  w^ater 
so  stored  will  be  used  within  a  period  of  time  that  would  permit 
repayment  of  its  cost-  within  the  life  of  the  structure.  Repayment 
and  interest  charges  may  be  deferred  for  a  period  of  up  to  10  years 
if  the  water  stored  for  future  use  is  not  used  during  that  period. 
Repayment  with  interest  will  begin  as  soon  as  the  water  is  first  used. 
Full  repayment  must  be  made  within  the  life  of  the  structure  but 
not  to  exceed  50  years  from  the  time  of  initial  use.  Interest  will 
begin  to  accrue  after  the  10-year  period  has  elapsed  even  if  the  water 
supply  is  not  used  by  that  time. 

Section  105 

Deletes  certain  obsolete  language  and  clarifies  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  authority  to  provide  engineering  services  for  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

Section  106 

Provides  pertinent  amendments  to  section  4  of  the  act  and  all 
subsequent  amendments  to  section  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act  are  made  specifically  applicable  to  the  11 
watersheds  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 
These  flood  prevention  watersheds  are — • 

1.  Buffalo  Creek,  N.Y. 

2.  Colorado  (Middle)  River,  Tex. 

3.  Coosa  River,  Ga. 

4.  Little  Sioux  River,  Iowa. 

5.  Little  Tallahatchie  River,  Miss. 

6.  Los  Angeles  River,  Calif. 

7.  Potomac  River,  Aid.,  Pa.,  Va.,  and  W.  Va. 
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8.  Santa  Ynez,  Calif. 

9.  Trinity  River,  Tex. 

10.  Washita  River,  Okla.  and  Tex. 

11.  Yazoo  River,  Miss. 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

Section  201 

This  section  amends  title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  480),  as  amended,  authorizing 
the  sale  of  agricultural  surpluses  for  dollars  on  the  basis  of  long-term 
credit  and  supply  contracts. 

Amendment  to  statement  oj  purpose. — Section  401  of  the  act  is 
amended  so  as  to  (1)  make  it  clear  that  the  purposes  of  title  IV  include 
stimulating  and  increasing  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  dollars  through  long-term  supply  contracts  and  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  and  (2)  reflect  in  the 
statement  of  purposes  the  addition  of  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
to  enter  into  supply  agreements  with  the  private  trade. 

Under  the  statement  of  purposes  as  presently  worded,  the  emphasis 
is  on  the  use  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  to  assist  the  economic 
development  of  friendly  nations,  and  agreements  with  the  private 
trade  are  not  authorized. 

Financial  institutions  acting  in  behalf  oj  friendly  nations. — Section 
402  of  the  act  is  amended  so  as  to  permit  agreements  to  be  entered 
into  with  financial  institutions  of  friendly  nations  acting  in  behalf  of 
such  nations. 

This  will  permit  the  President  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with 
banking  institutions  of  other  countries  such  as  central  banks  or  private 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  the  govei’nment  and  thereby  give 
greater  flexibility  in  negotiating  title  IV  sales  agreements. 

<Sales  agreements  with  private  trade.- — Section  402  of  the  act  is  also 
amended  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  transactions 
with  foreign  and  U.S.  private  trade  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  applicable  to  government-to-government  sales  agreements  as 
currently  authorized. 

Repayment  provisions  modified. — Section  403  of  the  act  is  amended  . 
to  remove  the  requirement  that  repayments  for  commodities  supplied  | 
under  title  IV  be  in  “approximately  equal  annual  amounts”  and  to 
substitute  in  its  place  the  requirement  that  repayments  be  in  reason¬ 
able  annual  amounts  with  authority  to  defer  the  date  for  begin¬ 
ning  such  payments  to  not  later  than  2  years  after  the  date  of  the 
last  delivery  of  commodities  in  each  calendar  year.  This  amendment 
will  provide  greater  flexibility  to  schedule  the  dollar  repayments  and 
fix  the  amounts  of  annual  repayments  in  terms  of  the  individual 
countries  financial  situation  and  debt  structure.  The  present  require¬ 
ment  for  equal  annual  payments,  beginning  not  later  than  December 
31  of  the  year  following  the  year  in  which  commodities  are  delivered, 
has  precluded  in  a  number  of  instances  the  use  of  title  IV. 

The  committee  considered  an  amendment  reducing  the  interest  rate 
stipulated  in  section  403  but  decided  that  such  action  is  unnecessary 
since  the  law  now  provides  that  the  rate  shall  be  “not  more  than” 
that  stipulated  in  the  section.  It  points  out  to  the  Secretary  his 
authority  to  extend  credits  at  less  than  the  maximum  interest  rate  and 
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would  also  point  out  that  with  storage  rates  on  commodities  running 
from  11  to  17  percent  of  their  value  annually,  the  interest  to  be  charged 
on  credit  which  will  remove  these  commodities  from  storage  for  sale 
overseas  is  a  matter  of  secondary  consideration.  Such  extension  of 
credits  at  less  than  the  maximum  rate  is  particularly  applicable  to 
sales  under  this  title  to  friendly  underdeveloped  nations  which  are 
being  extended  low  interest  rates  in  connection  with  economic  develop¬ 
ment  dollar  loans  of  the  Agency  for  International  Development  and 
the  Development  Loan  Fund.  The  committee  recognizes  that  higher 
rates  would  be  appropriate  in  the  case  of  credit  sales  agreements  with 
the  private  trade  or  with  governments  of  more  highly  industrialized  or 
developed  countries. 

Participation  by  other  exporting  nations. — Section  405  of  the  act  is 
amended  so  as  to  make  discretionary  rather  than  mandatory  the 
authority  under  which  other  exporting  nations  are  permitted  to 
participate  on  a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis  in  the  supply  and 
assistance  program  authorized  by  title  IV. 

The  present  language  of  section  405  of  the  act  directs  that  the 
Secretary  endeavor  to  reach  agreement  with  other  exporting  nations 
for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance  program.  Expe¬ 
rience  indicates  that  a  discretionary  rather  than  a  mandatory  provision 
is  more  appropriate  in  view  of  the  fact  that  most  other  friendly 
supplying  nations  generally  are  either  not  able  or  are  unwilling  to 
participate  in  long-term  supply  and  credit  programs  on  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  offered  by  the  United  States. 

Additional  provisions  oj  title  I  made  applicable  to  title  IV. — Section 
202  would  amend  section  406  of  the  act  so  as  to  make  certain  additional 
provisions  of  title  I  of  the  act  applicable  to  sales  under  title  IV; 
namely,  that  in  negotiating  sales  under  title  IV  the  President  shall 
take  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that  private  trade  channels  are  used 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable;  and  shall  give  special  considera¬ 
tion  to  utilizing  the  authority  and  funds  provided  for  developing 
markets  for  agricultural  commodities. 

These  provisions  are  not  presently  applicable  to  sales  under  title  IV 
of  the  actTI 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAMS  OVERSEAS 

Sections  202,  203,  and  204,  insert  the  words  "and  in  nonprofit  school 
lunch  programs”  after  the  words  "needy  persons”  in  three  different 
statutes:  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended; 
section  308  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress;  and  section  9  of  the  act 
of  September  6,  1958.  Section  205  provides  that  the  commodities 
may  be  donated  for  school  lunch  programs  outside  the  United  States 
only  if  the  Secretary  receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there 
will  be  student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  school  lunch 
programs  in  the  United  States.  Such  programs  may  not  extend 
beyond  June  30,  1964. 

The  purpose  of  these  amendments  is  to  permit  more  effective  use 
of  food  donation  authority  to  encourage  the  development  of  oversea 
school  lunch  programs.  The  amendments  would  authorize  donations 
for  general  use  in  school  lunch  programs  without  the  necessity  of 
determining  that  all  children  in  the  school  were  from  economically 
needy  families.  It  would  require  charges  to  be  made  for  children 
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(who  could  afford  to  pay  for  their  lunches  on  a  basis  similar  to  that 
used  in  the  national  school  lunch  program  in  the  United  States. 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

SUBTITLE  A - 1963  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Subtitle  A  of  title  III  extends  the  1962  feed  grain  program  with 
certain  amendments  to  cover  the  1963  crop. 

Section  301 — Price  support  on  feed  grains  jor  1963. — The  provisions 
of  this  section  are  the  same  as  for  the  1962  crop,  except  that  barley  is 
included  with  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  one  feed  grain  base  rather 
than  having  a  separate  program  for  barley.  Price  support  on  the  1963 
crop  corn  will  be  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  percent  of  parity  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  is  limited  to  a  quantity  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production 
as  determined  for  the  1963  acreage  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  | 
and  1960  crop  acreage.  Section  301  also  provides  that  the  Secretary 
shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the 
1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  that  the  producer  shall 
participate  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program  to  the  extent  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary.  It  is  understood  that  the  extent  of  participation 
in  each  of  these  programs  required  as  a  condition  of  price  support 
would  be  20  percent  of  the  1959-60  adjusted  acreage  devoted  to  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  respectively,  subject,  of  course,  to  the 
Secretary’s  authority  under  section  304  of  the  bill  to  limit  participation 
as  a  result  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster  or  to 
prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage  in  supply. 

No  producer  of  malting  barley,  will  be  required  to  participate  in  the 
1963  feed  grain  program  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced  a 
malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 
variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960. 

In  determining  the  maximum  quantity  of  a  commodity  eligible  for 
price  support,  the  Secretary,  as  under  the  price  support  program  for 
the  1962  crop,  would  have  authority  to  determine  and  adjust  yields  for  | 
the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreages  in  the  manner  provided  in  section  302 
of  the  bill.  The  Secretary  would  have  similar  authority  with  respect 
to  determining  acreages  for  1959  and  1960  for  price  support  purposes. 
In  addition,  the  language  of  the  bill  permitting  the  Secretary  to  pre¬ 
scribe  the  extent  to  which  producers  must  participate  in  the  i963  feed 
grain  program  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support  on  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  vests  him  with  authority  to  provide  price 
support  to  producers  who  did  not  knowingly  violate  the  requirements 
for  participation  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Price  support  jor  corn  jor  196j  and  thereajter.- — Section  301  also 
amends  the  law  relating  to  price  support  for  corn  (section  105(a)  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  beginning  with  the  1964  crop,  if  Congress 
does  not  take  other  action  in  the  meantime.  As  amended  by  the 
committee,  this  section  provides  that  the  level  of  price  support  for 
corn,  following  the  expiration  of  the  special  feed-grain  program  for 
1963,  will  be  80  percent  of  the  average  price  received  by  farmers  for 
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the  immediately  preceding  3  calendar  years.  The  law  now  provides 
that  the  level  of  support  will  be  90  percent  of  the  3-year  price,  or  65 
percent  of  parity,  whichever  is  higher.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
amendment  made  in  this  bill  would  result  in  a  support  price  of  about 
86  cents  per  bushel  in  1964.  There  is  no  authority  for  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  marketing  quotas  on  corn. 

Section  302 — Special  jeed  grain  program  for  1963.- — Section  302  of 
the  bill  amends  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  to  provide  for  a  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963 
under  which  payments  shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage 
in  1963  from  the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  to 
an  approved  conservation  use,  and  increase  then-  average  acreage 
devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil  conserving  crops  or  prac¬ 
tices,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  by  an  equal  amount. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price  support 
is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply,  subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  for  such  acreage  shall 
not  exceed  one-half  the  regular  rate. 

Payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  may  be  made  on  diverted  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  percent  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted 
to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960, 
or  up  to  25  acres,  whichever  is  greater,  on  an  amount  of  the  com¬ 
modity  not  in  excess  of  45  percent  of  the  normal  production  of  the 
acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in  kind 
only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an 
additional  30  percent  of  such  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
acreage,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Such  payments  shall  be 
made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  percent  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  acreage. 

Payments  are  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rates  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain 
program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops. 
The  section  provides  that  the  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50 
percent  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

The  bill  requires  that  producers  increase  their  average  acreage 
devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil-conserving  crops  and 
practices,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  by  the  number  of 
acres  diverted,  except  where  the  special  crops  are  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage. 

The  Secretary  would  make  adjustments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years  as  he  determined  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  measures,  and  topography.  If  the  producer  proves  the  actual 
acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years, 
such  acreage  and  yield  figures  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations, 
subject  to  adjustment  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  crop  rotation 
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practices,  and  other  factors.  The  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  de¬ 
termine  terms  and  conditions  for  the  program  includes  authority  to 
provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  for  the  program.  The  terms  of  the  bill 
for  the  1963  feed  grain  program,  similar  to  the  program  authorized  for 
1962,  do  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost-sharing  payments  under  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for 
conservation  practices  carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses. 

Section  303 — Payments  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.- — This 
section  of  the  bill  authorizes  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
payments  under  the  1963  feed  grain  program  in  cash  or  in  kind  through 
the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  shall  be  redeemed  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  feed  grains.  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  certificates  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  best  effectuates 
the  piuposes  of  the  program.  This  provision  is  the  same  as  the  one 
contained  in  the  1962  feed  grain  program. 

Section  304 — Emergency  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster. — This 
section  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  place  such  limits  on  the 
extent  that  producers  may  participate  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program 
as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by 
drought  or  other  disaster  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage 
in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  This  provision  is 
needed  to  provide  the  Secretary  with  authority  to  take  care  of  any 
emergency  situations  which  might  arise  after  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation.  Under  this  section,  the  Secretary  could  impose  uniform 
limitations  on  the  participation  of  all  producers  if  a  general  feed  grain 
shortage  should  develop,  or  a  uniform  limitation  on  all  producers 
within  a  particular  area  if  a  drought  or  other  disaster  in  such  area 
should  make  such  limitation  necessary. 

SUBTITLE  B - 1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Subtitle  B  of  title  3  extends  the  1962  wheat  program  with  certain 
amendments  to  cover  the  1963  crop. 

Section  310  provides  for  an  across-the-board  reduction  of  10  percent 
in  acreage  allotments  for  both  old  and  new  farms  from  the  acreage 
allotments  which  would  otherwise  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the 
minimum  national  allotment  of  55  million  acres. 

The  production  which  may  be  expected  on  the  basis  of  yields  cur¬ 
rently  being  obtained  from  a  national  wheat  acreage  allotment  of 
55  million  acres  will  exceed  our  requirements  for  domestic  use  and 
exports  and  add  to  our  already  burdensome  surplus  with  the  accom¬ 
panying  costs  to  the  Government  for  price  support  and  storage.  The 
10-percent  reduction  called  for  in  this  section  of  the  bill  will  have  the 
effect  of  cutting  down  the  surplus  of  wheat.  The  diversion  program 
provided  for  elsewhere  in  the  bill  will  alleviate  the  financial  burden 
such  a  reduction  would  otherwise  impose  on  wheat  farmers. 

Section  311  {a) — Method  of  determining  farm  marketing  excess. — 
Section  311(a)  contains  provisions  to  be  applied  with  respect  to  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat  in  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74, 
77th  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(1)).  It  provides  that  the 
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farm  marketing  excess,  which  is  the  basis  on  which  the  penalty  is 
assessed  for  exceeding  the  farm  quota,  shall  be  initially  determined  as 
twice  the  normal  yield  of  the  acreage  in  excess  of  the  allotment,  but 
would  be  redetermined  on  the  basis  of  the  actual  production  if  the 
producer  establishes  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  This 
is  the  same  provision  included  in  the  1962  program. 

Section  311(b) — Penalty  rate. — Section  311(b)  sets  the  penalty  rate 
for  the  1963  crop  at  65  percent  of  parity. 

Section  31 1  ( c ) — Changes  in  storage  requirements  to  conform  to  method 
of  determining  farm  marketing  excess. — -Section  31 1  (c)  contains  provisions 
to  be  applied  with  respect  to  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  in  lieu  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  in  order  to  conform  the  storage  and 
delivery  provisions  of  the  law  to  the  method  of  determing  the  farm 
marketing  excess  provided  for  in  section  311(a). 

Section  311(d) — Changes  in  farm  exemption  from  marketing  quotas. — 
Section  311(d)  contains  a  provision,  identical  with  the  1962  program, 
reducing  the  “small  farm”  exemption  for  the  1963  crop  to  the  smaller 
of  13.5  acres  or  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961.  This  section  has 
the  effect  of  applying  the  10-percent  reduction  imposed  on  allotments 
to  the  15-acre  exemption  and  in  addition  reduces  the  maximum  exemp¬ 
tion  to  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted  for  harvest  in  any  of  the 
last  3  years.  It  also  has  the  effect  of  preventing  any  farm  on  which 
wheat  was  not  produced  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  from  taking  advantage 
of  the  exemption  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops. 

Approximately  two-thirds  of  the  wheat  farms  in  the  United  States 
produce  15  acres  or  less  of  wheat.  With  the  increased  yields  now 
being  obtained  many  of  these  small  farms  now  produce  wheat  in  com¬ 
mercial  quantities  and  in  the  aggregate  produce  a  significant  part  of 
the  supply  available  for  market.  It  is  felt  that  these  small  farms 
should  bear  a  reasonable  share  in  the  reduction  of  acreage  for  1963. 

Section  311(e) — Eligibility  to  vote  in  referendum. — Section  311(e) 
would  amend  section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  to  provide  that,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
section  336,  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess  of  13.5  acres 
of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1, 
1963.  Previous  to  the  1962  program,  eligibility  to  vote  was  based 
on  whether  the  farmer  would  be  subject  to  the  quota  being  voted  upon. 
A  determination  of  voting  eligibility  required  consideration  of  the 
farmer’s  stated  intentions  as  to  the  wheat  acreage  to  be  planted  and 
often  led  to  controversy  and  the  challenging  of  ballots.  To  base 
voting  eligibility  on  the  acreage  of  wheat  which  has  been  produced  in 
prior  years,  which  is  a  matter  of  record  in  county  ASC  offices,  facilitates 
the  conduct  of  the  referendum.  This  also  makes  voting  eligibility  on 
wheat  more  in  line  with  that  presently  provided  for  with  respect  to 
the  other  quota  commodities. 

Section  335(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  precludes  any  farmer  having  a  feed  wheat  exemption  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  from  voting  in  the  referendum  on  the  next  subse¬ 
quent  crop  of  wheat.  This  provision  is  not  affected  by  the  amendment 
in  section  311(e). 

Section  312 — Price  support  for  1963  crop  of  wheat. — Section  312 
provides  that  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  made 
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as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  with  the 
following  changes: 

(1)  Price  support  would  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators; 

(2)  Price  support  would  be  made  available  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area;  and 

(3)  To  he  eligible  for  price  support  producers  would  be  required 
to  participate  in  the  diversion  program  formulated  under  section 
313  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Section  813(a) — Reduction  program. — Section  313(a)  affords  an 
opportunity  to  wheat  producers  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  to  earn  payments  for  reducing  their  1963  wheat  acreage  as  was 
provided  in  the  1962  program.  Producers  may  divert  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (1)  10  percent 
of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  provided  such  acreage  did  not 
exceed  15  acres,  or  (2)  10  percent  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  10-percent 
reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)(3)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  The  diverted  acreage  must  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses,  including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  except  that  the  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower, 
castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops 
are  not  in  surplus  supply,  subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  for 
such  acreage  shall  not  exceed  one-half  the  regular  rate.  In  addition, 
the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including 
summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  under 
this  program  and  the  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for 
feed  grains,  must  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  land  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1960.  Such  total 
average  acreage  may  be  adjusted  to  give  effect  to  abnormal  weather 
conditions  and  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the  farm,  participa¬ 
tion  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  including  the  provisions  of  law 
relating  to  release  and  reapportionment  and  preservation  of  history. 
Finally,  if  the  producer  diverts  under  the  first  category  referred  to 
above,  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in 
1963  or  1964  must  not  exceed  90  percent  of  the  highest  acreage  of 
wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960, 
or  1961.  If  the  producer  diverts  under  the  second  category  referred 
to  above,  the  farm  must  be  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment.  This  allotment  will  have  been  reduced  by  10  percent  from 
what  it  would  otherwise  have  been  under  the  old  law. 

Section  818(b) — Payments.- — Section  313(b)  provides  than  on  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  prescribed  conditions,  the  producers  on  the  farm 
shall  be  entitled  to  payments  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  percent  of  the  value  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  for  the  farm,  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  diverted  acres.  The  rate  per  bushel  would  be  the  basic 
county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  No.  1  wheat  for  the  county  in 
which  the  farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  in  effect  at  the  time  the  payment 
rates  for  each  year’s  program  are  established.  The  Secretary  would 
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make  adjustments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he 
determined  necessary  to  correct  abnormal  factors  affecting  production 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topog¬ 
raphy.  If  the  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the 
farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  acreage  and  yield  figures 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations,  subject  to  adjustment  for 
the  factors  listed  above.  The  Secretary  would  provide  by  regulation 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis  and  the  medium  of  payment  would  be  determined 
bv  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat  the  value  of  the 
payment  would  be  determined  in  cash  and  then  converted  into  bushels 
of  wheat  at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment  in  kind  could  be 
marketed  without  penalty  but  would  not  be  eligible  for  price  support. 

Section  318(c) — Additional  reductions  and  payments. — Section  313(c) 
provides  that  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  under  section  313(a) 
producers  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the  farm  not  in  excess  of 
the  larger  of  four  times  the  amount  diverted  under  section  313(a)  or 
such  acreage  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  to  10  acres,  but 
subject  to  the  condition  that  the  total  acreage  diverted  under  section 
313(a)  and  section  313(c)  could  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (1)  the  highest 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the 
years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  not  to  exceed  10  acres,  or  (2)  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment.  Payment  under  section  313(c)  would  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  section  313(a),  except 
that  the  rate  of  payment  would  be  50  percent  instead  of  45  percent 
and  the  additional  diverted  acreage  would  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  determining  compliance.  Section  313(c)  provides  that  if  the  di¬ 
version  is  made  under  the  first  category  referred  to  in  section  313(a), 
the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm  shall  be 
reduced  below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by  the  total 
number  of  acres  diverted  under  the  program.  Section  313(c)  provides 
that  if  the  diversion  is  made  under  the  second  category  referred  to  in 
section  313(a),  the  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  the  program  below  the  larger 
of  (1)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  which  would  be  in  effect  except  for 
the  reduction  provided  by  section  313(b)  or  (2)  the  highest  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  1959,  1960,  or 
1961,  but  not  to  exceed  15  acres. 

Section  813(d) — Double  payments  precluded. — Section  313(d)  pro¬ 
vides  that  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under  the 
program  formulated  under  section  313  must  be  in  addition  to  any 
acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made 
under  any  other  Federal  program  except  that  this  would  not  preclude 
cost-sharing  payments  under  the  AGP  or  the  Great  Plains  program 
for  conservation  practices  carried  out  on  the  diverted  acres. 

Section  313(e) — Adjustment  oj  payments. — Section  313(e)  provides 
that  the  Secretary  may  adjust  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  program.  Thus,  if  a 
violation  occurred,  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire  payment  would  not  nec¬ 
essarily  be  required,  but  the  payment  could  be  adjusted  to  take  into 
account  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  violation. 
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Section  313(f) — Advance  payments. — Section  313(f)  provides  that  50 
percent  of  the  payment  may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

Section  313(g) — Additional  terms  and  conditions. — Section  313(g) 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  include  additional  terms  and  conditions 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  which  he  determines  are 
desirable  to  effect  the  purposes  of  section  313. 

Section  313(h) — Diverted  acreage  and  release  from  storage. — Previous 
to  the  1962  program,  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  could  be  released  from  storage  in  future  years  on 
account  of  underplanting  or  underproduction.  In  order  to  prevent 
the  double  benefit  of  release  from  storage  and  payment,  section  313(h) 
provides  that  acreage  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  not  form  the 
basis  for  release  from  storage  for  underplanting  and  that  in  determin¬ 
ing  production  for  release  from  storage  for  underproduction  the  normal 
yield  of  the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  taken  into 
account  as  actual  production. 

Section  313(i) — Regulations. — -Section  313 (i)  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  promulgate  needed  regulations. 

Section  313 (j) — CCC funds. — Section  3 1 3  ( j )  authorizes  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for 
the  purpose  of  making  payments  authorized  under  section  313  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  It  also  contains 
an  authorization  for  appropriations  as  may  be  necessary  thereafter 
to  pay  administrative  expenses. 

Sections  313  (k)  and  (l) — Durum  wheat. — Sections  313  (k)  and  (1) 
make  changes  in  section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1 938  (which  relates  to  increased  durum  wheat  acreage  allotments) 
and  section  334 (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (which 
relates  to  acreage  allotments  in  the  Tulelake  area)  to  conform  those 
provisions  to  the  1963  wheat  program  provided  for  by  section  313. 

SUBTITLE  C — DAIRY 

Section  320  authorizes  the  Secretary,  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  to  institute  an  emergency  dairy  surplus  reduction 
payment  program  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963,  in  order  to 
afford  producers  means  by  which  they  can,  on  a  compensated  basis, 
voluntarily  reduce  their  marketings  of  milk  during  such  period. 

Section  321  authorizes  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
surplus  reduction  payments  to  dairy  producers  who  agree  to  reduce 
their  marketing  levels  within  a  stated  range  below  their  normal 
marketing  levels.  Agreements  are  to  be  limited  so  as  not  to  effect 
overall  reductions  in  any  district  in  excess  of  10  percent  of  the  total 
marketings  of  all  producers  in  such  district  during  the  preceding 
marketing  year.  Payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  milk,  (ii)  such  rates  as  will  effectuate  voluntary  reductions 
in  the  marketings,  or  (iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form 
of  dairy  products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his  agreement 
will  be  eligible  for  payment  on  the  quantity  he  actually  reduces  his 
marketings;  provided  that  such  reduction  is  as  much  as  10  percent  of 
his  normal  marketing  level.  However,  the  rate  of  payment  will  be 
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reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  what  would  have  been 
the  payment  on  the  milk  that  he  failed  to  reduce. 

Section  322  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  establish  a  normal  market¬ 
ing  level  for  each  producer  who  desires  to  participate  in  the  program. 
The  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk  or 
other  units  of  dairy  products  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s 
marketings  during  1961,  or  (ii)  the  Secretary’s  estimate  of  what  would 
be  marketed  in  a  calendar  year  by  the  producer,  based  on  the  rate  of 
his  marketings  when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variations.  The  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  adjust  such  normal  marketing  level  for  abnormal 
conditions  affecting  production  or  marketing. 

Section  323  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  prescribe  conversion  factors 
for  use  in  determining  the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers 
who  market  their  milk  in  a  form  other  than  as  whole  milk. 

Section  324  provides  that  the  quantity  of  milk  reduced  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  produced  and  marketed  for  purposes  of  protect¬ 
ing  the  producer’s  production  or  marketing  history  under  any  farm 
program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a  factor. 

Section  325  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  prescribe  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  authorizes  costs  incurred  in  carrying  out  the  program  to  be 
borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  nonadministrative 
expenses  of  the  Corporation. 

Section  326  authorizes  orders  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937  to  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in 
the  uniform  price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments 
for  marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Such  adjustment 
of  prices  would  be  on  a  basis  which  treats  the  producer’s  reduction 
in  marketings  as  being  from  the  lowest  class  of  milk  under  the  order. 

Section  327  provides  that  no  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or 
handling  of  milk  shall  discriminate  against  a  producer  who  enters 
into  a  reduction  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
directs  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  not  to  purchase  dairy  products 
from  any  person  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  practice  such  dis¬ 
crimination.  U.S.  district  courts  are  given  jurisdiction  to  hear  con¬ 
troversies  under  this  section  without  reference  to  amounts  involved 
and  to  restrain  any  person  from  discriminating. 

Section  328  is  a  new  provision  requiring,  for  purposes  of  price  sup¬ 
port,  certification  that  milk  or  butterfat  from  which  supported  prod¬ 
ucts  are  manufactured  was  acquired  from  producers  at  not  less  than 
the  support  price. 


TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  1+01 

Section  401  amends  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961  by — 

(1)  including  recreational  uses  and  facilities  along  with  the 
conservation,  development,  and  utilization  of  land  and  water  as 
purposes  for  which  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  by  the  Secretary 
for  farmowners  under  section  304  of  existing  law  to  persons 
eligible  under  section  302  ; 

(2)  including  shifts  in  land  use  and  the  development  of  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  and  sewer  systems  among  the  purposes  for  which 
planning  and  other  financial  assistance  may  be  made  to  local 
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public  and  quasi-public  nonprofit  groups  among  the  purposes  for 
which  assistance  may  be  given  to  such  organizations  under  section 
306(a)  of  the  act; 

(3)  increasing  the  aggregate  amount  of  loans  to  be  sold  and 
insured  under  section  309(f)(1)  of  the  act  which  the  Secretary 
may  make  out  of  the  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund  and  have 
undisposed  of  at  any  one  time  from  $10  million  to  $25  million. 
The  purpose  of  this  change  is  to  accommodate  the  increased 
demand  of  large  investors  for  the  assembly  of  substantial  blocks 
of  such  loans  for  purchase  from  time  to  time;  and 

(4)  adding  to  the  purpose  for  which  short-term  farm  operating 
loans  can  be  made  under  section  312  of  the  act  funds  for  recrea¬ 
tional  uses  and  facilities  on  farms. 

Section  402 

Section  402  contains  the  usual  severability  clause  applicable  to  all  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  and  preserving  the  validity  of  the  remaining  provisions 
should  any  particular  provision  be  held  invalid  or  unconstitutional.^ 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  AND  DOMESTIC  ALLOTMENT  ACT, 

AS  AMENDED 

sfc  s|e  sfc  %  %  Hi 

Sec.  7.  *  *  * 

[(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  cooperate  with  States,  in 
the  execution  of  State  plans  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
by  making  grants  under  this  section  to  enable  them  to  carry  out  such 
plans. 

[(c)  Any  State  which  submits  to  the  Secretary,  prior  to  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  Secretary  prescribes,  a  State  plan#v 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  entitled  to  payments, W 
as  provided  in  this  section,  for  the  year  to  which  such  plan  is  appli¬ 
cable,  if  such  plan  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  in  this 
section. 

[(d)  No  such  plan  shall  be  approved  unless  by  its  terms: 

[(1)  It  provides  that  the  agency  to  administer  the  plan  shall  be 
such  State  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  Secretary  if  such 
agency  is  authorized  by  the  State,  or  such  other  State  agency  as 
is  authorized  by  the  State  and  approved  by  the  Secretary; 

[(2)  It  provides  for  such  methods  of  administration,  and  such 
participation  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  by  county  and 
community  committees  or  associations  of  agricultural  producers 
organized  for  such  purpose,  as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  for 
the  effective  administration  of  the  plan;  and 

[(3)  It  provides  for  the  submission  to  the  Secretary  of  such 
reports  as  he  finds  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  plan  is 
being  carried  out  according  to  its  terms,  and  for  compliance 
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with  such  requirements  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  to  assure 
the  correctness  of  and  make  possible  the  verification  of  such 
reports. 

[(e)  Such  plan  shall  be  approved  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  prospect  that — 

[(1)  Substantial  accomplishment  in  effectuating  the  purposes 
of  this  section  will  be  brought  about  through  the  operation  of 
such  plan  and  the  plans  submitted  by  other  States,  and 

[(2)  The  operation  of  such  plan  will  result  in  as  substantial 
a  furtherance  of  such  accomplishment  as  may  reasonably  be 
achieved  through  the  action  of  such  State. 

[(f)  Upon  approval  of  any  State  plan  for  any  year  the  Secretary 
shall  allocate  to  such  State  such  sum  (not  in  excess  of  the  maximum 
amount  fixed  in  pursuance  of  subsection  (g)  for  such  State  for  such 
year)  as  he  finds  necessary  to  carry  out  such  plan  for  such  year,  and 
thereupon  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment 
to  such  agency  of  the  State  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  certifies 
is  designated  in  the  plan,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay 
to  such  agency,  one-fourth  of  the  amount  so  allocated.  The  remainder 
of  the  amount  so  allocated  shall  be  similarly  certified  and  paid  in  such 
installments  (payable  prior  to  the  end  of  the  calendar  year)  as  may 
be  provided  in  the  plan.  No  such  installment  shall  be  certified  for 
payment  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  that,  prior  to  the  due 
date  of  such  installment,  there  has  been  a  substantial  failure  by  the 
State  to  carry  out  the  plan  according  to  its  terms,  or  that  the  further 
operation  of  the  plan  according  to  its  terms  will  not  tend  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  section.  No  amount  shall  be  certified  for  pay¬ 
ment  under  any  such  installment  in  excess  of  the  amount  the  Secretary 
finds  necessary  for  the  effective  carrying  out  of  the  plan  during  the 
period  to  which  the  installment  relates. 

[(g)  On  or  before  November  1  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
apportion  among  the  several  States  the  funds  which  will  be  available 
for  carrying  out  State  plans  during  the  next  calendar  year,  and  in 
determining  the  amount  to  be  apportioned  to  each.  State,  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  acreage  and  value  of  the  major  soil 
depleting  and  major  export  crops  produced  in  the  respective  States 
during  a  representative  period  and  the  acreage  and  productivity  of 
land  devoted  to  agricultural  production  (including  dairy  products) 
in  the  respective  States  during  a  representative  period:  Provided, 
however,  That  any  such  apportionment  of  funds  available  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  State  plans  during  any  year  prior  to  1942  may  be  made  at  any 
time  prior  to  or  during  the  year  to  which  such  plans  relate.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  making  of  an  apportionment  to  any  State  for  any  cal¬ 
endar  year,  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  for  which  no  plan 
has  been  approved  for  such  year,  and  any  amount  apportioned  to  any 
State  which  is  not  required  to  carry  out  an  approval  plan  for  such 
State  for  such  year,  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  7  to  14,  inclusive,  of  this  Act.] 

Sec.  8.  [(a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  specified  in  section 
7(a)  during  the  period  necessary  to  afford  a  reasonable  opportunity 
for  legislative  action  by  a  sufficient  number  of  States  to  assure  the 
effectuation  of  such  purposes  by  State  action  and  in  order  to  promote 
the  more  effective  accomplishment  of  such  purposes  by  State  action 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  the  powers  conferred  in  this 
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section  during  the  period  prior  to  January  1,  1963,  except  with  respect 
to  farming  operations  commenced  in  any  State  after  the  effective  date 
of  a  State  plan  for  such  State  approved  pursuant  to  section  7.  No 
such  powers  shall  be  exercised  after  December  31,  1962,  except  with 
respect  to  payments  or  grants  in  connection  with  farming  operations 
carried  out  prior  to  January  1,  1963.  During  the  period  prior  to 
January  1,  1963,  the  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  purposes  specified 
in  section  7(a)  through  State  action  as  rapidly  as  adequate  State  laws 
are  enacted  and  satisfactory  State  plans  are  submitted.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section  and  section  7,  the 
provisions  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  State,  county,  and  local 
committees  of  farmers  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  the  administration  of  State  plans.] 

(b)  [Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the]  The  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
specified  in  clauses  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  of  section  7(a)  by  mak¬ 
ing  payments  or  grants  of  other  aid  to  agricultural  producers,  in¬ 
cluding  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  connection  with  the  effectua¬ 
tion  of  such  purposes  during  the  year  with  respect  to  which  such 
payments  or  grants  are  made,  and  measured  by  (1)  their  treat¬ 
ment  or  use  of  their  land,  or  a  part  thereof,  for  soil  restoration,  soil 
conservation,  or  the  prevention  of  erosion;  (2)  changes  in  the  use  of 
their  land;  (3)  their  equitable  share,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  of  the  normal  national  production  of  any  commodity  or  com¬ 
modities  required  for  domestic  consumption;  or  (4)  their  equitable 
share,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  national  production  of 
any  commodity  or  commodities  required  for  domestic  consumption 
and  exports  adjusted  to  reflect  the  extent  to  which  their  utilization 
of  cropland  on  the  farm  conforms  to  farming  practices  which  the 
Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the  purposes  specified  in 
section  7(a);  or  (5)  any  combination  of  the  above.  Clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  above  shall  be  construed  to  cover  water  conservation  and 
the  beneficial  use  of  water  on  individual  farms,  including  measures 
to  prevent  runoff,  the  building  of  check  dams  and  ponds,  and  pro¬ 
viding  facilities  for  applying  water  to  the  land.  In  determining 
the  amount  of  any  payment  or  grant  measured  by  (1)  or  (2)  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  productivity  of  the  land 
affected  by  the  farming  practices  adopted  during  the  year  with 
respect  to  which  such  payment  is  made.  In  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  in  the  States  of  the  Union,  except  Alaska, 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  utilize  the  services  of  local  and  State 
committees  selected  as  hereinafter  provided.  The  Secretary  shall 
designate  local  administrative  areas  as  units  for  administration  of 
programs  under  this  section.  No  such  local  area  shall  include  more 
than  one  county  or  parts  of  different  counties.  Farmers  within  any 
such  local  administrative  area,  and  participating  or  cooperating  in 
programs  administered  within  such  area,  shall  elect  annually  from 
among  their  number  a  local  committee  of  not  more  than  three  mem¬ 
bers  for  such  area  and  shall  also  elect  annually  from  among  their 
number  a  delegate  to  a  county  convention  for  the  election  of  a 
county  committee.  The  delegates  from  the  various  local  areas  in 
the  county  shall,  in  a  county  convention,  elect,  annually,  the  county 
committee  for  the  county  which  shall  consist  of  three  members  who 
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are  farmers  in  the  county.  The  local  committee  shall  elect  a  secre¬ 
tary  and  may  utilize  the  county  agricultural  extension  agent  for 
such  purpose.  The  county  committee  shall  select  a  secretary  who 
may  be  the  county  agricultural  extension  agent.  If  such  county  agri¬ 
cultural  extension  agent  shall  not  have  been  elected  secretary  of  such 
committee,  he  shall  be  ex  officio  a  member  of  the  county  committee. 
The  county  agricultural  extension  agent  shall  not  have  the  power 
to  vote.  In  any  county  in  which  there  is  only  one  local  committee 
the  local  committee  shall  also  be  the  county  committee.  In  each 
State  there  shall  be  a  State  committee  for  the  State  composed  of 
not  less  than  three  or  more  than  five  farmers  who  are  legal  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  State  and  who  are  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  The 
State  director  of  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service  shall  be  ex 
officio  a  member  of  such  State  committee.  The  ex  officio  members 
of  the  county  and  State  committees  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  members  of  such  committees  hereinbefore  specified.  The 
Secretary  shall  make  such  regulations  as  are  necessary  relating  to 
the  selection  and  exercise  of  the  functions  of  the  respective  com¬ 
mittees,  and  to  the  administration,  through  such  committees,  of  such 
programs.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Secre¬ 
tary — shall,  as  far  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of  tenants 
and  sharecroppers;  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  agricultural  extension 
service  and  other  approved  agencies;  shall  accord  such  recognition 
and  encouragement  to  producer-owned  and  producer-controlled 
cooperative  associations  as  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  policy  toward 
cooperative  associations  set  forth  in  existing  Acts  of  Congress  and 
as  will  tend  to  promote  efficient  methods  of  marketing  and  distribu¬ 
tion;  shall  not  have  power  to  acquire  any  land  or  any  right  of  interest 
therein;  shall,  in  every  practicable  manner,  protect  the  interests  of 
small  producers;  and  shall  in  every  practical  way  encourage  and 
provide  for  soil-conserving  and  soil-rebuilding  practices  rather  than 
the  growing  of  soil-depleting  crops.  Rules  and  regulations  governing 
payments  or  grants  under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  simple  and 
direct  as  possible,  and,  wherever  practicable,  they  shall  be  classified 
on  two  bases:  (a)  Soil-depleting  crops  and  practices,  (b)  soil-building 
crops  and  practices. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  in  making  available 
conservation  materials  consisting  of  seeds,  seed  inoculants,  fertil¬ 
izers,  liming  and  other  soil-conditioning  materials,  trees,  or  plants, 
or  in  making  available  soil-conserving  or  soil-building  services,  to 
agricultural  producers  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  may 
make  payments  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance  by  the 
producers,  to  persons  who  fill  purchase  orders  covering  approved 
conservation  materials  or  covering  soil-conserving  or  soil-building 
services,  furnished  to  producers,  or  who  render  services  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  delivering  to  producers  approved  conservation  materials, 
for  the  carrying  out,  by  the  producers,  of  soil-building  or  soil-con- 
serving  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  price  at  which 
purchase  orders  for  any  conservation  materials  or  services  are  filled 
may  be  limited  to  a  fair  price  fixed  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Appropriations  are  hereby  authorized  for  the  purchase  in  advance 
of  the  program  year  for  which  the  appropriation  is  made  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  materials  or  any  soil- 
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terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 
Secretary  in  programs  under  this  Act;  for  the  reimbursement  of  any 
Federal,  State,  or  local  government  agency  for  fertilizers,  seeds,  lime, 
trees,  or  other  farming  materials,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  fur¬ 
nished  by  such  agency;  and  for  the  payment  of  all  expenses  necessary 
in  making  such  grants,  including  all  or  part  of  the  costs  incident  to 
the  delivery  thereof. 

******* 

Sec.  16.  *  *  * 

******* 

(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conservation  and  economic 
use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  Act,  except  those  relating  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local 
committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements ,  to  be  carried  out  during 
such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine  with  farm  and 
ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for  changes  in  cropping  systems 
and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any 
lands  owned  or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of 
crops  (including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which  do  not 
require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by  conservation  re¬ 
serve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of 
conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources.  Such 
agreements  shall  include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and  services,  and  other 
assistance,  in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  in  consideration  of  the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch 
owners  and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary:  Provided, 
That  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree  cover  may  not  provide  for 
annual  payments  with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five 
years. 

(2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  subsection  covering 
land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed  in  the  two-year 
period  preceding  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new 
ownership  was  acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 
previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing  farm  or  ranch, 
or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land  as  a  farming  or  ranching  enter¬ 
prise  which  the  Secretary  determines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
program:  Provided,  That  this  provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continuation 
of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once  been  entered 
into  under  this  subsection. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect  the 
interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for  sharing, 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of  agreements 
previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration 
of  the  program  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection. 

******* 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  196  2 


43 


(; g )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oj  law — 

( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  for  mutate  and  carry  out  a  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1968,  without  regard  to  provisions 
which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation 
program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall  be  made  to  producers 
who  divert  acreage  from  the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  aver¬ 
age  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil 
conserving  crops  or  practices  including  summer  fallow  arid  idle  land 
by  an  equal  amount:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such 
diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame, 
safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  except 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and 
flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage 
devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 
payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on 
such  diverted  acreage.  Such  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  insects, 
weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or 
in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation  program 
shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  in  the 
crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty -five  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic  county  sup¬ 
port  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the 
special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  re¬ 
flect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and 
1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from 
the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per 
acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in  kind  only 
may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an  additional 
80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Pay¬ 
ments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the  basic 
county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payments 
rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established, 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  com  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based 
on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
acreage.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage  and 
yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  correct  for  abnormal  factor  s  affecting  production,  and  to  give  due 
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consideration  to  tillable  acreage ,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  also  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  since  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adoption  or  the  improvement  of  an 
irrigation  system  if  such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation 
system  was  made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such 
adjustment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect  to 
acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section  105(c)(6) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19J+9,  as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a 
producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the 
1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in 
making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50 
per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  determination 
of  performance. 

(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section 
16(g).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations 
therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  such  program  during 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may 
be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm  on 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing  contracts. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT, 

AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

The  “Secretary” — The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United 
States. 

“Works  of  improvement” — any  undertaking  for — 

(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land-treatment 
measures)  or 

(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal 
of  water  in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single 
structure  which  provides  more  than  [five  thousand]  twelve 
thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of  floodwater  deten  tion  capacity, 
and  more  than  twenty-five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity. 
No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  plan  involving  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of 
$250,000,  or  which  includes  any  structure  which  provides  more 
than  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  of  total  capacity  unless  such 
plan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives: 
Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  any  plan  involving  no  single  structure 
providing  more  than  4,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  the  appro- 
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priate  committees  shall  be  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  in  the  case  of  any  plan  involving 
any  single  structure  of  more  than  4,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity 
the  appropriate  committees  shall  be  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively.  A  number  of  such  sub¬ 
watersheds  when  they  are  component  parts  of  a  larger  watershed 
may  be  planned  together  when  the  local  sponsoring  organizations 
so  desire. 

“Local  organization” — any  State,  political  subdivision  thereof,  soil 
or  water  conservation  district,  flood  prevention  or  control  district, 
or  combinations  thereof,  or  any  other  agmcy  having  authority  under 
State  law  to  carry  out,  maintain  and  operate  the  works  of  improve¬ 
ment;  or  any  irrigation  or  reservoir  company,  water  users’  association, 
or  similar  organization  having  such  authority  and  not  being  operated 
for  profit  that  may  be  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

******* 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  renuire  as  a  condition  to  providing 
Federal  assistance  for  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  that 
local  organizations  shall — 

(1)  acquire,  or  with  respect  to  interests  in  land  to  be  acouired 
by  condemnation  provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
that  they  will  acquire,  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government, 
such  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  as  will  be  needed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  works  of  improvement  installed  with  Federal  assistance; 

(2)  assume  (A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct 
identifiable  benefits,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  involving  Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable  to  the 
agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  development, 
and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such  works 
applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  (including  engineering  costs)  applicable  to  flood 
prevention  and  features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds 
appropriated  lor  the  purposes  of  this  ActF;!:  Provided,  That,  in 
addition  to  and  without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
to  make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Secretary  may 
pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated  future  demands  or  needs 
for  municipal  or  industrial  water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure 
constructed  or  modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reservoir  structure 
where  the  local  organization  gives  reasonable  assurances ,  and  there 
is  evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be 
made  within  a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the  reservoir 
structure:  Provided  further,  That  the  local  organization  shall  agree 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  modification  of  any  reservoir 
structure  including  such  water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost  paid  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands 
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shall  he  repaid  within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no 
event  to  exceed  -fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except  that  (1)  no 
repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  need  be  made  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2) 
no  interest  shall  be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage 
for  anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  but 
in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten  years.  The 
interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing  the  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  8; 

(3)  make  arrangements  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for  de¬ 
fraying  costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  in  accordance  with  regulations  presented  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture ; 

(4)  acquire,  or  provide  assurance  that  landowners  or  water 
users  have  acquired,  such  water  rights,  pursuant  to  State  law, 
as  may  be  needed  in  the  installation  and  operation  of  the  work 
of  improvement; 

(5)  obtain  agreements  to  carry  out  recommended  soil  conser¬ 
vation  measures  and  proper  farm  plans  from  owners  of  not  less 
than  50  per  centum  of  the  lands  situated  in  the  drainage  area 
above  each  retention  reservoir  to  be  installed  with  Federal 
assistance;  and 

(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
for  any  loan  or  advancement  made  under  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  8. 

Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local 
organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and 
the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and 
the  local  organization  has  met  the  requirements  for  participation 
in  carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4, 
the  local  organization  [with  such  assistance  as  it  may  request  from 
the  Secretary,  which  assistance  the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized 
to  give,  shall]  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  awarding  of 
contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connection  with  such 
works  of  improvement,  [and  in  order  to  properly  carry  out  such  I 
services  in  such  projects  as  to  such  structures  therein  providing  for" 
municipal  or  industrial  water  supplies,  the  local  organization  shall, 
and  in  such  projects  not  providing  for  municipal  or  industrial  water 
supplies,  the  local  organization  may,  retain  or  employ]  by  retaining 
or  employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  f[,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization 
for  the  cost  it  may  incur  for  the  services  of  such  engineer  or  engineers 
as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement,  except  that 
if  the  local  organization  decides  not  to  retain  or  employ  a  professional 
engineer  or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  competent  engineering 
services  are  not  available  he  may  contract  for  a  competent  engineer 
to  provide  such  services  or  arrange  for  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government]  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide  such  services: 
Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects  to  employ  a  professional 
engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization 
for  the  costs  of  such  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local 
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organization  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement 
in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan  for  works 
of  improvement  or  any  modification  thereof:  Provided  further,  That 
[at  the  request  of  the  local  organization  which  retains  or  employs  a 
professional  engineer  or  engineers  as  aforesaid,]  the  Secretary  may 
advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services, 
but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement  shall 
not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated  [total]  installation  cost  of 
such  works.  [:  Provided  further ,  That,] 

(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  on  Federal 
lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract 
for  the  construction  of  any  structure  [unless  there  is  no  local  organiza¬ 
tion  authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to 
enter  into  such  contract,  and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956:  Provided, 
That  in  participating  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent  with  his 
responsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  national  agricultural 
program,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act:  Provided  further,  That.]. 

(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  watershed  or 
subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement 
include  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five 
hundred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  President 
[:  Provided  further,  That], 

(J)  Any  [such]  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving  an  estimated 
Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or 
[containing]  including  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess 
of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or 
irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which 
includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty 
days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President.  The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary 
[of  Agriculture]  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty-da}7  period, 
shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  [of  Agricul¬ 
ture]  to  the  Congress  through  the  President  [:  Provided  Further, 
That,]. 

(5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improvement 
under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
he  deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act 
and  related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  conferring  authority  upon  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
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to  make  preliminary  examinations  and  surveys  and  to  prosecute  works 
of  improvement  for  runoff  and  waterflow  retardation  and  soil  erosion 
prevention  on  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways  are 
hereby  repealed:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  authority  of  that  Department 
of  Agriculture,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary,  to  prosecute  the 
works  of  improvement  for  runoff  and  waterflow  retardation  and  soil 
erosion  prevention  authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Department 
by  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amended,  and 
(b)  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  undertake  emer¬ 
gency  measures  for  runoff  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention 
authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  section  7  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938 
(52  Stat.  1215),  as  amended  by  section  216  of  the  Act  of  May  17, 
1950  (64  Stat.  163),  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this 
section :  Provided  further,  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed 
improvement  programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional  works  a 
of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  ^ 
disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4  of 
this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter  made  thereto. 


BANKHEAD-JONES  FARM  TENANT  ACT 

TITLE  III— RETIREMENT  OF  SUBMARGINAL  LAND 

Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  develop  a 
program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization  in  order  thereby  to 
correct  maladjustments  in  land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling 
soil  erosion,  reforestation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish 
and  wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams  and 
reservoirs,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture,  protecting  the 
watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protecting  the  public  lands, 
health,  safety,  and  welfare,  but  not  to  build  industrial  'parks  or  establish 
private  industrial  or  commercial  enterprises. 

Sec.  32.  To  effectuate  the  program  provided  for  in  section  31,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized— 

(a)  To  acquire  by  purchase,  gift,  or  devise,  or  by  transfer  from  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  or  from  any  State,  Territory,  or  political 
subdivision,  submarginal  land  and  land  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,  and  interests  in  the  options  on  such  land.  Such  property 
may  be  acquired  subject  to  any  reservations,  outstanding  estates, 
interests,  easements,  or  other  encumbrances  which  the  Secretary 
determines  will  not  interfere  with  the  utilization  of  such  property  for 
the  purposes  of  this  title. 

(b)  To  protect,  improve,  develop,  and  administer  any  property  so 
acquired  and  to  construct  such  structures  thereon  as  may  be  necessary 
to  adant  it  to  its  most  beneficial  use. 

(c)  To  sell,  exchange,  lease,  or  otherwise  dispose  of,  with  or  without 
a  consideration,  any  property  so  acquired,  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  deems  will  best  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
but  any  sale,  exchange,  or  grant  shall  be  made  only  to  public  authori¬ 
ties  and  agencies  and  only  on  condition  that  the  property  is  used  for 
public  purposes:  Provided,  however,  That  an  exchange  may  be  made 
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with  private  owners  and  with  subdivisions  or  agencies  of  State  govern¬ 
ments  in  any  case  where  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  that  such 
exchange  would  not  conflict  with  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  and  that 
the  value  of  the  property  received  in  exchange  is  substantially  equal 
to  that  of  the  property  conveyed.  The  Secretary  may  recommend  to 
the  President  other  Federal,  State,  or  Territorial  agencies  to  admin¬ 
ister  such  property,  together  with  the  conditions  of  use  and  adminis¬ 
tration  which  will  best  serve  the  purposes  of  a  land-conservation  and 
land-utilization  program,  and  the  President  is  authorized  to  transfer 
such  property  to  such  agencies. 

(d)  With  respect  to  any  land,  or  any  interest  therein,  acquired  by, 
or  transferred  to,  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  to  make 
dedications  or  grants,  in  his  discretion,  for  any  public  purpose,  and 
to  grant  licenses  and  easements  upon  such  terms  as  he  deems 
reasonable. 

(e)  To  cooperate  with,  enter  agreements  with ,  or  to  furnish  financial 
or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State,  territorial,  £and  other  public 

^agencies]  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  otherwise,  in  developing 
and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land 
utilization,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investigations  relating  to  con¬ 
ditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively!!,]  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate  information 
concerning  these  activities. 

(f)  To  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  to 
prevent  trespasses  and  otherwise  regulate  the  use  and  occupancy  of 
property  acquired  by,  or  transferred  to,  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  in  order  to  conserve  and  utilize  it  or  advance  the  purposes 
of  said  sections.  Any  violation  of  such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be 
punished  as  prescribed  in  section  5388  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (U.S.C.,  1934  ed.,  title  18,  sec.  104). 


AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE 

ACT  OF  1954 


~x  Sec.  308.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com- 
/modity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby  authorized — 

(1)  to  dispose  of  its  stocks  of  animal  fats  and  edible  oils  or 
products  thereof  by  donation,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems  appropriate,  to  nonprofit 
voluntary  agencies  registered  with  the  Department  of  State, 
appropriate  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  or  international 
organizations,  for  use  in  the  assistance  of  needy  persons  and  in 
nonprofit  school-lunch  programs  outside  the  United  States ; 

(2)  to  purchase  for  donation  as  provided  above  such  quan¬ 
tities  of  animal  fats  and  edible  oils  and  the  products  thereof  as 
the  Secretary  determines  will  tend  to  maintain  the  support  level 
for  cottonseed  and  soybeans  without  requiring  the  acquisition  of 
such  commodities  under  the  price  support  program. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  incur  such  additional  costs  with 
respect  to  commodities  to  be  donated  hereunder  as  it  is  authorized 
to  incur  with  respect  to  food  commodities  disposed  of  under  section 
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416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  and  may  pay  ocean  freight 
charges  from  United  States  ports  to  designated  ports  of  entry  abroad. 

4c  4s  4=  4s  4«  sfc 

Sec.  401.  The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  utilize  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  and  the  products  thereof  produced  in  the  United  States 
to  assist  the  economic  development  of  friendly  nations  by  providing 
long-term  credit  for  purchases  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  consumption  during  periods  of  economic  development  so 
that  the  resources  and  manpower  of  such  nations  may  be  utilized 
more  effectively  for  industrial  and  other  domestic  economic  develop¬ 
ment  without  jeopardizing  meanwhile  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  use.  It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title 
to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
dollars  through  long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension  of 
credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agreements  either  urith 
foreign  nations  or  with  the  private  trade,  thereby  assisting  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  economies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade.  4 

Sec.  402.  In  furtherance  of  this  purpose,  the  President  is  authorized  " 
to  enter  into  agreements  with  friendly  nations  including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations  under  which  the  United 
States  shall  undertake  to  provide  for  delivery  annually  of  certain 
quantities  of  such  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  periods  of  not 
to  exceed  ten  years,  pursuant  to  the  terms  and  conditions  set  out  in 
this  title,  providing  such  commodities  are  in  surplus  at  the  time 
delivery  is  to  be  made.  In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing 
dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for  the  delivery 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under 
the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title. 

Sec.  403.  Payment  for  such  commodities  shall  be  in  dollars  with 
interest  at  such  rate  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  but  not  more 
than  the  cost  of  the  funds  to  the  United  States  Treasury  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  taking  into  consideration  the 
current  average  market  yields  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations 
of  the  United  States  having  maturity  comparable  to  the  maturities 
of  loans  made  by  the  President  under  this  section.  Payment  may  be  4 
made  in  [approximately  equal]  reasonable  annual  amounts  over" 
periods  of  not  to  exceed  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  the  last  de¬ 
livery  of  commodities  in  each  calendar  year  under  the  agreement 
except  that  the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may  be  deferred 
for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years  after  such  date  of  last  delivery,  and 
interest  shall  be  computed  from  the  date  of  such  last  delivery. 

4s  4«  4^  4*  4s  4«  * 

Sec.  405.  [In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  shall 
endeavor  to  reach  agreement  with  other  exporting  nations  of  such 
commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance 
program  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis.] 
In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements 
with  other  exporting  nations  of  such  commodities  for  their  participation 
in  the  supply  and  assistance  program,  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate 
and  equitable  basis. 
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Sec.  406.  In  carrying  out  this  title,  the  provisions  of  sections 
101  ( b )  and  ( c ),  102,  103(a),  106,  107,  and  108  of  this  Act  shall  be 
applicable  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  this  title. 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949,  AS  AMENDED 

******* 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  [90]  80  per  centum  of 
the  average  price  received  by  farmers  during  the  three  calendar  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing  year 
for  such  crop  begins,  adjusted  to  offset  the  effect  on  such  price  of  any 
abnormal  quantities  of  low-grade  corn  marketed  during  any  of  such 
years  [ :  Provided,  That  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of  corn 
shall  be  not  less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor]. 

(b)  Beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain 
sorghums  at  such  level  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  determines  is  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  level 
at  which  price  support  is  made  available  for  corn,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  feeding  value  of  such  commodity  in  relation  to  corn, 
and  the  other  factors  set  forth  in  section  401(b)  hereof. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1961  crop  of  corn  shall 
be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  deter¬ 
mine.  Price  support  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  shall  be  made 
available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1961 
acreage  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  of  each  eligible  farm  based 
on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  price  support  on  the  1961  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
any  other  feed  grain  which  he  may  designate,  that  the  producer 
shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1961  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

(3)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1962  crop  of  corn  shall 
be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
termine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain,  sorghums,  and  barley 
shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production 
of  the  1962  acreage  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each 
eligible  farm  based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  acreage. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support  on  the  1962  crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  that 
the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1962  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  (except  in  the  case  of  a  producer 
of  malting  barley  as  hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case 
of  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  hereinafter 
described)  shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
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barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1962  crop  of  barle}^ 
that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  1962  for  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and 
1960:  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1962  for  barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced 
a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable 
malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1962,  does  not  knowingly  devote 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 
1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  > 
on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Pro-  | 
vided  further,  That  no  producer  of  barley  on  a  farm  where  summer 
fallow  is  the  normal  practice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1962  for  barley 
if  he  (i)  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer 
fallow  in  1961  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
under  the  special  1962  wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  in  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

(5)  The  level  o  f  price  support  j or  the  1963  crop  oj  corn  shall  be 
established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Price 
support  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available 
on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production  oj  the  1963  acreage  oj  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  average 
yield  per  acre  j  or  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  a 
price  support  on  the  1963  crop  oj  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  " 
that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary:  Provided,  That  no  producer  oj 
malting  barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  jor  barley  ij  such  producer 
has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley 
only  oj  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  jar m  to  barley  in  excess  of  110 
per  centum  oj  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  416.  In  order  to  prevent  the  waste  of  commodities  whether 
in  private  stocks  or  acquired  through  price-support  operations  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  before  they  can  be  disposed  of  in 
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normal  domestic  channels  without  impairment  of  the  price-support 
program  or  sold  abroad  at  competitive  world  prices,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized,  on  such  terms  and  under  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  in  the  public  interest:  (1) 
upon  application,  to  make  such  commodities  available  to  any  Federal 
agency  for  use  in  making  payment  for  commodities  not  produced  in 
the  United  States;  (2)  to  barter  or  exchange  such  commodities  for 
strategic  or  other  materials  as  authorized  by  law;  (3)  in  the  case  of 
food  commodities  to  donate  such  commodities  to  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  and  to  such  State,  Federal,  or  private  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  as  may  be  designated  by  the  proper  State  or  Federal  authority 
and  approved  by  the  Secretary,  for  use  in  the  United  States  in  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs,  in  nonprofit  summer  camps  for  children, 
in  the  assistance  of  needy  persons,  and  in  charitable  institutions, 
including  hospitals,  to  the  extent  that  needy  persons  are  served;  and 
(4)  to  donate  any  such  food  commodities  in  excess  of  anticipated 
disposition  under  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  above  to  nonprofit  voluntary 
agencies  registered  with  the  Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid 
of  the  Foreign  Operations  Administration  or  other  appropriate  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Government  and  intergovern¬ 
mental  organizations  for  use  in  the  assistance  of  needy  persons  and 
in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs  outside  the  United  States.  In  the 
case  of  (3)  and  (4)  above  the  Secretary  shall  obtain  such  assurance 
as  he  deems  necessary  that  the  recipients  thereof  will  not  diminish 
their  normal  expenditures  for  food  by  reason  of  such  donation.  In 
order  to  facilitate  the  appropriate  disposal  of  such  commodities, 
the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  estimate  and  announce  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  such  commodities  which  he  anticipates  will  become  available 
for  distribution  under  (3)  and  (4)  above.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  may  pay,  with  respect  to  commodities  disposed  of  under 
this  section,  reprocessing,  packaging,  transporting,  handling,  and 
other  charges  accruing  up  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  a  Federal 
agency  or  to  the  designated  State  or  private  agency,  in  the  case  of 
commodities  made  available  for  use  within  the  United  States,  or  their 
delivery  free  alongside  ship  or  free  on  board  export  carrier  at  point 
of  export,  in  the  case  of  commodities  made  available  for  use  outside 
the  United  States.  In  addition,  in  the  case  of  food  commodities 
disposed  of  under  this  section,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
may  pay  the  cost  of  processing  such  commodities  into  a  form  suitable 
for  home  or  institutional  use,  such  processing  to  be  accomplished 
through  private  trade  facilities  to  the  greatest  extent  possible.  For 
the  purpose  of  this  section  the  terms  “State”  and  “United  States” 
include  the  District  of  Columbia  and  any  Territory  or  possession 
of  the  United  States. 


ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  6,  1958 

He  H<  *  H<  *  *  * 

Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  (1)  those 
areas  under  the  jurisdiction  or  administration  of  the  United  States 
are  authorized  to  receive  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 


54 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  196  2 


distribution  on  the  same  basis  as  domestic  distribution  in  any  State, 
Territory,  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  without  exchange  of 
funds,  such  surplus  commodities  as  may  be  available  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  of  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  612c),  and  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1431) ;  and  (2)  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  purchase  products  of  oil  seeds,  and  edible  oils  and  fats 
and  the  products  thereof  in  such  form  as  may  be  needed  for  donation 
abroad  as  provided  in  the  following  sentence.  Any  such  commodities 
or  products  if  purchased  shall  be  donated  to  nonprofit  voluntary 
agencies  registered  with  the  Department  of  State,  other  appropriate 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  or  international  organizations 
for  use  in  the  assistance  of  needy  persons  and  in  nonprofit  school- 
lunch  programs  outside  the  United  States.  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  may  incur  such  additional  costs  with  respect  to  such  oil  as 
it  is  authorized  to  incur  with  respect  to  food  commodities  disposed  of 
under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

******* 


AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  334. 

s|c  9(c  3|e  9|e 

(c)(7)  The  allotment  to  the  county  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary,  through  the  local  committees,  among  the  farms  within  the 
county  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat  tillable  acres,  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography.  Not  more  than  3  per 
centum  of  the  State  allotment  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which 
wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three  marketing  years 
immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allotment  is 
made.  For  the  purpose  of  establishing  farm  acreage  allotments-— (i) 
the  past  acreage  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  1958  shall  be  the  base 
acreage  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  for  determining  1958  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments;  (ii)  if 
subsequent  to  the  determination  of  such  base  acreage  the  1958  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  is  increased  through  administrative, 
review,  or  court  proceedings,  the  1958  farm  base  acreage  shall  be 
increased  in  the  same  proportion;  and  (iii)  the  past  acreage  of  wheat 
for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  shall  be  the  wheat  acreage  on  the 
farm  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment,  plus, 
in  the  case  of  any  farm  which  is  in  compliance  with  its  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment,  the  acreage  diverted  under  such  wheat  allotment 
programs:  Provided,  That  for  1959  and  subsequent  years  in  the  case 
of  any  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess 
is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  the  past 
acreage  of  wheat  for  the  year  in  which  such  farm  marketing  excess  is 
so  delivered  or  stored  shall  be  the  farm  base  acreage  of  wheat  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  for 
determining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such  year,  but  if  any 
part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later  depleted  and  penalty 
becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
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ing  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  subsequent  to  such  depletion  the 
past  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm  for  the  year  in  which  the  excess 
was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
for  such  year. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  •provision  o  f  law,  each  old  or  new  farm 
acreage  allotment  f or  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis 
of  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall 
be  reduced  by  10  per  centum. 

******* 


PUBLIC  LAW  74,  77TH  CONGRESS 


D(h 


) 


Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended 
'  ereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) — 

(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat.  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for 
any  crop  of  corn  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  corn  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage 
planted  to  corn  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  corn. 

The  normal  production,  or  the  actual  production,  whichever 
is  the  smaller,  of  such  excess  acreage  is  hereinafter  called  the 
“farm  marketing  excess”  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution,  “actual  production”  of  any 
number  of  acres  of  corn  or  wheat  on  a  farm  means  the  actual 
average  yield  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the  farm 
times  such  number  of  acres. 

(Note.— In  lieu  of  the  above  provisions,  the  following  provisions 
will  be  effective  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat:) 

( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect  for  the 
marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 
If  such  actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  of 
the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average  yield  per 
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acre  for  the  entire  1962  wheat  acreage  on  the.  farm:  Provided ,  how¬ 
ever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not  be  larger  than  the 
amount  by  which  the  actual  production,  so  established,  exceeds  the 
normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in  effect, 
the  producer  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  corn  and  wheat.  The  rate  of  the  penalty  on  wheat 
shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat 
as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

(Note. — -In  lieu  of  the  above  provision,  the  following  provision  will 
be  effective  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat:) 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  ( 2 )  of  Public  Law  7Jh  Seventy  - 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  134-0(2)),  the  rate  of  penalty 
on  wheat  of  the  1963  crop  shall  be  66  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is 
harvested. 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  corn  and  wheat  shall  be^ 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  thdH 
storage  amount  or  amounts  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  commodity  shall  be  computed  upon  the  normal  production 
of  the  excess  acreage.  Where,  upon  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer  for  an  adjustment  of  penalty  or  of  storage,  it  is  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  the  actual  production 
of  the  excess  acreage  is  less  than  the  normal  production  thereof, 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  as 
computed  upon  the  basis  of  normal  production  and  as  computed 
upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations 
under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  the  commodity  for  the 
farm  may  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store 
or  deliver  to  the  Secretary  the  farm  marketing  excess  within 
such  time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  corn  or  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the 
United  States  or  in  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  manned 
as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels^ 
of  trade  and  commerce. 

(Note. — In  lieu  of  the  above  provisions,  the  following  provisions 
will  be  effective  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat:) 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  regarded  as 
available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed 
upon  twice  the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm 
marketing  excess  so  computed,  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of 
actual  production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  twice  the 
normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  production  shall  be 
returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  adjustment 
made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer 
elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations 
under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
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stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be 
determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  penalty 
computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat 
delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other 
manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels 
of  trade  or  commerce. 


*  *  *  *  *  *  * 


(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  of 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a 
farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat 
exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  13.5  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of 
acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of 
the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 


i 


* 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1961 


TITLE  III — AGRICULTURAL  CREDIT 

Sec.  301.  (a)  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961”. 


*  *  *  * 


* 


* 


* 


Subtitle  A — Real  Estate  Loans 


s(e  H/i  Hi  sk  %  *  * 

Sec.  304.  Loans  may  also  be  made  or  insured  under  the  subtitle  to 
any  farmowners  or  tenants  without  regard  to  the  requirements  of 
section  302  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  for  the  purposes  only  of  land  and  water 
■"development,  use  and  conservation  including,  subject  to  all  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  302,  recreational  uses  and  facilities. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  The  Secretary  also  is  authorized  to  make  or  insure 
loans  to  associations,  including  corporations  not  operated  for  profit 
and  public  and  quasi-public  agencies,  to  provide  for  the  application 
or  establishment  of  soil  conservation  practices,  shifts  in  land  use 
including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities,  the  conservation, 
development,  use,  and  control  of  water  and  the  installation  or  improve¬ 
ment  or  drainage  facilities,  all  primarily  for  serving  farmers,  ranchers, 
farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  and  rural  residents,  and  to  furnish 
financial  assistance  or  other  aid  in  planning  projects  for  such  purposes. 
No  such  loans  shall  be  made  or  insured  which  would  cause  an  asso¬ 
ciation’s  unpaid  principal  indebtedness  under  this  section  and  the 
Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  to  exceed  $500,000  in  the  case 
of  direct  loans  and  $1,000,000  in  the  case  of  insured  loans  at  any  one 
time. 
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Sec.  309.  (a)  The  fund  established  pursuant  to  section  11(a)  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  shall  hereafter  be 
called  the  Agricultural  Credit  Insurance  Fund  and  is  hereinafter  in 
this  subtitle  referred  to  as  the  “fund”.  The  fund  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  as  a  revolving  fund  for  the  discharge  of  the  obligations  of  the 
Secretary  under  agreements  insuring  loans  under  this  subtitle  and 
loans  and  mortgages  insured  under  prior  authority. 

(b)  Moneys  in  the  fund  not  needed  for  current  operations  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  the 
fund  or  invested  in  direct  obligations  of  the  United  States  or  obliga¬ 
tions  guaranteed  by  the  United  States.  The  Secretary  may  purchase 
with  money  in  the  fund  any  notes  issued  by  the  Secretary  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  for 
the  fund. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  and  issue  notes  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  necessary 
for  discharging  obligations  under  this  section  and  for  authorized  ex¬ 
penditures  out  of  the  fund.  Such  notes  shall  be  in  such  form  and| 
denominations  and  have  such  maturities  and  be  subject  to  such  term 
and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at 
a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  taking  into  consideration 
the  current  average  market  yield  of  outstanding  marketable  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  having  maturities  comparable  to  the  notes 
issued  by  the  Secretary  under  this  subtitle.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes  of  the 
Secretary  issued  hereunder,  and,  for  that  purpose,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the 
proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities  issued  under  the  Second 
Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which  such 
securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to 
include  the  purchase  of  notes  issued  by  the  Secretary.  All  redemp¬ 
tions,  purchases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such 
notes  shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  Notes  and  security  acquired  by  the  Secretary  in  connection 
with  loans  insured  under  this  subtitle  and  under  prior  authority  shall 
become  a  part  of  the  fund.  Notes  may  be  held  in  the  fund  and  collected 
in  accordance  with  their  terms  or  may  be  sold  by  the  Secretary  withj 
or  without  agreements  for  insurance  thereof  at  the  balance  due  thereon, 
or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  from  time  to 
time.  All  net  proceeds  from  such  collections,  including  sales  of  notes 
or  property,  shall  be  deposited  in  and  become  a  part  of  the  fund. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  deposit  in  the  fund  such  portion  of  the 
charge  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  at  least 
equal  to  a  rate  of  one- half  of  1  per  centum  per  annum  on  the  outstand¬ 
ing  principal  obligations  and  the  remainder  of  such  charge  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  to  be  transferred  annually  and  become  merged  with  any 
appropriation  for  administrative  expenses. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  utilize  the  fund — 

(1)  to  make  loans  which  could  be  insured  under  this  subtitle 
whenever  the  Secretary  has  reasonable  assurance  that  they  can 
be  sold  without  undue  delay,  and  may  sell  and  insure  such  loans. 
The  aggregate  of  the  principal  of  such  loans  made  and  not  dis- 
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posed  of  shall  not  exceed  [$10,000,000]  $25,000,000  at  any 
one  time. 

******* 

Subtitle  B — Operating  Loans 
******* 

Sec.  312.  Loans  may  be  made  under  this  subtitle  for  (1)  paying 
costs  incident  to  reorganizing  the  farming  system  for  more  profitable 
operation,  (2)  purchasing  livestock,  poultry,  and  farm  equipment, 
(3)  purchasing  feed,  seed,  fertilizer,  insecticides,  and  farm  supplies 
and  to  meet  other  essential  farm  operating  expenses  including  cash 
rent,  (4)  financing  land  and  water  development,  use,  and  conservation 
including  recreational  uses  and  facilities,  (5)  refinancing  existing  in¬ 
debtedness,  (6)  other  farm  and  home  needs  including  but  not  limited 
to  family  subsistence,  and  (7)  for  loan  closing  costs. 


VIEWS  OF  HON.  CLIFFORD  McINTIRE  AND  HON.  PAUL 

FINDLEY 


This  bill  extends  the  temporary  feed  grain  program  for  the  1963 
crop.  We  have  not  supported  this  program  in  the  past  because  it 
gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  broad  authority  to  influence  the  open 
market  prices.  Under  this  program  he  has  the  right  to  sell  into  the 
domestic  market  at  his  discretion  in  regard  to  price.  This  is  authority 
that  we  think  is  unwise  and  unsound  for  open  market  operations. 
The  action  of  the  Secretary  in  using  section  22  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  in  a  manner  favorable  to  one  area  is  a  glaring  example  of 
administrative  action  under  this  program  that  we  feel  is  unwise. 

The  dairy  provisions  of  this  bill  we  believe  are  designed  to  provide 
the  preliminary  steps  for  later  proposals  for  legislation  for  production 
controls  in  the  dairy  industry.  The  data  and  the  administrative 
machinery  established  under  this  bill  will  certainly  be  the  basis  for 
these  subsequent  controls. 

There  is  also  a  great  question  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  dairy 
provisions  in  actually  reducing  the  milk  surplus.  Since  noncomplying 
dairy  farmers  will  continue  to  be  eligible  for  price  support,  the  effect 
of  voluntary  cutbacks  will  be  greatly  offset  by  expanded  production 
of  these  noncompliers.  Even  the  Department  of  Agriculture  recog¬ 
nizes  this  serious  “slippage”  problem  in  basing  its  cost  estimates  on  the 
tenuous  assumption  of  no  “slippage”  occurring. 

We  feel  that  this  legislative  action  of  the  86th  Congress  in  Public 
Law  86-799  which  increased  the  level  of  supports  at  a  time  when  the 
dairy  program  was  attaining  reasonable  balance  was  an  unwise  deci¬ 
sion.  In  our  opinion  the  further  increase  of  dairy  price  supports  by  the 
Secretary  in  March  of  1961  has  proven  to  be  most  serious  for  the  dairy 
industry.  We  would  point  out  that  in  fiscal  year  1960  the  dairy  sup¬ 
port  program  cost  $136,052,018.  As  of  January  1,  1961,  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  inventory  contained  no  butter  and  no  cheese 
and  191  million  pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 

The  cost  of  the  dairy  program  in  fiscal  year  1962  was  estimated  by 
the  President  in  this  year’s  message  on  agriculture  at  $500  million. 
As  of  June  30,  1962,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  inventory 
contained  380.4  million  pounds  of  butter,  93.8  million  pounds  of  cheese, 
and  475.4  million  pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  In  our  opinion  the  dairy 
provisions  of  H.R.  12391  do  not  represent  sound  steps  for  relieving  this 
serious  surplus  problem  or  for  assisting  the  dairy  industry. 

Clifford  G.  McIntire. 

Pa.ul  Findley. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  2, 1962 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

July  12, 1962 

Reported  with  amendments,  referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture 

4  Act  of  1962”. 
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TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 
Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b) ,  (c) ,  (d),  (e) , 
(f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  7 ; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 
out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 
section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva¬ 
tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 
to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 
such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine, 
with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 
changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices 
or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 
by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  (in- 
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eluding  crops  such  as  tame  hag,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which 
do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by 


conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil, 
water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 
include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials 
and  services,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of 
the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners 
and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary: 
Provided,  That  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years. 

“  (2)  No  agreement  shall  he  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership 
has  changed  in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first  year 
of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new  ownership  was 
acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 
previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing 
farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 
as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  program:  Pro- 
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vided,  That  this  provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continuation 
of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once 
been  entered  into  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “including  the  retirement  of  lands 
which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultiva¬ 
tion,”  and  by  inserting  following  “natural  resources,”  the 
phrase  “protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  “,  but  not  to  build 
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industrial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or  commercial 
enterprises.” 

(b)  Section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  amending  subsection 
( e )  thereof  to  read  as  follows : 

(e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State, 
territorial,  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities.” 

Sec.  103.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  .  c ,  jjP 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  \A 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such 
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works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part 
of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs  1 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there¬ 
to  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constuctcd  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure:  Provided  further,  That  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


7 


anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed 
fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  ( 1 )  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be  made 
until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used, 
hut  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten 
years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing 
the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  he  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Plood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
interested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connec- 
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tion  with  such  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 
employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide 
such  services :  Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects 
to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of 
such  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local 
organization  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed 
upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifica¬ 
tion  thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may  ad¬ 
vance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such 
services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of 
improvement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
installation  cost  of  such  works. 

“  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct 
or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
structure. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 
the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
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and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President. 

“  (4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-live  hundred  acre-feet 
(a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b)  which  in¬ 
cludes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty- 
day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

'  n  u  J  .  j  W* 

“  (5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
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related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Elood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Provided  further, 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
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trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations”  after 
the  words  “friendly  nations” ;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence :  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substituf 
ing  therefor  the  word  “reasonable”;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement” 
in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “except 
that  the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments 
may  be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  other  exporting  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “Sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c) 
Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (4) 
after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958 
(Public  Law  85-931),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school- 
lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  donated  for  school-lunch 
programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the  Secretary 
receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will  he 
student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  school- 
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lunch  programs  in  the  United  States.  Such  programs  shall 
not  extend  beyond  June  30,  1964. 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 1963  Eeed  Grain  Program 
Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
is  amended  by  striking  out  of  subsection  (a)  the  figure 
“65”  “90"  and  inserting  —50”  “ 80 ”  and  by  striking  out  the 
colon  and  the  proviso  thereof  and  hg  adding  at  the  end  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary :  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley 
shall  be  required  to  participate  in  such  special  agricultural 
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conservation  program  for  1963  if  such  producer  has  pre¬ 
viously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley 
only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963, 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959 
and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“  (g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“  ( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  be  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  he  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  an 
approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  desig- 
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nated  soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal  amount :  Provided , 
That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  except 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply  and  will  not  he  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of 
such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed 
one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and 
no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require 
the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free 
from  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible 
for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind 
under  such  conservation  program  shall  be  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on 
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the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty-five 
acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or 
in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted 
to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  45  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums.  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 
1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the 
special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established, 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national 
support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
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per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  pro¬ 
duction,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage, 
crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  measures,  and  topography.  The  Secretary 
may  also  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessaiy  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  since 
the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such 
improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such 
adjustment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements 
of  section  105  (c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used 
in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subsection 
(g)  ( 1 ) ,  barley  shall  not  be  included  in  the  program  for 
H.R.  12391 - 3 
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a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in  section 
105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who  par¬ 
ticipates  only  with  respect  to  com  and  grain  sorghums 
and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16  (g) .  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  tbe  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
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and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 
Subtitle  B — 1963  Wheat  Program 

Sec.  310.  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
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old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national 
acreage  allotment  for  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced 
by  10  per  centum.” 

Sec.  311.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(1)  ),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 
for  the  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  he 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex- 
cess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
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of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm: 
Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 
he  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production, 
so  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(2)  ),  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 
1963  crop  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(3)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat: 

“  (3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  he  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro- 
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duction  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  he  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  he  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  he  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  ) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows  : 

"(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
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of  (1)  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961.” 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1336) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  he  eligible  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1963.” 

Sec.  312.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  made  available,  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators,  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such  crop  shall  be 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
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the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  determined  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

( 1 )  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (i)  10  per 
centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 :  Provided.,  That  such  acreage  in  each  of  such  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in 
effect  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  such  measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
and  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when 
such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
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acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (4)  of 
this  section. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle 
land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 
and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed 
grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of 
cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer- 
fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1960.  Certifi¬ 
cation  by  the  producer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
vision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 
1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and 
reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  ( 1 )  (i)  of  this  subsection  (a),  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959, 
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1960,  or  1961 ;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this  subsection  (a), 
the  farm  shall  be  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment. 

(b)  (1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  which  shall  he  made  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  per  centum 
of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  per 
bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the 
farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  ses¬ 
ame,  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  payment 
for  which  shall  he  computed  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)  (4)  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and  to 
give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  such  adjustments 
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in  yields  as  lie  determines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases 
in  yields  since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of 
the  adoption  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if 
such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such  ad¬ 
justment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect 
to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
yields  shall  he  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the 
sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat, 
the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  he  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  he  eligible  for 
price  support. 

(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted 
to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  sesame,  other  an¬ 
nual  field  crops,  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  in  accordance  with 
the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be 
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at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
production  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall 
the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(c)  (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
imder  subsection  (a)  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the 
farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  four  times  the  amount 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
the  total  acreage  diverted  to  ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  the  highest 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  fann  for  harvest  for 
any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten 
acres  or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  :  Provided, 
That  (i)  50  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  45  per 
centum  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the 
acreage  diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be  added  to 
and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


29 


and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
pursuant  to  (1)  (i)  of  said  subsection,  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by 
the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and 
this  subsection  (c) ,  or,  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a) 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of 
acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c) 
below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  which  would  he  in  effect  except  for  the  reduction 
thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961,  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
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gram  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  he  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (c)  above,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 
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(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 

(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheat,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “after  reduction  in  the  case  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section  334(c)  (2)”  and 
inserting  the  following:  “after  reduction  as  required  by 
section  334  (c)  (2)  or  (3)”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961”  and  inserting  the  following:  “the  special 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962”. 

(l)  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulelake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  “The  special 
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wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment  under 
this  subsection.”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “or  1963”. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  320.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 
of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and  thus 
reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963,  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  321.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
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to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  starting  October  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1963, 
their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 

(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  322  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 

(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


34 


much  as  10  per  centum  of  liis  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  322.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  321  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 
when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish- 
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ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  mav  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  323.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  324.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
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factor.  A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and 
there  engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 
take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  325.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  he  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  326.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  (7)  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  he  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
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(here  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  tbe  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  327.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
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regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 

Sec.  328.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
whenever  any  price  support  or  surplus  removal  operation  for 
milk,  butterfat,  or  the  products  of  such  commodities  is  car¬ 
ried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on  the  products  of  milk 
or  butterfat,  the  Secretary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of 
such  purchase  or  loan,  certification  that  the  milk  or  butterfat 
from  which  such  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  pro¬ 
ducers  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  therefor. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
recreational  uses  and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  the  words 
“soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  “shifts  in  land 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 
figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 


89 


1  (4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 

2  “and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 

3  uses  and  facilities”. 

4  Sec.  402.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon- 

5  stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 

6  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 

7  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 

8  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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16.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  committee  summary  of  the  differences 
between  the  revised  farm  bill,  H.  R.  12391,  and  the  previous  version  as  re¬ 
committed  to  the  committee. 

The  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "granted  an  open  rule, 
with  2  hours  of  debate,  waiving  points  of  order  as  they  pertain  to  P.  L.  480, 
_ on  H.  R.  12391.  the  general  farm  bill,"  p.  D586 


k7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Moore  inserted  an  article,  "European  Questions  J.  F.  K's 
Trade  Motives."  p.  12588 

18.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Arends  announced  that  today,  July  16th,  the  House/' 

wrH.  consider  the  rule  providing  for  House  agreement  to  Senate  amendments  to 
H.  k,  8050,  regarding  allocations  of  sugar  quotas;  and  that  on  Thurs.,  July 
19th, \£he  House  will  consider  H,  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill,  pp.  12578-9 

19.  ADJOURNED\ntil  Mon.,  July  16.  p.  12599 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

TRANSPORTATION.  \Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Harris  inserting  an  address  dis¬ 
cussing  the  government ' s  role  in  transportation,  pp.  A5349-50 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extei^&ion  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Cotton  inserting  a  report  by  Sen. 
Murphy  criticizing  th^vproposed  Trade  Expansion  Act  ot  1962.  p.  A5352 

Extension  of  remarks\>f  Rep.  Derounian  insertin^/an  article  describing  the 
Common  Market  *  s  attitude  reward  the  proposed  Tr a de/ Expansion  Act  of  1962.  A5370 

FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Younger  explaining  why  he  does  not 
favor  the  foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1962,  p/  A5360 

QUALITY  STABILIZATION.  Extension\f  remarks  of  Rep.  Tollefson  inserting  an 
address  supporting  the  quality  stabilization  bill.  pp.  A5383-4 

CONTRACTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  ^^pV  Wilson  inserting  a  series  of  articles 
describing  corruption  in  the  awarc/of  government  contracts  and  supporting 
legislation  to  enforce  competitive  bidding  PP*  A5378-80 

ELECTRIFICATION.  Various  Congressmen  inserte\extensions  of  remarks  opposing 
and  favoring  the  Hanford  project  and  otherwise\discussing  electrical  power  in 
the  Northwest,  pp.  A534§/ A5357-8,  A5369,  A537\4,  A5376,  A5381,  A5382,  A5391. 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

RECREATION.  H.  R.li528,  by  Rep.  Kyi,  to  provide  for  the  planning,  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  establishment  of  regional  parks,  monuments,  historical  parks,  and 
seashores,  recjpeational  areas;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

ANIMAL  FEEJ0T.  S.  3542  by  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  amend  the  Federal\Food,  Drug  and 
Cosmetic  Act  with  respect  to  feed  for  animals;  to  Labor  and  Puo^ic  Welfare 
Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p.  12602 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  JULY  16: 

Watqished  conservation,  H.  Agriculture  (SCS  and  FS  representatives  to  be  present  to 
answer  questions). 

fditional  units  of  life  insurance  for  Federal  employees,  H.  Post  Office  and  Civi 
Service. 

o9o 
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EXCERPT  FROM  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  H.  R.  12391,  REVISED  FARM  BILL: 


"Title  I— -CONSERVATION 

«  •  -j  ‘  J  "■  !■  ■  *  .*  v  ,  ,  ' 

Title  I  of  the  bill  is  the  same  as  title  I  of  H.  R,  11222  except  that  (1)  all 
reference  to  recreation  has  been  eliminated  from  the  title  (including  section  103 
of  H.  R.  11222  which  authorized  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  . 
local  agencies  in  developing  recreational  areas  in  connection  with  upstream  water¬ 
shed  projects).  (2)  The  following  amendments  to  section  101,  adopted  by  the  House 
when  H.  R.  11222  was  under  consideration,  have  been  included:  (a)  Programs  under 
section  101(e)  have  been  limited  to  10  years;  (b)  payments  with  respect  to  the 
establishment  of  tree  cover  under  such  programs  have  been  limited  to  5  years;  and 
(c)  the  land  must  have  been  in  the  same  ownership  at  least  2  years  before  an  agree* 
ment  can  be  entered  into  under  this  subsection.  (3)  An  amendment  to  section  102, 
ruling  out  diversion  of  farmland  to  industrial  parks  or  private  industrial  or 
commercial  development,  has  been  included.  The  committee  amendment  to  section 
101(e)  limits  programs  thereunder  to  lands  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crop 

Title  II— -PUBLIC  LAW  480 

This  title  is  the  same  as  it  appeared  in  H.  R.  11222  except  that---  („ 

(a)  Section  201  of  the  previous  bill,  which  authorized  CCC  to  purchase  for 
oversea  donation  surplus  commodities  not  in  its  own  inventory,  has  been 
eliminated. 

(b)  A  sentence  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  section  205  to  provide  that 
school  lunch  programs  inaugurated  under  the  authority  of  sections  202,  203, 
and  204  shall  not  extend  beyond  June  30,  1964. 

Title  III— -COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

This  part  of  the  bill  was  title  IV  in  H.  R.  11222.  The  provisions  of  title 
III  of  H.  R.  11222  (making  a  change  in  the  Marketing  Agreements  Act  of  1937  with 
respect  to  potatoes)  was  struck  out  on  the  floor  and  has  been  omitted  from  this 
bill. 

This  title  now  contains  with  certain  modifications  (1)  a  1-year  extension  of 
the  1962  feed  grain  program,  (2)  a  1-year  extension  of  the  1962  wheat  program,  and 
(3)  the  dairy  program  contained  in  H.  R.  11222. 

Feed  grains 

This  bill  would  continue  the  1962  feed  grain  program  for  the  crop  year  1963 
with  the  following  modifications: 

(a)  The  separate  programs  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  for  barley  are  com¬ 
bined  into  one  program  embracing  all  three  commodities.  The  programs  were  set  up 
separately  for  1962  only  because,  at  the  time  the  legislation  was  passed,  fall  bar¬ 
ley  was  already  being  seeded  and  the  committee  felt  that  it  would  be  unfair  to 
include  barley  in  a  single  program  along  with  the  spring-planted  crops  corn  and 
grain  sorghum.  Since  that  situation  will  not  exist  with  respect  to  1963,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  combined  the  three  feed  grains  into  a  single  program  and  producers  will 
have  their  option  as  to  which  of  the  three  grains  are  planted  on  their  feed  grain 
acreage.  The  exemptions  provided  for  malting  barley  are  continued  for  1963. 

(b)  The  total  amount  of  feed  grain  acreage  which  may  be  retired  has  been  in¬ 
creased  to  50  percent.  Twenty  percent  of  such  acreage  must  be  retired  in  order  to 
qualify  the  producer  for  price  supports  on  the  three  feed  grains  and  an  additional 
30  percent  may  be  retired,  at  the  producer's  option,  instead  of  the  additional  20 
percent  in  the  1962  program. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  increased  acreage  retirement  authorized,  payments  for  retir¬ 
ed  acreage  have  been  established  at  45  percent  of  the  normal  yield  at  current  sup¬ 
port  prices  for  the  first  20-percent  acreage  retirement  and  50  percent  of  the  nor- 
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tnal  yield  for  the  additional  acreage  retired.  Comparable  rates  of  payment  in  the 
1962  program  are  50  and  60  percent.- 

(d)  A  provision  is  included  with  respect  to  computing  normal  yield  on  farms 
which  have  installed  irrigation  since  the  base  period  (1959 — 60).  (This  also 
applies  to  wheat.) 

(e)  Table  vegetables  are  eliminated  from  those  crops  which  may  be  designated 
by  the  Secretary  for  production  on  diverted  acreage.  (This  also  applies  to  wheat.) 

Support  price  for  corn 

The  committee  amendment  to  section  301  of  the  bill  changes  the  level  of  support 
for  corn  under  the  basic  statute  (sec.  105(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  from 
90  percent  of  the  3-year  average  of  prices  received  by  farmers,  with  a  floor  of  65 

percent  of  parity,  to  80  percent  of  the  3-year  average,  with  no  fixed  floor.  This 

would  not  affect  support  prices  under  the  1962  or  1963  programs  but  would  come  into 
effect  beginning  in  1964,  if  no  further  action  were  taken  by  the  Congress  in  the 
meantime. 

Wheat 

)  The  1962  wheat  program  is  extended  to  1963  with  only  the  following  major 
changes : 

(a)  The  total  acreage  which  may  be  retired  is  increased  from  40  to  50  percent 
of  the  wheat  acreage  allotment.  The  required  reduction  of  10  percent  is  retained 
but  the  additional  acreage  which  may  be  retired  at  the  producer's  option  is  in¬ 
creased  from  30  to  40  percent. 

(b)  In  view  of  this  increase  in  the  allowable  retirement,  the  rate  of  payment 

for  the  acreage  voluntarily  retired  is  reduced  from  60  percent  of  the  normal  yield 

multiplied  by  the  current  support  rate  to  50  percent  of  the  normal  yield.  The  rate 
of  payment  for  the  first  10  percent  of  the  acreage  retired  is  retained  at  45  per¬ 
cent  of  the  normal  yield. 

(c)  See  paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  under  "Feed  Grains." 

Dairy  program 

The  bill  retains  the  dairy  program  contained  in  H.  R.  11222  with  the  following 
changes : 

),  (a)  The  period  of  time  for  operation  of  the  program  is  from  October  1,  1962,  to 

June  30,  1963.  In  H.  R.  11222  the  program  would  have  extended  from  the  time  of 
enactment  of  the  bill  until  March  31,  1963. 

(b)  The  provision  which  would  have  authorized  a  producer  to  transfer  his  milk 
production  base  to  another  producer  has  been  eliminated. 

Purchase  of  dairy  products 

The  bill  contains  a  new  provision  (sec.  328)  requiring  that  whenever  price- 
support  operations  for  dairy  products  are  carried  out  by  loans  on  or  purchase  of 
the  products  of  milk  or  butterfat,  the  Secretary  shall  require  certification  that 
the  milk  or  butterfat  from  which  the  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  producers 
at  not  less  than  the  support  price. 

Title  IV - GENERAL  PROVISION 

The  provisions  of  this  title  are  the  same  as  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  H.R. 
11222,  except  that  the  authority  for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  to  make  loans 
to  local  organizations  for  the  development  of  rural  sewer  systems  has  been  elimina¬ 
ted." 
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Household  effect's . 9 
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Libraries. . .  / . 19 
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Prices . 25 
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Reclamation . 14 

Research. . . 31 

Retirement . 10 
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Science  and  technology ... 6 
Wheat . 30 
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Appropriations 
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CCC • loans ( 16 

Claims . 7,17 

Committee  assignments. . 11 
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Electrification . 21 
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Foreigk  trade . /.  28 

Forest  development 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  rice  enrichment  bill.  House  passed  road  authorization 
bill.  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  new  farm^bill.  Sen.  Morse  and  Rep.  Dent  urged 
aid  for  lumber  industry.  Sens.  Javits  and  Keat\ng  urged  drought  relief  for  N.  Y. 
Sen.  Humphrey  commended  McGovern  on/food- for-peade  program.  Appropriations  commit¬ 
tee  agreed  on  temporary  procedures/  Rep.  Beckworth,  inserted  replies  to  his  request 
for  CCC  loan  information.  Rep.  Zandt  inserted  *h^ticle  commending  defeat  of 
farm  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  RICE,  Passed  as  reported  S,  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrichment  and 

sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  \er tain  Federal 
programs,  including  the  school  lunch  program,  pp.  13019-20 

2.  LABOR -HE./  APPROHUATION  BILL.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  ^904,  agreeing 

to  a  larfefieltr  amendment  to  increase  from  >50  million  to  >75  million  the  item 
for  nanpot :er/de  ve lopment  and  training,  pp.  12987,  12990-020,  1302; 

3.  DROUGHT  RipaEF.  Sens.  Javits  and  Keating  urged  prompt  USDA  approval  oi\Gov, 

Rockefeller’s  request  for  drought  relief  in  F#  I.  pp.  12957,  12960 

4.  FOOD  F0R  PEACE.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  vrork  of  George  :c Govern  as  director 
of  ■pie  food  for  peace  program  and  inserted  I*r.  McGovern’s  address  before  the 
World  Food  Forum,  pp.  12987-90 


5.  APPROPRIATIONS  PROCEDURES.  The  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  joint  House-Se/ate 
committee  studying  appropriations  procedures  adopted  the  followings  / 


V'Each  branch  of  Congress  in  conference  has  group  autonomy.  The  selection 
of  the,  conference  chairman  is  procedural  for  orderly  functioning  of  the  con¬ 
ference.  Realizing  this,  the  question  of  the  selection  of  the  conference 
chairmair\for  the  present  session  of  Congress  shall  be  left  to  the  decision  of 

the  two  subcommittee  chairmen.  / 

’•It  id, agreed  by  the  joint  committee  on  behalf  of  the  full  yCommit  tees  on 


Senate  and  HouseX  Committ ee s  on  Appropriations  appoint  representatives  of  each 
committee  to  servX  as  a  joint  committee  to  study  all  the  issues  involved  and 


6.  NOMINATION.  Confirmed\the  nomination  of  Jerome  B.  Wiesner  to  be  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Science  and  Technology,  p.  12953 
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9.  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Morse  urged  relief  from  Canadian  lumber  imports  into  the  U.  S. 


law  relating  to  free  importation  of  beXs onal  and  household  effects  brought  int< 
the  U.  S.  under  Government  orders.  /pp.  \12982- 3 

10.  RETIREMENT •  The  Retirement  Subcommittee  of\the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  approved  with  araendme/ms  S.  3l64,^to  increase  the  maximum  age  for 


11.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Transfers  between  committees,' were  made  as  follows :  . 
Sen.  Case,  N.  J.,  from  (Commerce  to  Armed  Services.  Xsen.  Prouty  from  Public 
Works  to  Commerce.  Sen,  Murphy  from  Interior  and  InsX^Lar  Affairs  to  Public 
Works.  Sen.  Pearson/xrom  Rules  and  Administration  to  Public  Works.  Sen. . 
Bottum  assigned  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  Rules  and  Administration, 
p.  12954  /  \ 


12.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  12391,  the  new  farm  bill.  p.  13108 

X.  ed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135,  to  provide  authorizatd  s 

cal  years  1964  and  1965.  In  addition  to  the  committee 

236-159)  a  Baldwin  amendment  to  require  State  highway  t 

.ocation  advisory  assistance  to  families  displaced  by  2 

is.  Rep.  Ullman  commended  the  provisions  for  forest  rc 

ibles  showing  the  program  for  this  Item  (pp.  13054-9)* 

1  authorization  for  ^ores^  highways  for 

tnd  $10  million/ror  19637  $70  million  for  1964,  and  $8f 
>rest  development  roads  and  trails,  pp.  13043-71 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  /Session  j  |  No.  1997 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  12391 


July  18,  1962. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  727] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  727,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  278 

H.  RES.  727 

[Report  No.  1997] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  18, 1962 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve 

5  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to 

6  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern- 

7  ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  main- 

8  tain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 

9  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 

10  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 

11  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all 

12  points  of  order  against  said  bill  as  they  pertain  to  Public  Law 
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480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  are  hereby  waived.  After  gen¬ 
eral  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 
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SIGNAL 


X  J  CONOR 
TOf  PROCE' 

IF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


I, 


Allotments  and  quotas.... 1 

American  Samoa . 4 

Appropriations  procedure. 2 

Base  acreage . 1 

Budget . 22 

Claims . 28 

Consumers . 5,1 

Corn . 

Dairy . 

Drug  monopolies. .  ...  12 

Education . yf. . .8 

Electrification^ . 26 


Farm  labor,  . 16 

Farm  loans.*; .. .  . . 2 

Farm  machinery. . . 27 

Farm  .production. . 2 

F arm  program . .  .  . .  1 

feed  grain . 1 

Food  and  drugs . 7 

Foreign  aid . 11 

Foreign  trade . 18 

Forest  products . 21,27 

Fruit  and  nut  imports... 18 
Honeybees . 31 
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Housing. . 29 

Irrigation . 23 

LanjldA . 15 

ber . 21 

. 1 

Minerals . 15 

Monopolies . 12 

Nomination . 19 

Opinion  poll . 25 

Personnel . 24 

Public  welfare . 3.14 

Public  works . 30 

Reclamation . 13 

Selective  service . 9 

Social  security . 3,14 

Sugar . 31 

Taxation . 27 

Warehousemen. . . 1 

Watersheds . 1,10 


Wheat'-, 


Wheat  referendum . 32 

Wildlife.'/* . 1,20 
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HIGHLIGiraS':  House  passed  new  farm  bill.  Sen.  Smith,  Mass.,  urged  leg'  n  to 

aid  migratory  workers.  Senate  considered  conference  report  on  foreign  11. 

en/Javits  and  Rep.  Halpern  commended  President's  appointment  of  Cons  Ad- 

ory  Council.  Rep.  Beckworth  inserted  tables  on  farm  production  and  loans. 


HOUSE 


I.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Passed,  229-163,  as  reported  H.  R.  12391,  the  revised  version  of 
the  farm  bill  (pp.  13180-236).  Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Reuss,  to  make  drainage  aid  subject  to  an  Interior  finding  that  wildlife 
would  not  be  harmed;  by  a  30-51  vote.  pp.  13210-11 
By  Rep.  Saylor,  to  strike  out  the  watershed  provisions,  pp.  13211-12 
By  Rep.  Latta,  to  base  feed-grain  supports  on  90^  of  the  average  price  rather 
than  W.  pp.  13216-17 

By  Rep.  Bass,  Tenn.,  to  provide  for  corn  marketing  quotasj’by  a  40-156  vote. 

pp.  13218-20 

By  Rep.  Quie,  to  authorize  wheat  classes  to  be  exempt  from  quotas  if  in  short 
supply;  by  a  95-117  vote.  pp.  13220-4 

By  Rep,  Roosevelt,  to  repeal  all  allotments ,  quotas ,  and  supports ;  by  a  74-107 
vote.  pp.  13223-4 
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By  Rep.  Collier,  to  repeal  all  allotments ,  quotas,  and  supports  in  1966.  pp* 

13223-4 

By  Rep.  Bass,  Term.,  to  prohibit  warehousemen  from  paying  or  receiving  rebates, 
gifts,  etc.;  by  a  66-111  vote.  pp.  13224-5 

By  Rep.  Harding,  to  repeal  feed-grain  supports  and  liquidate  the  stocks  over  15 
years;  by  a  79-111  vote.  pp.  13225-6 

By  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  to  prohibit  supports  to  those  who  exceed  allotments ;  by  a 
14-93  vote.  pp.  13226-7 

By  Rep.  Hemphill,  to  strike  out  the  dairy  provisions;  by  a  92-133  vote.  pp. 
13227-8 

By  Rep.  Nielsen,  to  give  flexibility  in  apportioning  base  acreage  to  farms,  pp, 
13228-9 

By  R©p.  Stratton,  to  legalize  the  compensatory-payments  feature  of  the  Milk 
Marketing  Act,  which  had  been  invalidated  by  the  Sumpreme  Court;  ruled  out  c 
order,  pp.  13229-30 

Ey  Rep.  Bass,  Tenn.,  to  strike  out  the  minimum  national  wheat  allotment  provi- 
3 ion,  p.  13231 _ 


APPROPRIATIONS  PROCEDURE.  Rep.  Cannon  announced  the  agreement  between  the  Apprc 
priations  Committees  regarding  procedure  (see  Digest  122).  p.  13174 


3.  PUBLIC  WELFARE.  By  a  357-34  vote,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R, 

1060o^sto  extend  and  improve  the  public  assistance  and  child  welfare  services 
programs'- .pf  the  Social  Security  Act.  pp.  13175-9 


4.  SAMOA.  House 'bonf ere es  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  10062,  to  extend  .various  laws  t< 
American  Samoa. \Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed*^  p.  13179 


5.  CONSUMERS.  Rep.  Halpbrqi  commended  the  Presidents  appoin^itfent  of  a  Consumers’ 
Advisory  Council,  p.  13344 


6.  FARM  PRODUCTION  AND  LOANS.  Rdp.  Beckworth  insertepkvarious  tables  on  farm  prodi 
tion  and  loans,  etc.  pp.  132 4*7^57 


7.  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION.  Rep.  Ring, 
F&D  Administration,  particularly  regarc 
pp.  13257-60 


m,  criticized  certain  actions  of  tl 
the  book,  "Calories  Don’t  Count." 

< 


8.  EDUCATION.  Rep.  Nix  urged  additional  aid  for  education,  mentioning  especially 
general  extension  education  at /the  college  levelsa*id  library  facilities  for 
areas  lacking,-  such  services^  pp.  13260-3 


9*  SELECTIVE  SERVICE.  Received  from  the  Labor  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  amen 
and  clarify'.  •  the  reemployment  provisions  of  the  Universal  Military  Training  an( 
Service  Act";  to  Apflied  Services  Committee,  p.  13274 


10.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Commi 
tee  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  the  following  watershea'projects 
Scattering  Fork,  Ill.;  Rocky  Comfort  Creek,  Ga.;  South  Fork  Blackwater sRqyer, 
Mo.;  little  Kentucky  River,  Ky.;  Puukapu  watershed,  Hawaii;  South  Summer, 
North  Branch  Mill  Creek,  Mich.;  Dicks  Creek-Little  Muddy  Creek,  Ohio;  and  Ke} 
^eek,  Tex.  p.  D609 
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NAYS— 34 


AlgerN. 

Findley 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Ashbroak  . 

Gross 

Mason 

Becker  .  Y  ' 

Hall 

Michel 

Beermanrk 

Hiestand 

Minshall 

Brown  \ 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Ray 

Bruce  \ 

Johansen 

Reifel 

Clancy  \ 

Kilburn 

Rousselot 

Curtis,  Mo. 

\King,  N.Y. 

Schadeberg 

Derounian  - 

S.aird 

Scherer 

Devine 

Lipscomb 

Smith,  Calif. 

Dole 

MoCulloch 

D6rn  y ' 

McVey 

IN  ±  V  QM.  1IN  KJ - 

Alford  \ 

Gray  \ 

Moulder 

Berry 

Gubser  \ 

Riley 

Blitch 

Harrison,  Va. 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Boggs 

Harvey,  MicX 

.  Saund 

Bolton 

Hubert 

\  Scranton 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hoffman,  Micn\  Shelley 

Cramer 

McSween 

'Sheppard 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Macdonald 

SPence 

Dague 

Mailliard 

Taber 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Mathias 

Thompson,  La. 

Ellsworth 

May 

Utt  \ 

Flood 

Merrow 

Van  Zandt 

Frazier 

Miller, 

Willis  \ 

Gallagher 

George  P. 

Winsteack 

Garland 

Morgan 

Yates  \ 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin  for,  with  Mr. 
Hoffman  of  Michigan  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Scranton. 

Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  Mathias. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Cramer. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Van  Zandt. 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Dague. 

Mr.  Alford  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Spence  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  with  Mr.  Curtis  of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Gray  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Mailliard. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  REIFEL  and  Mr.  GROSS  changed 
their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

APPLICATION  OP  CERTAIN  LAWS 
AMERICAN  SAMOA 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker, ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  L0062)  to 
extend  the  application  of  certain  laws 
to  American  Samoa,  wity  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  and  ask  fyr  a  conference 
with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  /here  objection  to 
the  request  of  th/  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

The  Chair  heay§  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Aspin- 
all,  O’Brien  of  New  York,  Rogers  of 
Texas,  Sayloil  and  Westland. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Mc- 
'one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
Senate  had  passed  without  amend¬ 


ment  bills,  a  joint  resolution,  and  con¬ 
current  resolutions  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.R.  1811.  An  act  to  amend  chapter  35  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  war 
orphans’  educational  assistance,  in  order  to 
permit  eligible  persons  thereunder  to  attend 
foreign  educational  institutions  under  cer¬ 
tain  circumstances; 

H.R.  3383.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
Starker; 

H.R.  5061.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  James 
L.  Merrill; 

H.R.  6655.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lecil  A. 
Sims; 

H.R.  8282.  An  act  to  amend  section  3203 
(d)  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  there  shall  be  no  reduction  of 
pension  otherwise  payable  during  hospitali¬ 
zation  of  certain  veterans  with  a  wife  or 
child; 

H.R.  8415.  An  act  to  change  the  classes  of 
persons  eligible  to  receive  payments  of  bene¬ 
fits  withheld  during  the  lifetime  of  deceased 
veterans  while  being  furnished  hospital  or 
domiciliary  care; 

H.R.  8484.  An  act  to  authorize  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  Birthplace 
and  Sagamore  Hill  National  Historic  Sites, 
i^N.Y.,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  9273.  An  act  to  repeal  obsolete  lawsy 
relating  to  military  bounty  land  warrant 
ana.  to  provide  for  cancellation  of  recorded 
warrants; 

H.R\9599.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sol/5mon 
Annenoerg; 

H.R.  9844.  An  act  to  waive  seetjfon  142, 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
to  the  U.S,  iJistrict  Court  for  tho'District  of 
Connecticut  ror  holding  court  <ds  Bridgeport; 

H.R.  10012.  Xn  act  to  waive junction  142,  of 
title  28,  United'etates  Codeywith  respect  to 
the  U.S.  District 'Court  for/the  Eastern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Tennessee^  holding  court  at  Win¬ 
chester,  Tenn.; 

H.R.  10016.  An  act  to/ waive  section  142  of 
title  28,  United  State/iCode,  with  respect  to 
the  holding  of  court' at  Etecatur,  Ala.,  by  the 
U.S.  District  Courj/for  th\Northern  District 
of  Alabama; 

H.R.  10389.  AjA  act  to  waivto  section  142  of 
title  28,  Unitea  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
the  U.S.  Dirtfrict  Court  for  the 'Eastern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  T/xas,  Marshall  Division,  holding 
court  at  Sttarshall,  Tex.; 

H.R.  UTO68.  An  act  to  amend  sectidn  742  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  permit  the 
exchange  of  5-year  term  policies  of  U.SNGov- 
ern/nent  life  insurance  to  a  special  eno^w- 
it  at  age  96  plan; 

'H.R.  10618.  An  act  granting  the  consent 
/Congress  to  the  Southern  Interstate  NuclearN 
Compact,  and  for  related  purposes; 

H.R.  10669.  An  act  to  liberalize  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  the  assignment  of  national  service  life 
insurance; 

H.R.  11670.  An  act  to  postpone  by  3 
months  the  date  on  or  before  which  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  the  results  of  its 
study  and  investigation  pursuant  to  section 
19(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.J.  Res.  714.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  acquisition  of  certain  property  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  its  conveyance  to 
the  International  Monetary  Fund,  on  a  full 
reimbursement  basis,  for  use  in  expansion 
of  its  headquarters; 

H.  Con.  Res.  413.  Concurrent  resolution 
authorizing  the  printing  of  additional  copies 
of  “Supplement  to  Cumulative  Index  to  Pub¬ 
lications  of  the  Committee  on  Un-American 
Activities — 1955  through  1960  (84th,  85th, 
and  86th  Cong.) ,”  87th  Congress,  1st  session; 

H.  Con.  Res.  415.  Concurrent  resolution 
authorizing  the  printing  of  additional  copies 
of  the  publication  entitled  "Cumulative  In¬ 


dex  to  Publications  of  the  Committee  os 
Un-American  Activities,  1938-54,”  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  session; 

H.  Con.  Res.  417.  Concurrent  resolution 
authorizing  the  printing  of  additionaVcopies 
of  House  Report  No.  1278,  parts  y  and  2, 
87th  Congress,  1st  session; 

H.  Con.  Res.  454.  Concurrent  / resolution 
authorizing  the  printing  of  additional  copies 
of  the  “Hearings  on  Small  Busyness  Problems 
Created  by  Petroleum  Import#;’ 

H.  Con.  Res.  476.  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  additional  /opies  of  hearings 
on  Judicial  Review  of  Veterans’  Claims,  87th 
Congress,  2d  session;  ar 

H.  Con.  Res.  480.  Concurrent  resolution 
authorizing  the  printing  of  a  report  entitled 
“Motor  Vehicles,  Air  Pollution  and  Health” 
as  a  House  docujnent,  and  providing  for  ad¬ 
ditional  copies., 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  ha A  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing' titles : 

II JR.  4449.  An  act  to  amend  paragraph  1774 
of  /he  Tariff  Act  of  1930  with  respect  to  the 
importation  of  certain  articles  for  religious 
Purposes; 

H.R.  7336.  An  act  to  promote  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  oysters  by  propagation  of  disease- 
resistant  strains,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  7727.  An  act  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  permit  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  to  accept  fellowships,  scholarships,  or 
grants; 

H.R.  8992.  An  act  to  amend  certain  admin¬ 
istrative  provisions  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  the  Department  of  Medi¬ 
cine  and  Surgery  in  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration; 

H.R.  10069.  An  act  to  amend  section  216  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  pros¬ 
thetic  research  in  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion;  and 

H.R.  12180.  An  act  to  extend  for  a  tempo¬ 
rary  period  the  existing  provisions  of  law 
relating  to  the  free  importation  of  personal 
and  household  effects  brought  into  the 
United  States  under  Government  orders. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills,  a  joint  resolution, 
and  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested : 

S.  1611.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  use  of 
lands  in  the  Garrison  Dam  project  by  the 
Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  the  Fort  Berthold 
Reservation; 

S.  1192.  An  act  to  amend  the  Mineral  Leas¬ 
hing  Act  with  respect  to  limitations  on  the 
:asing  of  coal  lands  imposed  upon  rail¬ 
roads; 

,1307.  An  act  to  amend  section  128  of 
title\28.  United  States  Code,  to  constitute 
Richland,  Wash.,  a  place  of  holding  court  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Washington,  southern 
division,  snd  to  waive  section  142  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  U.S. 
District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Washington,  southern  division,  holding  court 
at  Richland,  Wash.; 

S.  2399.  An  ac\  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  FrHderick  Douglass  home  as  a 
part  of  the  park  \ystem  in  the  National 
Capital,  and  for  otheV.  purposes; 

S.  2568.  An  act  to  anaend  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  7,  1950,  to  extemi  the  regulatory  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  andNotate  agencies  con¬ 
cerned  under  the  terms  o\  the  Convention 
for  the  Establishment  of  anSlnter-American 
Tropical  Tuna  Commission,  signed  at  Wash¬ 
ington  May  31,  1949,  and  for  otSer  purposes; 

S.  2690.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mona 
Mclsaac  Downey; 

S.  2763.  An  act  for  the  relief  df  Marie 
Karoline  Dollar  and  Alex  Peter  Pederss 


\ 
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S'.  2869.  An  act  to  amend  chapter  31  of 
title\  38,  United  States  Code,  to  afford  addi¬ 
tional  time  during  which  certain  veterans 
blinded  by  reason  of  a  service-connected  dis¬ 
ability  ipay  be  afforded  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion  training; 

S.  2916.  An  act  to  change  the  names  of  the 
Edison  Htyne  National  Historic  Site  and  the 
Edison  Laboratory  National  Monument,  to 
authorize  tfre  acceptance  of  donations,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

S.  3109.  An\act  to  amend  chapter  17  of  title 
38,  United  Stages  Code,  in  order  to  authorize 
hospital  and  niedical  care  for  peacetime  vet¬ 
erans  suffering  from  noncompensable  service- 
connected  disabilities; 

S.  3152.  An  act\to  provide  for  the  nutri¬ 
tional  enrichment,  and  sanitary  packaging 
of  rice  prior  to  its,  distribution  under  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  programs,  including  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program; 

S.  3279.  An  act  for  \the  relief  of  Yet  Gee 
Moy  (Tsze  Woo  Lai)  and  Mee  Sen  Moy  (Sau 
'Ming  Lai);  \ 

S.  3408.  An  act  to  establish  in  the  Library 
of  Congress  a  library  of  musical  scores  and 
other  instructional  materials  to  further  edu¬ 
cational,  vocational,  and  cultural  opportuni¬ 
ties  in  the  field  of  music  for  blind  persons; 

S.  3431.  An  act  to  consent\to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Pacific  marine  fisheries  compact 
and  to  the  participation  of  Vertain  addi¬ 
tional  States  in  such  compact  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  such  amendment; 

S.J.  Res.  195.  Joint  resolution  Establishing 
the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities  of 
the  Capitol,  and  for  other  purposed  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  66.  Concurrent  resolution  re¬ 
questing  the  President  to  designate  Novem¬ 
ber  4_io,  1962,  as  “National  CountryYMusic 
Week.” 

The  message  also  announced  thatithe 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments),  of 
the  House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  tije 
following  title; 

S.  1824.  An  act  to  create  an  additional  ju-\ 
dicial  district  for  the  State  of  Florida,  to  be 
known  as  the  middle  district  of  Florida. 


July  19 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  call  up  House  Resolution  727,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of 
this  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm 
income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to 
the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  all  points  of  order  against 
said  bill  as  they  pertain  to  Public  Law  480, 
Eighty-third  Congress,  are  hereby  waived. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed 
two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 


to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Garmatz], 

(Mr.  GARMATZ  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

AMERICAN  MERCHANT  MARINE 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
press  has  recently  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  former  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  sailed  to  Europe  on  the  British 
liner  Queen  Elizabeth. 

While  it  is  true  that  his  attention  dur¬ 
ing  recent  times  has  been  devoted  to 
trying  to  lead  the  Republican  Party  out 
of  the  slough  of  despondency  in  which 
it  is  mired,  has  he  completely  forgotten 
the  American  merchant  marine? 

Has  he  forgotten  that  but  a  few  short 
years  ago  he  was  referring  to  it  as  the 
fourth  arm  of  our  defense?  This  sets 
an  unfortunate  example  by  our  former 
Commander  in  Chief  of  our  armed  serv¬ 
ices  and  former  President  to  other  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  using  ocean  transportation. 

Has  he  forgotten  that  every  dollar 
paid  to  a  foreign  ship  line  contributes 
to  our  loss  of  gold  and  increases  our  im¬ 
balance  of  payments? 

Has  he  forgotten  that  the  queen  of  the 
Atlantic,  our  own  SS  United  States,  flies 
the  American  flag? 

We  can  only  hope  that  other  Ameri¬ 
cans  do  not  forget  these  things,  nor 
that  the  finest  and  safest  ships  in  the 
world  are  those  of  our  American  mer¬ 
chant  marine. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  and  I  also  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
JMr.  Brown]. 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  find  myself  in  the  very  unusual  posi¬ 
tion  of  being  in  opposition  to  the  position 
of  my  chairman  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  with  relation  to  the  bill 
whose  consideration  this  rule  makes  in 
order.  In  the  8  years  that  I  have  been 
on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  I  have 
opposed  the  chairman  or  the  majority 
of  the  members  of  my  committee  on 
only  one  other  occasion,  and  that  was 
on  a  suspension  of  the  rules. 

However,  today  I  am  firmly  convinced 
that  the  legislation  that  this  rule  makes 
in  order  is  not  legislation  that  should 
be  passed  by  the  House  in  its  present 
form  because  it  does  not  get  at  the  heart 
of  the  problem  that  exists  today.  This 
is  not  an  administration  bill,  it  is  not  a 
committee  bill.  This  is  an  illigitimate 
piece  of  legislation  that  could  be  referred 
to  as  being  pasture  bred.  I  am  not  sure 
who  the  sire  is  and  I  am  sure  the  dam  is 
not  sure  either.  This  only  continues  the 
same  type  of  problem  we  have  had  in  the 
past.  It  is  a  temporary  extension  of 
something  that  has  been  recognized  as 
being  bad,  because  previously  we  brought 
legislation  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
which  would  have  repealed  this,  would 
have  eliminated  it. 

I  say  to  you  that  the  people  that  sup¬ 
ported  the  last  bill  that  was  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  in  good  conscience  cannot 


support  this  bill,  because  this  bill  is  dia¬ 
metrically  opposed  to  the  legislation  that 
you  were  asked  to  support  the  last  time. 
It  continues  a  thing  that  they  told  you 
would  be  eliminated  by  the  passage  of 
the  bill  that  was  defeated  3  weeks  ago. 

I  say  to  my  friends  from  the  city  who 
come  to  the  floor  and  represent  the  con¬ 
sumer  element  of  our  population  that 
this  only  continues  in  existence  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  built  up  surpluses 
which  have  cost  the  taxpayers  billions 
of  dollars  and  have  done  nothing  to  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  food  to  the  consumers, 
or  really  improve  the  general  farm 
economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  honest  opinion 
that  before  any  legislation  is  passed  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  it  is  vitally  neces¬ 
sary  for  us  to  amend  this  bill.  I  have 
three  amendments  that  I  will  offer  today. 

If  these  amendments  are  adopted, 
then  if  we  would  go  into  conference  with 
the  other  body,  with  .an  approach  to 
curing  the  problem,  then  I  would  say — 
pass  this  bill.  Otherwise,  we  cannot  even 
go  into  conference  with  the  other  body 
on  the  bill  they  passed  because  out  of 
utter  desperation  our  own  committee 
tabled  the  bill  that  was  passed  by  the 
Senate.  I  voted  not  to  table.  We  are 
saying  to  the  Senate,  we  will  not  go  to 
conference  with  you.  We  will  not  con¬ 
sider  a  conference  committee  with  you 
until  you  take  up  this  bill  that  we  have 
to  come  back  to  and  present  it  to  the 
House.  So,  my  friends,  in  all  sincerity  I 
say  to  you  before  we  pass  this  bill  today, 
let  us  adopt  amendments  that  would 
eliminate  the  55  million  acre  minimum 
wheat  acreage  allotment  which  has  been 
filling  the  warehouses  with  wheat  at  a 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  billions  and  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  Let  us  not  continue  this 
cancer  that  is  killing  not  only  the  farm 
program,  but  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States. 

Also,  let  us  repeal  in  this  act,  if  we 
pass  it,  the  1958  Feed  Grains  Act  that 
nobody  is  really  in  favor  of,  the  thing 
that  continues  practices  of  over  produc¬ 
tion  at  high  price  supports.  The  farmer 
either  must  have  complete  freedom,  to 
produce  what  he  wants  to  and  sell  it  in 
the  mai'ket  or  else,  if  we  are  going  to 
support  prices,  there  ought  to  be  some 
sort  of  production  controls  as  part  of  it. 
I  hope  today,  before  this  House  is  willing 
to  pass  any  temporary  extension,  that 
we  will  do  something  that  will  look 
realistically  at  the  problem.  If  we  pass 
this  bill  today,  it  is  just  like  filling  up 
the  chuck  holes  in  a  bad  road  instead  of 
trying  to  build  a  new  roadbed.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  solicit  your  help  today  in  trying 
to  build  a  new  roadbed  for  agriculture 
and  look  forward  to  a  program  that  will 
cure  the  ills  instead  of  just  extending 
the  present  cancer  that  we  have  on  the 
books. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  what  he  is  saying,  to  a 
great  extent  I  certainly  agree  with,  espe¬ 
cially  as  it  pertains  to  the  comparison 
between  this  program  and  the  program 
which  we  voted  for  a  few  days  ago.  But, 
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I  think  the  gentleman  would  agree  with 
me,  there  is  this  difference.  The  Find¬ 
ley  amendment  which  was  placed  in  the 
committee  bill  which  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering  reduced  the  support  prices  to 
80  percent  of  the  average  of  the  past  3 
years  rather  than  90  percent.  So,  in 
effect,  what  we  are  doing  is  changing  the 
1958  act  instead  of  supporting  unlimited 
production  at  65  percent,  wre  will  be  sup¬ 
porting  it  at  52  V2  percent. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  But  that 
.  does  not  cure  the  problem.  It  just  eases 
the  pain.  I  might  remind  my  friend  that 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Find¬ 
ley]  opposed  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

[Mr.  FINDLEY  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  and 
ask  the  Speaker  to  notify  me  when  I 
have  spoken  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  faced  with  a 
peculiar  situation.  We  have  had  the 
bill  and  other  matters  discussed,  but  no 
one  has  discussed  this  rule.  Perhaps  I 
am  personally  in  a  poor  position  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  rule,  because  I  was  one  of  the 
four  members  of  the  minority  on  the 
Rules  Committee  who  did  not  hear  the 
discussion  of  this  legislation.  It  was 
called  up  suddenly  before  the  Rules 
Committee  under  very  peculiar  cir¬ 
cumstances,  at  a  time  when  we  had  not 
had  any  opportunity  to  read  the  bill  or 
to  even  have  the  report  available  to 
study. 

The  meeting  of  the  Rules  Committee 
to  consider  this  legislation  was  called 
late  on  Thursday  evening  at  a  time  when 
the  House  still  was  in  session.  I  learned 
the  next  morning  that  a  copy  of  the  bill 
itself  had  not  been  delivered  to  my  office 
until  after  5:30  Thursday  evening,  and 
that  a  copy  of  the  report  had  been 
delivered  to  the  Rules  Committee  just 
before  I  arrived  for  the  hearing  on  the 
application  for  a  rule,  so  there  was  no 
opportunity  given  to  me,  as  ranking 
minority  member,  or  to  other  members 
of  the  Rules  Committee  as  far  as  that  is 
concerned,  to  study  either  the  report  or 
the  bill,  or  to  know  anything  about  the 
measure  before  we  acted  upon  it.  All 
this  in  spite  of  the  fact  we  had  an  un¬ 
derstanding  in  the  Rules  Committee 
that  on  all  important  legislation  the 
committee  report  must  be  filed  at  least 
48  hours  in  advance  of  the  hearing  so 
we  could  have  an  opportunity  to  study 
it  and  the  bill,  and  know  something 
about  the  legislation  involved  before 
granting  a  rule. 

At  that  time  I  was  informed  by  the 
chairman  this  was  just  another  agricul¬ 
ture  bill,  similar,  it  was  so  stated,  to  the 
farm  bill  that  had  been  defeated  in  the 
House  by  10  votes  some  few  days  before. 
Of  course,  all  you  have  to  do  is  read  this 
bill,  and  the  one  that  was  defeated,  to 
know  they  are  entirely  different  meas¬ 
ures.  So  all  I  know  about  this  resolu¬ 
tion  or  rule  is  more  or  less  hearsay. 

The  resolution  before  us  is  an  open 
rule,  providing  for  2  hours  of  general  de¬ 
bate  on  a  new  farm  bill,  not  the  one  con¬ 
sidered  here  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  and 
defeated,  or  anything  like  it,  but  rather 


a  new  bill  that  would  extend  the  original 
Kennedy  administration  farm  bill,  with 
some  few  changes,  that  was  passed  by 
the  Congress  back  last  year,  in  1961,  and 
it  does  contain  a  great  many  contro¬ 
versial  provisions.  So  I  am  sure  a  great 
many  amendments  will  be  offered  to  this 
measure,  amendments  that  may  be 
worthy  of  real  consideration.  I  am  sure 
that  one  provision  of  the  committee  bill 
would  seriously  affect  and  injure  my  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country,  for  the  1964  crop 
at  least,  because  the  support  price  for 
corn  would  be  greatly  reduced — com  and 
similar  feed  grams  produced  in  our  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country — and  would  also  af¬ 
fect  many  of  the  agricultural  activities 
in  other  parts  of  the  Nation. 

So  I  am  hoping  that,  now  that  we  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  read  the  report 
and  the  bill,  that  both  will  be  given  care¬ 
ful  consideration  at  this  time  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House,  consideration  that 
could  not  and  was  not  given  to  either  in 
the  consideration  of  the  granting  of  a 
rule  on  this  bill  by  the  Rules  Committee 
Friday  of  last  week. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  7  minutes  to  a 
member  of  the  Rules  Committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the 
usual  rule  for  the  consideration  of  an 
agricultural  bill.  It  is  an  open  rule  and 
provides  for  2  hours  of  general  debate. 

We  are  faced  with  a  somewhat  un¬ 
usual  legislative  situation  in  connection 
with  this  legislation.  The  House,  acting 
in  its  wisdom,  recommitted  an  earlier 
proposal  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture.  This  bill  was  drafted  shortly 
thereafter  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  general  provisions  of  the 
bill  are  along  the  lines  that  were  pro„- 
posed  to  the  House  by  the  minority  dur¬ 
ing  the  debate  on  the  earlier  agriculture 
bill.  The  situation  became  even  more 
complex  when  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  proceeded  to  table  a  Senate  bill 
immediately  after  this  bill  was  voted 
out  of  committee.  The  vote  to  table  the 
Senate  bill  was  by  the  lopsided  major¬ 
ity  of  23  to  12.  This  has  the  effect  of  not 
making  a  conference  in  order  between 
the  other  body  and  the  House  after  this 
bill  passes. 

The  Rules  Committee  considered  a 
rule  containing  a  unique  and  special  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  have  made  in  order 
the  substituting  of  this  bill  under  the 
Senate  number  after  the  conclusion  of 
its  consideration  today.  That  would 
have  had  the  effect  of  making  a  confer¬ 
ence  again  in  order  despite  the  tabling 
action  of  the  Agriculture  Committee. 
The  Rules  Committee  acting  with  dis¬ 
cretion  and  wisdom  rejected  that  special 
provision  and  we  are  considering  this 
bill  under  the  usual  rule. 

Now,  it  appears  that  perhaps  the  ad¬ 
ministration  spokesmen  in  the  other 
body  are  determined  to  stir  up  another 
donnybrook  over  farm  legislation.  Al¬ 
though  I  did  not  read  this  statement  in 
the  Washington  press,  I  read  just  this 
morning  in  last  Tuesday’s  Kansas  City 
Star  where  the  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  assistant 
Democratic  leader,  predicted  as  follows: 

If  the  House  passes  its  bill  the  Senate  will 
reject  it  and  substitute  its  own  tight-con- 
trols  measure. 


The  story  continues; 

This  would  force  a  conference  which  would 
be  likely  to  produce  another  deadlock,  in 
view  of  the  sharply  different  positions  the 
two  Chambers  already  have  taken. 

Humphrey  said  he  feels  that  if  there  is 
any  farm  bill  at  all  it  will  have  to  be  pro¬ 
duced  by  a  conference  committee  reconciling 
what  undoubtedly  would  be  very  wide  dif¬ 
ferences. 

I  certainly  hope  the  Senator  misspoke 
the  judgment  of  the  other  body  as  I  agree 
that  if  the  mandatory  provisions  of  the 
Senate  bill  are  to  be  forced  on  American 
farmers,  there  probably  will  be  no  legis¬ 
lation  at  all.  Whereby  that  appears  to 
be  the  will  of  some  Members  of  this  body, 
I  would  hope  that  this  bill  can  be  en¬ 
acted  into  law  substantially  as  it  is  here 
today.  However,  if  the  other  body  in¬ 
sists  on  a  further  controversy,  I  am  con¬ 
fident  this  House  will  continue  to  support 
a  position  of  wisdom  and  responsibility. 

Now  in  regard  to  the  bill  itself.  This 
is  probably  one  of  the  few  bills  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  enacted  that  will  be  fully 
understood  by  the  farmers  of  America. 
That  is  not  because  there  has  been  any 
great  effort  made  to  disseminate  the 
facts  and  proposals  contained  in  the  bill, 
but  by  the  mere  fact  that  they  have 
learned  from  one  or  more  years  experi¬ 
ence  as  to  what  effect  this  bill  will  have 
on  their  own  particular  farm  operation. 
There  are  a  few  changes  in  the  bill,  but 
I  think  these  changes  for  the  most  part 
are  an  improvement  over  present  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  specific  provisions  of  both  the 
feed  grain  section  and  the  wheat  sec¬ 
tion  will  be  discussed  in  detail  during 
general  debate  on  the  bill.  I  do  not 
know „  of  extensive  opposition  to  title'  F 
of  the  bill  which  is  essentially  the  same 
as  the  recommitted  bill.  It  deals  pri¬ 
marily  with  the  improved  conservation 
adaptation  on  acres  that  have  been  di¬ 
verted  from  usual  crop  production. 
Since  the  Secretary  is  not  given  the  right 
of  eminent  domain,  this  remains  a  vol¬ 
untary  program  and  I  think  is  quite  in 
order.  Most  of  the  debate  on  the  other 
bill  was  centered  around  the  feed  grain 
section.  Under  this  debate  on  the  rule 
I  would  just  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  Members  to  certain  principles  that 
are  contained  in  that  section  today. 

Most  of  all,  it  is  a  voluntary  program 
that  is  being  proposed.  This  program 
has  worked  quite  well  for  the  last  2  years 
reducing  feed  grain  acreage  by  approxi¬ 
mately  30  million  acres.  The  signifi¬ 
cance  of  this  feed  grain  program  being 
a  voluntary  one  has  ramifications  be¬ 
yond  the  program  itself.  This  group 
of  crops;  namely,  corn,  grain  sorghum, 
and  barley  is  inevitably  tied  to  the  live¬ 
stock  industry.  If  a  mandatory  compli¬ 
ance  program  is  to  be  foisted  upon  the 
American  farmers  in  the  production  of 
these  feed  grains,  it  is  just  a  matter  of 
time  until  there  will  be  advocates  of  con¬ 
trol  on  the  livestock  industry  itself.  This 
has  only  been  adopted  once  and  that 
was  backed  under  an  ill-fated  program  in 
the  Roosevelt  days  and  it  was  so  dis¬ 
tasteful  to  farmers  and  administrators 
that  it  has  never  been  attempted  since.  I 
hope  that  it  never  will. 

Now  to  my  Republican  colleagues,  and 
I  understand  there  are  some  who  are 
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opposing  this  bill.  I  want  to  remind 
you  that  the  soil  bank  program  is  pri¬ 
marily  a  Republican  proposal  and  de¬ 
spite  the  effort  to  discredit  it  as  such,  it 
still  remains  the  basis  of  most  agri¬ 
cultural  legislation  today.  The  feed 
grain  program  and  to  some  extent  the 
wheat  program  as  well  is  actually  just 
an  amplification  of  the  original  soil  bank 
program.  Actually  it  could  still  be 
called  the  soil  bank  program  if  there  had 
not  been  such  a  determined  effort  to 
establish  a  new  frontier  complexion  to 
the  feed  grain  program  when  it  origi¬ 
nally  passed.  As  has  been  stated  on  the 
floor  several  times  this  year,  some  of  the 
early  soil  bank  contracts  will  expire  in 
1963.  One  of  the  important  changes  in 
this  bill  increases  the  maximum  per¬ 
centage  of  the  feed  grain  acres  that  may 
be  placed  into  the  program.  That  in¬ 
crease  maximum  is  from  40  to  50  per¬ 
cent.  In  round  figures  we  have  approx¬ 
imately  70  million  acres  designated  as 
feed  grain  acres. 

Ten  percent  of  this  amount,  or  7  mil¬ 
lion  acres,  will  just  about  compensate 
for  the  retiring  soil  bank  acres  next  year. 
Obviously  that  will  not  be  the  same  acres 
on  the  same  farm,  but  as  far  as  the  total 
picture  is  concerned,  this  program,  if  ex¬ 
tended,  can  well  absorb  at  least  on  a 
reasonable  basis  those  acres  that  are 
being  released  from  their  diversion. 

There  is  one  further  aspect  of  this 
program  that  I  want  to  mention  and 
that  is  actually  the  crux  to  the  entire 
matter.  That  point  revolves  around  the 
volume  and  at  what  price  present  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  stocks  may  be  established 
upon  the  market  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  this  would  be  governed  entirely  by 
existing  law.  In  other  words,  there  are 
two  separate  procedures  whereby  this 
grain  may  be  sold.  The  general  pro¬ 
vision  that  such  stocks  as  are  sold  can 
only  be  sold  for  105  percent  parity  unless 
it  is  determined  that  certain  quantities 
are  going  out  of  condition  and  under 
that  circumstance  they  may  be  sold  at  a 
price  determined  by  the  Secretary.  The 
other  procedure  is  certificates  that  have 
been  issued  to  farmers  in  lieu  of  cash 
payments  for  diverted  acres.  The 
farmer  in  turn  converts  the  certificate 
into  cash  at  his  local  ASC  office  and  it 
then  becomes  the  responsibility  of  the 
Secretary  to  dispose  of  these  certificates 
on  the  open  market. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  originally  planned 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  what  I  consider  a  reasonably 
good  job  of  feeding  these  certificates 
into  the  market  at  a  rate  the  market 
could  absorb,  but  without  drastically  re¬ 
ducing  the  price  and  without  causing  a 
major  price  disturbance.  However,  in 
view  of  what  I  read  in  the  paper  this 
morning  I  question  whether  the  Sec¬ 
retary  would  welcome  any  words  of  com¬ 
mendation  from  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle,  but  I  would  say  this:  that  the 
operation  of  these  certificates  has  not 
unduly,  at  least,  disturbed  the  price  of 
feed  grains  on  the  open  market. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  certificates  for  the 
1961  crop  year  were  all  disposed  of  by 
May.  I  am  advised  that  there  are  no 


certificates  in  the  custody  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  at  this  time. 

There  is  one  change  in  the  1958  act 
that  will  have  no  effect  on  the  1963  crop, 
but  could  possibly  have  considerable  sig¬ 
nificance  for  1964.  In  this  bill  we  are 
amending  the  1958  act  to  provide  that 
if  this  act  governs  the  price  of  the  1964 
crop,  such  price  will  be  80  percent  of  the 
average  market  price  for  the  next  3 
years,  with  no  minimum  percent  of 
parity  support.  The  present  law  pro¬ 
vides  that  such  price  shall  be  90  percent 
of  the  3 -year  average  but  with  no  mini¬ 
mum  parity  support.  This,  of  course, 
would  be  an  important  factor  if  this 
program  were  not  extended  past  1963. 

Now  in  reference  to  wheat.  Little  was 
said  about  the  wheat  program  during  the 
debate  on  the  other  bill.  The  1962  pro¬ 
gram  provided  for  a  10-percent  reduction 
in  individual  farm  allotments  from  those 
that  had  prevailed  generally  speaking 
since  1953.  This  1962  program  has 
significantly  reduced  the  stocks  of  wheat 
in  the  commodity  credit  bins.  There  has 
been  a  diversion  beyond  the  10  percent 
that  was  required  in  the  1961  act  and 
wheat  plantings  were  reduced  by  about 
27  percent.  There  was  a  reduction  of 
about  150  million  bushels  in  our  com¬ 
modity  credit  stocks  and  it  is  estimated 
that  this  program,  if  extended,  would 
reduce  them  by  100  million  bushels.  The 
stocks  are  still  substantial,  however,  and 
the  present  carryover  of  about  one  and  a 
quarter  billion  bushels  is  somewhat  in 
excess  of  what  is  considered  to  be  a 
desirable  minimum. 

Now,  why  am  I  supporting  this  bill? 
If  this  bill  is  not  passed,  the  total  na¬ 
tional  allotment  of  55  million  acres  will 
undoubtedly  be  planted  this  fall.  This 
would  have  the  effect  of  increasing 
plantings  by  somewhere  between  10  and 
20  percent.  Instead  of  further  reducing 
commodity  credit,  the  stocks  in  1963, 
very  possibly  the  trend  could  be  reversed 
and  there  could  be  a  carryover  after 
next  year’s  crop  is  harvested.  Contrary 
to 'the  impression  that  some  Members 
apparently  have,  wheat  farmers  do  not 
wish  to  compound  their  present  difficul¬ 
ties  by  an  expanding  wheat  production. 
They  are  aware  that  the  warehouse  cost 
of  more  than  a  reasonable  maximum 
carryover  not  only  has  a  depressing  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  price  of  wheat,  but  places  in 
jeopardy  the  entire  program.  Wheat 
farmers  are  generally  in  support  of  this 
bill  although  there  was  an  extensive 
effort  on  the  part  of  some  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  to  transfer  to  the  so-called  bushel 
management  plan  that  was  provided  for 
in  the  recommitted  bill. 

I  had  considerable  reservation  in  the 
bushel  management  plan  that  was  con¬ 
tained  in  that  bill  and  had  very  serious 
reservations  about  related  provisions, 
particularly  dealing  with  acreage  his¬ 
tory. 

Now  as  to  costs,  there  is  no  significant 
difference  between  the  cost  of  this  bill 
and  the  wheat  section  in  the  recom¬ 
mitted  bill.  The  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  essentially  the  same.  Therefore, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  the  adoption 
of  the  rule  and  the  passage  of  this  bill. 
It  is  not  perfect,  it  does  not  have  unani- 
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mous  support,  but  in  the  mean  I  think 
it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  agriculture 
which  in  turn  makes  it  for  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country  generally. 

I  might  say,  too,  that  this  is  probably 
the  first  agricultural  bill  that  has  been 
considered  by  the  House  for  a  long  time 
that  the  farmers  are  going  to  under¬ 
stand.  Now,  they  are  not  going  to  un¬ 
derstand  this  bill,  particularly  because 
there  has  been  so  much  written  about  it 
or  said  about  it,  but  the  reason  they 
are  going  to  understand  it  is  because  it 
is  the  same  program,  essentially,  under 
which  they  have  managed  their  crops 
for  the  last  2  years.  I  do  not  know  what 
word  other  Members  have  received  from 
their  districts,  but  from  the  Middle  West, 
categorically  speaking,  this  program  will 
be  received  as  well  as  any  other  program 
ever  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  55  mil¬ 
lion-acre  allotment  is  bad,  and  you  and 
I  both  know  it  is  bad.  Why  do  we  not 
eliminate  it? 

Mr.  AVERY.  •  Those  are  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  words. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  You  said  it 
had  been  a  problem  yourself.  Why  not 
eliminate  it  and  then  write  legislation 
that  will  be  good?  I  do  not  want  to 
destroy  the  wheat  farmer  any  more  than 
you  do.  I  want  to  do  something  that 
will  help  keep  a  program. 

Mr.  AVERY.  This  is  my  time  and  it 
is  running  short  here.  I  would  only  say 
this.  In  this  bill  we  are  not  allocating 
allotments  on  the  basis  of  the  55  million 
acres,  but  it  does  remain  the  basis  on 
which  we  apply  the  reduction.  In  this 
particular  instance  I  cannot  see  any 
other  procedure  than  to  retain  it  in  the 
bill  this  year.  If  it  is  the  judgment  of 
the  Members  to  write  a  new  program 
next  year,  all  right,  but  that  is  not  the 
position  we  are  in  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  the  gentleman  3  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  both  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  and  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

There  is  one  very  important  provision 
in  regard  to  the  feed  grain  section  that 
I  want  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  the  House,  and  I  regret  that 
we  intermingled  with  my  comments  on 
the  feed  grain  section,  the  observations 
on  wheat. 

The  real  crux  of  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  revolves  around  the  volume  of 
grain  that  may  be  sold  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  now  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  stock  and  at  what  price.  Those 
are  two  fundamental  aspects  of  this 
program. 

I  want  to  assure  the  Members  that 
there  is  no  change  in  this  bill  over  exist¬ 
ing  law  as  far  as  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  to  dispose  of  existing  stocks. 
There  are  two  provisions  that  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  this:  one  provision  that  he 
cannot  sell  this  on  the  open  market  for 
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less  than  105  percent  of  the  support  price 
unless  the  grain  has  gone,  what  we  de¬ 
scribe  as  “out  of  condition.”  That  is  a 
provision  that  has  been  in  the  statute  for 
years.  The  other  applicable  provision 
was  written  at  the  time  the  feed  grain 
program  was  first  authorized  in  1961. 
It  pi'ovides  that  the  Secretary  may  issue 
certificates  to  the  farmer  for  payment 
on  diverted  acres,  and  the  farmer,  in 
turn,  converts  those  certificates  to  cash 
at  his  local  ASC  office.  They  become 
then  the  property  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  he  feeds  those  certifi¬ 
cates,  which  really  represent  bushels  of 
grain,  on  to  the  market  at  his  discretion. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  information  I  have 
and  based  upon  figures  that  are  avail¬ 
able  to  me  as  to  the  power  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  this  is  one  of  the 
worst  provisions  in  the  bill.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  has  continuously  and  repeatedly  un¬ 
loaded  No.  1  and  No.  2  corn  that  was 
in  good  condition.  The  Secretary  has 
successfully  depressed  the  market  one 
week  after  another.  This  is  fact  and 
not  fancy.  Figures  available  will  prove 
this. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  gentleman  misun¬ 
derstood  what  I  said.  I  was  not  ad¬ 
dressing  myself  to  his  authority  to  sell 
corn  at  105  percent  of  the  support  price 
unless  it  was  out  of  condition.  I  was 
confining  my  remarks  to  the  selling  of 
these  certificates  into  the  open  markets, 
the  certificates  which  have  been  issued 
to  farmers  to  compensate  them  for  di¬ 
verting  X  number  of  acres  from  feed 
production. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Teague]. 

(Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  my  colleagues  know,  I  very 
rarely  come  to  the  well  of  the  House  to 
address  the  membership.  This  is  be¬ 
cause  I  know  all  of  the  Members  do  their 
homework.  I  have  great  confidence  in 
the  good  judgment  of  my  colleagues  and 
I  am  under  the  opinion  that  very  few 
votes  on  this  floor  are  changed  by 
speeches,  certainly  from  me.  It  does 
sadden  me  a  little — it  saddens  me  a  lot, 
to  be  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
taking  a  different  position  than  that  of 
my  good  friend  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Hoeven],  the  ranking  Republican 
member  on  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture.  Rarely  do  we  not  agree  on  gen¬ 
eral  legislation  or  farm  legislation.  But 
I  do  very  much  disagree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  in  this 
case. 

I  oppose  H.R.  12391  for  several  very 
valid  reasons.  It  has  been  said  that 
this  bill  is  the  lesser  of  two  evils.  That 
is  what  many  of  my  constituents  say 
when  they  vote  to  return  me  to  Congress. 
However,  that  situation  is  easily  distin¬ 
guishable  from  the  one  facing  us  today. 
My  constituents  must  have  a  Congress¬ 


man  whether  he  is  more  or  less  evil. 
We  do  not  have  to  have  farm  legislation 
this  year. 

While  some  of  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  before  us  are  not  too  objectionable, 
the  sections  dealing  with  feed  grains, 
wheat,  and  daily  products  are  com¬ 
pletely  unacceptable  to  me. 

The  feed  grain  and  wheat  sections  are 
extensions  of  current  programs  and  be- 
caxxse  they  have  been  so  costly  and  in¬ 
effective,  the  administration  decided 
early  in  this  session  of  Congi-ess  to  aban¬ 
don  this  approach  and  go  all  out  for  a 
strict  mandatory  control  program  for 
feed  grains  and  a  multiple  price  pian 
for  wheat. 

Secretary  Freeman  himself,  in  a  let¬ 
ter  dated  June  8  of  this  year,  addi’essed 
to  each  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
l-esentatives,  estimated  the  cost  of  ex¬ 
tending  the  emergency  feed  grain  and 
wheat  programs  for  1963  would  be 
$2,400  million. 

Senator  Ellender  recently  told  the 
Senate  that  the  extension  of  the  1962 
emergency  wheat  program  would  cost 
taxpayers  $3.30  a  bushel  for  each  bushel 
of  reduction  achieved.  With  these  kinds 
of  statements  being  made  by  spokesmen 
for  the  administration,  it  is  inconceivable 
for  me  to  see  how  anyone  can  support 
an  extension  of  these  costly  programs. 
Probably,  there  is  not  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  who  is  not  receiving  heavy  mail 
demanding  greater  economy  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Here  is  a  perfect 
chance  to  make  an  economy  vote.  I 
repeat  that  Secretary  Freeman  himself, 
just  a  little  over  a  month  ago,  stated 
that  the  cost  of  this  bill  for  1963  alone 
would  be  $2,400  million. 

This  bill  also  includes  a  daii-y  section 
which  could  well  be  the  beginning  of 
supply  management  and  compulsory 
milk  quotas  for  all  dairy  farmers.  The 
proposed  program,  although  volixntai-y 
for  the  first  year,  would  establish  quotas 
for  all  dairy  farmers.  While  some 
farmers  would  be  paid  to  reduce  their 
production,  other  farmers  could  expand 
their  output  as  an  offset.  Thus,  it  can 
readily  be  seen  the  program  would  add 
more  costs  to  the  already  costly  dairy 
program  and  would  be  ineffective  in 
accomplishing  anything  worthwhile. 
Furthermore,  as  the  cost  of  this  program 
for  the  dairy  industry  mounted,  the 
clamor  for  a  compulsory  program  for 
the  dairy  industry  would  follow  as  sure 
as  night  follows  day.  We  have  ample 
evidence  of  this  after  seeing  the  “emer¬ 
gency”  feed  grain  program  in  effect  on  a 
voluntary  basis,  and  because  of  its  cost 
and  ineffectiveness,  a  demand  was  made 
that  a  compulsory  quota  progi-am  be 
adopted. 

Again,  I  state  I  want  no  part  of  it 
for  feed  grains  and  certainly  not  for 
dairy  products. 

Another  reason  for  opposing  this  bill 
is  that  it  modifies  vei*y  substantially  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958  as  it  relates  to 
the  support  prices  of  com  and  other 
feed  grains.  In  my  judgment,  the  1958 
act  for  feed  grains  was  a  good  act  and 
if  permitted  to  operate  over  a  few  years 
would  have  been  very  effective  as  far 
as  com  and  other  feed  grains  are  con- 
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cemed.  It  provides  a  sensible  foimula 
for  gradually  reducing  price  supports 
and  subsidies;  namely,  price  supports 
each  year  for  feed  grains  would  be  90 
percent  of  the  average  market  price  for 
the  past  3  years  except  for  a  65  per¬ 
cent  floor — too  high.  This  is  a  sensible 
and  fair  method  for  a  return  to  some 
semblance  of  the  law  of  supply  and 
demand. 

Contrary  to  much  misinfonnation 
that  has  been  put  out  by  opponents  of 
this  1958  act,  a  very  high  percentage  of 
the  buildup  of  corn  took  place  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  1958  act.  Most 
of  those  that  would  now  change  this 
act  or  eliminate  it,  do  so  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  with  the  idea  in  mind  of  making 
the  law  completely  ineffective.  Thus, 
when  the  costly  1-year  extension  of 
the  feed  gi-ain  program  as  envisioned  in 
this  bill  comes  to  an  end  at  the  end  of 
1963,  feed  grain  farmers  will  not  have 
any  effective  legislation  to  fall  back  on. 
Those  that  oppose  the  1958  act  would 
like  to  have  them  in  this  position  because 
they  could  then  demand  supply  manage¬ 
ment,  such  as  we  defeated  a  few  weeks 
ago,  or  else  nothing. 

Let  me  say  that  if  the  bill  is  killed, 
as  I  hope  it  will  be,  we  will  then  revert 
back  to  the  1958  act  for  the  year  1963  as 
far  as  corn  and  other  feed  grains  are 
concerned.  This  would  be  much  pre¬ 
ferable  to  what  would  happen  if  the  bill 
is  enacted.  The  Secretary  has  already 
made  his  announcement  on  wheat  and 
has  reduced  the  support  level  to  $1.82. 
This  action  alone  will  save  on  the  order 
of  $128  million  in  export  costs  for  wheat. 

In  addition,  if  the  emergency  wheat 
program  is  not  extended  for  another 
year,  approximately  $345  million  will  be 
saved  in  land  retirement  payments  for 
Wheatland  under  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram. 

Obviously,  the  land  retirement  pay¬ 
ment  for  feed-grain  land  taken  out  of 
production,  which  amounts  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $900  million,  would  also  be  saved. 
The  boondoggle  involved  in  the  dairy 
program,  which  could  be  very  costly  un¬ 
der  this  bill,  would  also  not  be  permitted. 

Finally,  I  reiterate  once  more  that 
Secretary  Freeman  himself  estimates  the 
cost  of  this  bill  to  be  $2,400  million.  As 
we  all  know,  Mr.  Freeman’s  estimates 
of  the  cost  of  farm  programs  are  con¬ 
sistently  on  the  conservative  side.  By 
“conservative,”  of  course,  I  mean  low. 
I  think  no  one  could  properly  describe 
Secretary  Freeman  as  being  conseiwa- 
tive. 

I  urge  Members  of  this  House  to  vote 
“no”  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  Sx.  George],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  bill;  that  is,  to 
a  special  section  of  the  bill,  and  there¬ 
fore  I  shall  oppose  the  bill  as  a  whole. 
I  think  this  bill  has  a  great  many  of  the 
objectionable  features  of  the  bill  that 
was*  defeated.  I  also  think  the  bill  is 
too  specialized.  It  takes  care  of  only 
certain  parts  of  the  agricultural  pro- 
gram  and  the  agricultural  problem. 
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I  am  particularly  interested  in  the 
dairy  portion  of  this  bill  because  that  is 
what  is  most  important  in  my  part  of 
the  country.  I  do  not  think  this  bill 
does  anything  for  the  dairyman  of  the 
Northeast.  That  is  nothing  new.  We 
have  never  had  a  bill  out  of  this  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  that  ever  did  do 
much  for  us.  But  I  would  like  to  say 
this:  The  dairy  program,  which  is  the 
last  subtitle  under  title  III,  is  essentially 
the  same  as  that  in  H.R.  11222,  and 
with  it  go  the  same  arguments  as  were 
made  with  reference  to  H.R.  11222.  I 
quote  these  arguments  from  the  minority 
report,  No.  1691,  on  page  148: 

1.  While  the  hill  now  calls  only  for  pay¬ 
ments,  the  administrative  machinery  and 
the  program  data  for  the  control  program 
would  be  established  for  subsequent  con¬ 
trols. 

And  that  is  very  important. 

2.  Under  the  proposed  dairy  plan,  price 
supports  would  be  available  to  all  producers, 
compilers  and  noncompliers.  This  sets  the 
stage  for  a  sharp  increase  in  production  by 
noncomplying  dairy  farmers,  the  net  result  of 
which  would  be  large  sums  of  money  ex¬ 
pended  by  the  Government  with  very  little 
result. 

The  only  real  change  is  that  the  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  have  authorized  a 
producer  to  transfer  his  milk  production 
base  to  another  producer  has  been 
eliminated. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to 
me  that  whoever  writes  these  dairy  sec¬ 
tions  in  these  bills  knows  very  little  about 
dairy  cows  and  milk  production,  because, 
as  a  matter  of  actual  fact,  all  the  dairy¬ 
men  of  the  Northeast  can  do  under  these 
laws  is  shoot  the  cows. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  the  time  remaining  on  this 
side  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Smith],  a  member  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  during  my  years  in  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  State  Legislature  and  here  in 
Congress,  I  have  always  noted  that  im¬ 
portant  farm  legislation,  as  well  as  im¬ 
portant  judicial  legislation,  seems  to  find 
the  expert  members  on  the  respective 
committees  with  many  different  points  of 
view.  I  have  often  thought  that  it  might 
be  a  good  idea  some  session  to  refer  all 
agricultural  legislation  to  the  Judiciary 
Committee  and  all  judicial  legislation  to 
the  Agriculture  Committee.  In  that  way 
the  experts  could  attack  and  amend  any 
measures  that  came  out  of  the  respective 
committees.  Whether  the  result  would 
be  as  satisfactory,  I  do  not  know,  but  at 
least  it  would  be  an  interesting  experi¬ 
ment. 

I  do  not  pretend  to  be  an  expert  on 
the  farm  problems  as  I  represent  a 
strictly  urban  district.  I  have  not  here¬ 
tofore  commented  on  any  of  the  proposed 
measures  because  I  am  aware  that  the 
committee  members  are  always  desirous 
of  having  time  to  express  their  com¬ 
ments.  But,  inasmuch  as  we  have  a  lit¬ 
tle  time  today  on  the  rule,  I  do  want  to 
place  some  comments  in  the  record,  not 
with  the  thought  of  influencing  any 


votes  but  in  order  that  I  can  compare  the 
same  with  what  takes  place  during  the 
next  year  to  see  whether  or  not  my 
thoughts  are  correct. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  12391  appears  to  me 
to  be  more  patchwork  on  top  of  patch- 
work.  It  is  time  to  get  down  to  some 
basic  economics  on  farm  legislation. 
The  short  run  expedient  has  run  out  as 
an  effective  answer  to  the  farm  problem. 

As  I  am  sure  is  true  of  most  of  us,  I  am 
appalled  by  the  costs  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  It  was  not  too  long  ago  when  the 
budget  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  around  $1  billion  a  year.  Now 
it  runs  $6  or  $7  billion  a  year.  All  of 
this  increase  is  not,  to  be  sure,  due  to  the 
farm  price  support  program,  but  most  of 
it  is.  Each  time  a  new  farm  bill  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  we  can  be  reasonably  sure 
that  the  costs  will  be  higher.  This,  in 
my  judgment,  was  true  of  H.R.  11222, 
which  was  defeated  several  weeks  ago.  I 
believe  it  is  equally  true  with  respect  to 
the  bill  before  us  today. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  the  costs 
of  farm  programs  continue  to  spiral  up¬ 
ward.  But  certainly  the  level  of  price 
supports  is  of  basic  and  crucial  impor¬ 
tance. 

Price  supports  in  excess  of  market 
levels  provide  a  continuous  and  cumula¬ 
tive  incentive  for  farmers  to  produce 
more  per  acre.  As  price  support  levels 
are  increased,  the  amounts  of  the  com¬ 
modity  that  the  Government  must  take, 
double  and  quadruple  and  the  cost  of  dis¬ 
posing  of  such  surpluses  rises  even  more 
rapidly.  Price  supports  in  excess  of  mar¬ 
ket  levels  keep  U.S.  farm  products  out  of 
foreign  markets  and  compel  us  to  rely  on 
expensive  give-aways  and  export  sub¬ 
sidies  to  dispose  of  surpluses. 

Since  Secretary  Freeman  has  taken 
office  he  has  increased  the  level  of  price 
supports  substantially  for  corn,  other 
feed  grains,  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  dairy 
products,  and  soybeans. 

This  is  going  in  the  wrong  direction. 
It  encourages  farmers  to  produce  bigger 
crops  to  turn  over  to  Government.  At 
the  same  time  the  Secretary  has  been 
seeking  legislative  authority  to  impose 
restrictive  and,  in  my  opinion,  unwork¬ 
able  production  and  marketing  controls 
on  farmers,  supposedly  to  reduce  sur¬ 
pluses. 

We  might  use  any  of  the  supported 
commodities  to  illustrate  the  effect  of 
raising  price  supports  on  the  cost  of 
Government  price  support  operations. 
But  let  me  use  dairy  products  as  an  ex¬ 
ample. 

By  the  summer  of  1960,  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry  had  merely  reached  a  balanced 
situation.  This  was  the  result  of  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  years  in  which  dairy  price  sup¬ 
ports  were  held  at  $3.08  a  hundred. 
Consumption  had  crept  up  gradually, 
and  production  had  been  stabilized,  so 
that  supply  and  demand  were  approxi¬ 
mately  in  balance.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  was.  still  buying  compara¬ 
tively  small  amounts  of  dairy  products — 
but  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
was  nominal  and  declining. 

But  then  the  level  of  price  support  on 
dairy  products  was  increased  to  $3.22  a 
hundred.  And  when  he  came  into  office, 
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Secretary  Freeman  raised  it  further  to 
$3.40. 

The  result  was  that  in  1961,  milk  pro¬ 
duction,  which  had  been  stabilized,  in¬ 
creased  sharply,  and  milk  consumption, 
which  had  been  rising,  declined.  The 
Department  was  forced  by  its  price  sup¬ 
port  commitment  to  step  up  purchases 
of  daily  products.  By  the  early  months 
of  1962,  purchases  of  dairy  products 
were  running  in  excess  of  a  half  billion 
dollars  annually. 

This  is  an  illustration  of  how  not  to 
operate  a  Government  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  It  demonstrates  the  key  role  that 
price  plays  in  adjusting  production  and 
consumption.  It  shows  that  the  simple 
and  effective  way  of  reducing  Govern¬ 
ment  farm  program  costs  is  to  put  price 
supports  at  a  realistic  level. 

Now,  what  happens  in  1963  if  no  farm 
legislation  is  approved?  Under  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  existing  legislation  the 
level  of  price  supports  must  be  reduced. 

Corn  must  be  reduced  from  $1.20  a 
bushel  to  approximately  $1.05  a  bushel. 

The  level  of  price  support  for  dairy 
products  must  be  reduced.  Secretary 
Freeman  has  already  reduced  this  to 
$3.11  a  hundred. 

The  Secretary  has  announced  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  price  support  for  wheat  in  1963 
from  $2  to  $1.82  a  bushel. 

The  price  support  level  for  other  com¬ 
modities  can,  within  the  Secretary’s  dis¬ 
cretion,  be  reduced. 

The  expensive  emergency  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs  would  be  termi¬ 
nated.  All  such  actions  would  reduce 
substantially  the  cost  of  operating  price 
support  programs.  They  would  reduce 
the  amounts  that  government  would  be 
forced  to  buy.  They  would  reduce  the 
amounts  of  export  subsidies. 

Certainly,  this  is  not  the  answer  to  the 
farm  problem — but  let  us  compare  the 
alternative  with  that  proposed  in  H.R. 
12391. 

H.R.  12391  would  pump  additional  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  into  the  farm  economy. 
While  paying  farmers  to  retire  acreage, 
the  bill  would  provide  incentive  and 
capital  to  encourage  farmers  to  increase 
production  per  acre.  This  is  trying  to  go 
in  both  directions  at  the  same  time. 

In  his  letter  of  June  8  to  all  Congress¬ 
men,  Secretary  Freeman  estimated  the 
costs  of  continuing  the  emergency  wheat 
and  feed  grain  programs  in  1963  at  $2,417 
billion. 

I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  this  is 
an  accurate  estimate,  and  I  appreciate 
that  H.R.  12391  would  modify  these  pro¬ 
grams  in  certain  respects  which  would 
operate  to  reduce  costs  somewhat.  But 
it  will  still  be  a  lot  of  money. 

Not  only  that,  but  H.R.  12391  provides 
a  new  payment  program.  It  would  au¬ 
thorize  a  payment  of  $2.50  for  each  hun¬ 
dredweight  of  milk  a  dairyman  reduced 
below  his  base  production.  This  would 
cost  an  additional  unknown  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars. 

H.R.  12391  would  cancel  for  1963  the 
provision  of  permanent  law,  which  re¬ 
duces  the  1963  corn  support  price  to  $1.05 
a  bushel  and  would  permit  the  Secretary 
to  set  the  1963  price  support  level  at  any 
level  he  may  choose  between  65  and  90 
percent  of  parity. 
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Similar  upward  adjustments  may  be 
made  in  the  price  support  level  for  1963 
for  other  feed  grains  if  H.R.  12391  is  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  enactment  of  H.R.  12391  at  least 
raises  the  possibility  that  the  Secretary 
would  restore  the  level  of  price  supoprt 
for  wheat  and  dairy  products  to  the  un¬ 
realistic  levels  prevailing  in  1961  that 
cost  the  taxpayer  so  heavily. 

I  do  not  know  what  will  happen  to 
this  bill  if  it  is  approved  by  the  House. 
But  in  the  subsequent  legislative  process, 
it  may  be  made  much  worse. 

In  the  interests  of  all  consumers  and 
all  taxpayers,  I  cannot  vote  for  this  raid 
on  the  U.S.  Treasury.  I  doubt  that  in  the 
long  run  this  bill  is  good  for  farm  people, 
even  though  they  would  be  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  extremely  generous  payments 
from  Uncle  Sam. 

I  will  suggest  to  the  members  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  that  if  this 
bill  is  enacted,  the  appropriation  for  re¬ 
imbursing  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  next  year  will  be  the  largest  ever. 

A  growing  number  of  people  seem  to 
be  convinced  that  the  current  level  of 
taxation  is  a  drag  on  the  growth  of  the 
economy,  and  that  tax  reduction  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  provide  incentives  for  invest¬ 
ment  and  stimulus  to  employment.  But 
how  can  we  consider  tax  reduction  and 
at  the  same  time  approve  wasteful  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  size  proposed  in  H.R. 
12391. 

To  be  sure,  the  emergency  feed  grain 
and  wheat  program  will  involve  some 
reduction  in  stocks  of  these  commodities 
next  year.  But  at  what  a  price ! 

To  be  sure,  the  emergency  feed  grain 
and  wheat  programs  involve  an  acreage 
retirement  program. 

But  it  would  be  hard  to  devise  a  more 
complicated  or  expensive  acreage  retire¬ 
ment  program. 

H.R.  12391  is  a  1-year  costly  expedient. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  a  good  bill.  I 
think  it  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker, 
whenever  a  farm  bill  is  under  considera¬ 
tion  we  hear  the  perennial  diatribe 
claiming  farm  programs  are  responsible 
for  the  high  cost  of  living  and  that  all 
should  be  blamed  on  the  farmer.  We 
hear  it  starting  again  today.  I  just 
wonder  how  many  of  these  people  ever 
did  any  shopping  at  the  grocery  store. 
Well,  I  did  a  little  shopping  and  I  want 
to  show  you  what  I  bought. 

First  of  all,  I  bought  some  corn  meal. 
Here  is  a  5-pound  package — it  was  a  5- 
pound  package.  I  want  to  show  you  the 
price.  It  is  47  cents.  A  5-pound  bag 
of  commeal  for  47  cents  [holding  up 
package  and  pointing  to  price  tag] .  The 
corn  in  it  would  bring  the  producer  less 
than  2  cents  per  pound. 

Then  I  did  a  little  more  shopping  and 
bought  5  pounds  of  wheat  flour.  I  want 
to  show  you  the  price  of  that.  It  is  45 
cents,  for  5  pounds  of  wheat  flour 
[holding  up  package  and  pointing  to 
price  tag] .  So  you  see  that  while  wheat 
costs  about  twice  as  much  per  pound  as 
com,  you  can  buy  5  pounds  of  wheat 
flour  cheaper  than  5  pounds  of  com  meal. 


This  shows  that  the  price  of  the  raw 
product  is  not  automatically  reflected  in 
thq  retail  price. 

I  also  bought  5  pounds  of  sugar.  You 
have  seen  all  the  news  articles  and  heard 
all  the  speeches  about  the  high  cost  of 
sugar.  Even  though  the  price  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  sugar  program  for  sugar 
is  about  6.4  cents  per  pound,  or  over 
twice  as  much  as  wheat  and  corn,  the 
price  of  this  5 -pound  bag  is  only  5  cents 
more,  or  53  cents.  This  indicates  that 
the  price  of  the  raw  product  is  not  auto¬ 
matically  reflected  in  retail  prices.  I 
suppose  some  would  say,  break  your  cat 
to  use  sugar. 

I  saw  a  few  other  items  that  I  thought 
were  of  interest.  I  bought  another  5- 
pound  bag.  This  5-pound  bag  costs  55 
cents.  That  makes  it  about  20  percent 
higher  than  the  cost  of  corn  meal  or 
wheat  flour  and  2  cents  higher  than  the 
price  of  sugar.  It  must  contain  some 
luscious  food  to  be  so  much  higher  in 
cost.  Just  what  do  you  suppose  this  is? 
It  is  kitty  litter — 5  pounds  of  kitty  litter. 
Let  us  see  what  it  consists  of.  It  says  it 
is  made  out  of  clay.  So  one  digs  up  clay, 
put  5  pounds  of  it  in  a  bag  and  the  pub¬ 
lic  pays  more  for  it  than  they  do  for 
com,  wheat,  or  sugar.  The  wheat  flour 
cost  47  cents,  the  corn  meal  47  cents, 
and  the  sugar  53  cents,  but  this  clay  cost 
55  cents.  It  does  not  cost  one  much  if 
one  wants  to  eat  grits  or  biscuits,  it  costs 
one  at  little  more  to  buy  sugar  and  be 
sweet,  but  it  costs  quite  a  bit  more  if 
one  wants  to  scratch  like  a  cat. 

Then  I  discovered  it  costs  one  still 
more  to  live  like  a  dog  [holding  up  bag 
of  dog  meal  and  pointing  to  price  tag]. 
Here  is  a  5 -pound  bag  of  dog  meal  and 
it  costs  73  cents.  So  you  see  it  costs  the 
housewife  more  to  buy  food  for  the  dogs 
than  to  feed  her  husband.  I  suppose 
some  will  say  that  some  women  like  their 
dog  better  than  their  husband. 

Well,  I  also  bought  another  bag.  This 
one  contains  only  3  pounds  of  material 
and  costs  89  cents.  It  must  be  some¬ 
thing  real  good  to  cost  that  much,  some¬ 
thing  that  has  a  really  high  price  sup¬ 
port.  Well,  it  is  birdseed.  Three  pounds 
of  birdseed  at  89  cents.  It  is  nothing  but 
cracked  sunflower  seed,  a  non-price- 
supported  product. 

You  see  in  the  case  of  these  products 
I  have  shown  you  this  morning,  the  price- 
supported  articles  are  cheaper  at  retail 
than  any  of  the  others.  It  costs  the 
least  to  eat  cornbread  or  grits;  it  costs 
about  the  same  to  eat  biscuits ;  it  costs  a 
little  more  to  buy  sugar  and  be  sweet; 
it  costs  more  yet  to  scratch  like  a  cat; 
it  costs  almost  50  percent  more  to  lead  a 
dog’s  life  and  if  one  really  wants  to  eat 
high  on  the  hog,  one  can  eat  like  a  bird. 

All  this  goes  to  show  that  the.price  one 
pays  for  a  5-pound  bag  in  a  store  is  not 
determined  by  the  cost  of  the  raw  mate¬ 
rial  in  the  bag  or  price-support  laws. 
People  who  have  alleged  this  must  not 
have  been  shopping  lately.  Such  talk  is 
just  diversionary  hogwash  that  will  stand 
up  about  like  a  piece  of  boiled  spaghetti. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Would  it  not  be  a  fair 
conclusion  to  draw  from  your  experiences 
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that  one  just  cannot  afford  to  let  the 
country  go  to  the  dogs? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  That  would  be 
one  of  the  conclusions.  Another  is  that 
the  grocer  knows  that  the  American 
housewife  will  pay  from  50  to  99  cents  for 
anything  under  a  5 -pound  bag. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  I  notice  an  article 
in  the  morning  paper  which  states  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  angrily 
criticized  those  who  were  against  the 
farm  bill  last  year.  Just  as  cornmeal 
slipped  out  of  the  gentleman’s  bag  would 
not  the  Secretary’s  attitude  cause  greater 
slippage  among  those  supporting  the  bill 
this  year? 

Mi\  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  one  of  those  who  voted 
against  the  bill  that  was  up  here  for  con¬ 
sideration  a  few  weeks  ago  for  reasons 
that  the  House  seemed  to  think  were 
adequate,  I  am  supporting  this  rule  and 
expect  to  vote  for  the  bill.  I  am  doing 
.so  for  what  I  think  is  a  very  practical 
reason. 

We  have  had  some  bills  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  that  have  come  in 
here,  and  it  is  a  sort  of  historic  fact,  I 
believe,  that  usually  that  committee  is 
divided  just  about  down  the  middle. 
After  we  defeated  this  bill  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago,  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  took  it  back,  gave  it  consideration, 
and  modified  it  to  meet  the  objections 
that  the  House  had  voiced  in  its  previous 
vote.  Then  we  were  advised  in  the  Rules 
Committee  that  all  of  the  Members,  with 
the  exception  of  five  on  the  minority  side, 
voted  to  report  that  bill  out. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  believe  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  want  to  make  a  correction. 
There  were  three  Members  on  the  mi¬ 
nority  side  and  two  on  the  majority  side 
who  voted  against  reporting  the  bill. 

.  Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Five  in  that 
committee;  and  in  view  of  the  history 
of  that  committee,  that  is  a  right  smart 
thing  to  do.  If  they  could  come  within 
five  votes  of  agreeing  on  a  farm  bill,  we 
are  making  some  progress  on  this  veiY 
difficult  problem,  and  we  do  have  a  very 
difficult  problem.  We  have  a  problem 
that  sooner  or  later  we  are  going  to  have 
to  cope  with,  and  we  are  going  to  have  to 
do  something  about.  We  have  an  elec¬ 
tion  approaching.  I  do  not  think  we 
ought  to  defeat  this  bill  and  turn  our 
backs  on  this  great  problem  and  say  that 
we  are  not  going  to  do  anything  about  it. 
How  are  you  going  to  justify  that? 

Mr.  Speaker,  of  course  this  bill  is  not 
a  perfect  one.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
a  perfect  answer  to  this  whole  prob¬ 
lem.  If  there  is,  nobody  has  told  me 
about  it.  We  are  going  to  have  to  strug¬ 
gle  with  this  thing  for  a  long  time.  But 
simply  to  shut  your  eyes  and  say,  “No, 
we  are  not  going  to  pass  any  legisla¬ 
tion,”  and  that  is  what  this  issue  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  today,  pass  this  bill  or  have 
no  legislation  at  all,  and  turn  your 
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backs  on  a  problem  that  is  costing  the 
Government  millions  of  dollars  is  not 
the  thing  to  do.  If  you  pass  this  bill, 
the  result  will  be  that  it  will  go  over  to 
the  other  body.  That  body  may  or  may 
not  do  something  about  it.  But  if  they 
do  something  about  it,  it  will  be  on  the 
road  to  a  conference  where  Members  on 
both  sides  may  sit  down  around  the  ta¬ 
ble  and  try  with  diligence  and  patience 
to  do  something  about  this  problem. 

What  defeated  the  bill  before,  in  my 
opinion,  were  the  tight  controls  on  feed 
grains  which  meant  control  over  the 
production  and  maintenance  of  live¬ 
stock.  We  were  not  ready  for  that. 
That  has  been  eliminated.  Now,  you 
have  got  these  two  alternatives.  If  you 
do  not  pass  this  bill,  you  go  back  to  the 
old  bill  of  1958,  with  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction  and  price  supports.  That  is 
what  is  costing  all  this  money,  and  that 
is  what  you  are  going  back  to  if  you 
do  not  pass  this  bill,  because  I  think 
this  is  the  last  chance  you  are  going 
to  have  to  do  anything  on  this  impor¬ 
tant  subject  during  this  Congress.  And, 
if  you  defeat  this  bill,  then  nothing  is 
going  to  happen. 

The  difference  between  this  bill  and 
the  situation  that  will  occur  if  you  do 
not  pass  this  bill — and  I  ask  to  be  cor¬ 
rected  if  I  am  mistaken  about  it — if  you 
do  not  pass  this  bill,  you  go  back  to  un¬ 
limited  production,  with  no  controls  over 
your  acreage  and  with  subsidies  on  the 
whole  thing. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  It  means  price 
supports  on  unlimited  production. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Yes;  price 
supports  on  unlimited  production.  That 
is  the  phrase  I  was  seeking  and  could 
not  find. 

I  want  to  compare  the  two  situations. 
If  you  do  not  pass  this  bill,  you  go  back 
to  1958  with  unlimited  production  and 
price  supports.  If  you  do  pass  this  bill 
and  it  becomes  law,  then  there  will  be 
two  kinds  of  corn  raisers.  This  program 
in  this  hill  is  entirely  voluntary,  and 
those  who  want  to  participate  can  par¬ 
ticipate  by  agreeing  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  program.  And,  in  order  to  get 
that  support,  they  have  got  to  reduce 
their  production  by  20  percent  of  the 
average  1959-60  formula.  In  other 
words,  you  will  accomplish  at  least  a 
20  percent  reduction  of  this  surplus  on 
the  control  problem. 

Now,  the  man  who  wants  to  be  inde¬ 
pendent  and  does  not  want  to  go  into 
the  feed  grain  program  does  not  have 
to.  He  can  raise  as  much  com  as  he 
wants  to  and  take  a  chance  on  what  he 
can  get  for  it.  But,  he  does  not  get  any 
Government  subsidy.  It  seems  to  me 
that  is  at  least  a  helpful  approach  to  it. 
It  eliminates  the  objections  under  which 
the  bill  was  defeated  before,  and  we  at 
least  continue  to  face  the  problem  and 
express  our  willingness  to  meet  with  the 
other  body  and  try  to  get  a  solution. 
That  is  the  thing,  it  seems  to  me,  that 
we  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  May  I  say  that  the 
gentleman  is  making  a  very  fine  state¬ 
ment,  but  I  think  here  is  one  thing  that 
we  are  overlooking.  Year  after  year  we 
bring  in  a  farm  program  that  is  going 
to  cure  all  of  the  ills.  And,  we  have 
many  ills.  But,  year  after  year  we  see 
a  continued  piling  up  of  surpluses  in  this 
country.  We  see  things  like  the  Billie 
Sol  Estes  case  coming  out  of  these  pro¬ 
grams.  There  are  many  of  us  who  want 
to  get  at  the  roots  of  this  problem  and 
solve  it.  We  realize  we  have  a  problem. 
But,  we  do  not  know  where  to  turn  or 
where  to  go.  Certainly,  the  bills  and 
the  programs  that  have  been  presented 
to  the  Congress  in  previous  years  have 
done  absolutely  nothing  other  than  con¬ 
tinue  a  bad  situation.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  that  we  do  have  a  problem, 
and  I  think  the  Congress  wants  to  solve 
it.  I  think  the  people,  and  certainly  the 
taxpayers  who  have  been  paying  for 
these  tremendous  programs,  want  it 
solved.  And,  I  think  many  Members  of 
the  Congress  who  want  sincerely  to  do 
something  about  this  have  become  more 
confused  than  ever  each  year  because 
of  promises  that  we  have  had  time  and 
time  and  time  again.  This  does  not 
solve  the  problem,  and  the  gentleman 
knows  it. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  have  listened  with 
real  interest  to  what  the  gentleman  had 
to  say  in  advocating  that  this  program 
be  continued.  I  hope  that  during  the 
discussion  of  this  bill  and  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  will  be  offered,  he  will  try 
to  be  of  some  assistance  toward  work¬ 
ing  out  some  of  the  inequities  contained 
therein. 

For  instance,  we  use  the  base  years  of 
1959-60,  which  years  were  placed  in  the 
bill  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
when  the  bill  was  before  us  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  1961.  At  the  time  there 
were  many,  many  farmers  who  had  in¬ 
creased  their  acreage  to  produce  com 
and  thereby  helped  substantially  to  cre¬ 
ate  surpluses.  Those  who  received  big 
base  acreages  were  privileged  in  bene¬ 
fiting  from  such  a  program  whereas,  the 
good  farmer  who  went  along  with  sound 
soil  conservation  practices  came  out  with 
a  small  acreage  allotment  and  the  end 
result  is  that  the  good  farmer  has  been 
and  is  being  penalized.  In  other  words, 
this  is  unjust  and  so  apparent  that  such 
a  provision  must  come  out  of  this  bill 
if  you  want  to  be  fair  to  all  farmers.  I 
hope  the  gentleman  will  give  favorable 
consideration  to  the  amendments  which 
will  be  offered  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  only 
answer  I  can  make  to  the  gentleman  is 
that  I  think  we  all  want  to  be  fair  to  the 
farmers,  but  we  have  got  to  get  around 
to  the  point  of  being  fair  to  the  tax¬ 
payers.  I  do  not  think  we  can  just  walk 
away  and  leave  this  problem.  We  know 
we  will  meet  with  them  in  conference. 
We  want  to  do  something  about  it  and 
not  just  let  it  go. 
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Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  an  an¬ 
nouncement  which  I  know  will  be  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  teletype  is  carrying 
the  news  that  a  Nike-Zeus  knocked  down 
an  ICBM  that  was  fired  across  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  This  is  one  of  the  greatest 
breakthroughs  that  has  taken  place  in 
our  Defense  Establishment,  because  the 
country  that  can  come  first  with  a  defen¬ 
sive  weapon  in  the  missile  field  is  in  the 
driver’s  seat. 

The  work  of  the  Army  in  this  area  has 
been  vindicated. 

While  this  is  only  a  test  it  bodes  well 
for  the  program. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12391,  with 
Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  personally  would  be 
very  glad  to  vote  right  now  without  fur¬ 
ther  discussion.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]  has  so  ably 
presented  this  situation  to  the  House 
that  we  could  vote  at  this  time  without 
any  further  discussion.  But,  assuming 
that  others  will  want  to  present  their 
views,  I  take  this  time  just  to  tell  the 
House  that  this  bill  came  out  of  the 
committee  by  a  29-to-5  vote. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Smith]  that  it  is  quite  a  rec¬ 
ord  we  have  set  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  which  has  been  controver¬ 
sial  a  few  times  in  the  past.  But  here 
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today  we  have  legislation  that  is  pre¬ 
sented  by  Republicans  and  Democrats. 
Fortunately,  I  do  not  think  that  partisan 
politics  played  any  part  in  our  delibera¬ 
tions  as  we  developed  this  bill. 

I  think  everybody  knows  that  we  must 
act  now  on  farm  legislation.  The  situa¬ 
tion  in  agriculture  now  is  intolerable. 
We  have  almost  $9  billion  invested  in 
surplus  commodities  which  we  cannot 
dispose  of  and  we  cannot  even  give  away. 

After  the  previous  farm  bill,  H.R. 
11222,  which  represented  months  of  la¬ 
bor  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  by  our  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
was  recommitted,  I  introduced  a  bill, 
H.R.  12266.  Our  committee  considered 
H.R.  12266  line  by  line  and  section  by 
section.  We  amended  it  several  times. 
Then  I  introduced  a  clean  bill,  which  is 
now  before  the  House,  H.R.  12391. 

On  June  26,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  response 
to  an  inquiry  from  me,  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  wrote  me  a  letter,  clearly  indicat¬ 
ing  his  views  concerning  the  problems 
with  which  we  are  now  dealing.  I  shall 
now  read  this  letter  to  the  House : 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  26,  1962. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  comments  on  H.R.  12266,  which 
you  introduced  in  the  House  on  June  22. 
The  major  provisions  of  this  hill  would  ex¬ 
tend  the  1961-62  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  1962  wheat  program  to  the 
1963  crops  of  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

The  President  had  proposed  long-range 
programs,  at  the  request  of  Congress,  de¬ 
signed  to  support  farm  income,  to  reduce 
surpluses,  to  reduce  costs,  and  to  make  it 
unnecessary  to  act  on  emergency  legislation 
at  each  session  of  the  Congress.  This  pro¬ 
gram  would  have  reduced  costs  for  wheat 
and  feed  grains  about  $1  billion  a  year  for 
the  next  4  years.  The  administration’s  pro¬ 
posals  were  generally  contained  in  H.R.  11222. 

There  are  two  alternatives  to  the  long- 
range  programs  of  H.R.  11222.  These  would 
be  a  return  to  the  pre-1961  programs  for 
wheat  and  feed  grains,  or  a  continuation  of 
the  emergency  programs  as  provided  in  H.R. 
12266.  Under  the  pre-1961  programs  large 
surpluses  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  were 
built  up,  farm  income  dropped  and  the  cost 
to  the  taxpayers  rose. 

Under  the  emergency  feed  grain  programs 
and  the  1962  wheat  program,  surpluses  were 
reduced,  farm  income  rose,  and  the  cost  of 
the  programs  was  lessened.  Feed  grain  stocks 
were  reduced  about  300  million  bushels  for 
the  1961  crop  and  there  is  every  indication 
that  a  similar  reduction  will  take  place  for 
the  1962  crop.  It  is  expected  that  the  wheat 
carryover  will  be  reduced  160  million  bushels 
as  a  result  of  the  1962  wheat  program. 

It  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to  make  an 
accurate  estimate  of  the  results  of  these 
emergency  programs  as  embodied  in  H.R. 
12266  for  an  additional  year.  It  is  quite 
clear,  however,  that  the  adoption  of  these 
emergency  programs  for  1  more  year  would 
be  preferable  to  a  return  to  the  more  costly 
and  less  effective  pre-1961  programs  which 
would  be  the  result  if  H.R.  12266  is  not  passed 
by  the  House. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

As  you  will  note  from  this  letter,  the 
Secretary  points  out,  in  the  concluding 


paragraph,  that  it  is  not  possible  at  this 
time  to  make  an  accurate  estimate  of 
the  results  of  these  emergency  programs  • 
as  embodied  in  H.R.  12266  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  year.  It  is  quite  clear,  however, 
that  the  adoption  of  these  emergency 
programs  for  1  more  year  would  be 
preferable  to  a  return  to  the  more  costly 
pre-1961  programs  which  would  be  the 
net  result  if  H.R.  12266  is  not  passed 
by  the  House. 

That  is  exactly  the  situation  which 
would  exist  if  this  bill  is  defeated.  We 
have  been  told  that  had  the  other  bill 
been  enacted  we  would  have  saved  more 
than  $1  billion  a  year.  We  were  told 
that  the  bill  we  are  now  presenting 
will  result  in  a  net  saving  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  of  more  than  half  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  a  year.  So  we  take  the  position  that 
this  bill  is  second  best,  and  I  hope  it  will 
be  enacted.  And  I  hope  that  it  will  be 
enacted  without  amendments.  I  say 
that  because  I  know  that  our  committee 
worked  on  it  faithfully  and  diligently. 
We  considered  all  aspects  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  involved.  We  considered  amend¬ 
ment  after  amendment.  I  would  like 
this  bill  to  pass  the  House  as  it  is  now 
presented.  If  we  start  amending  it  we 
will  end  up  in  another  hassle  and  prob¬ 
ably  wind  up  with  no  program  after  the 
current  program  lapses. 

Now  I  want  to  explain  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  why  our  committee 
tabled  the  Senate  farm  bill.  This  bill, 
which  provides  for  controls  on  the  sur¬ 
plus  production  of  grains,  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  by  a  four-vote  margin.  Our 
control  bill  was  defeated  here  by  a  mar¬ 
gin  of  10  votes.  I  have  been  in  this  body 
long  enough  to  know  that  there  comes 
a  time  when  we  must  be  realistic.  I 
realize  that  this  Congress  is  in  no  humor 
to  enact  strict  control  legislation.  So 
we  are  taking  the  next  best  step,  and 
to  avoid  complications,  to  satisfy  those 
who  might  suspect  that  we  were  trying 
to  lead  them  into  some  sort  of  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  trap,  I  voted  to  table  the  Senate 
bill,  not  with  the  idea  of  giving  offense 
to  the  Senate,  because  I  agreed  with 
most  of  the  Senate  bill,  but  I  did  that 
because  I  realized  it  was  necessary  if  we 
were  to  obtain  a  favorable  report  on  the 
bill  which  is  now  before  the  House. 

We  tabled  that  bill  with  the  clear 
understanding  that  when  this  bill  is  en¬ 
acted  the  Senate  will  be  free,  of  course, 
to  work  its  own  will.  Then  when  we 
go  to  conference  the  House  conferees 
will  be  able  to  go  to  a  free  conference 
uninstructed  other  than  to  carry  out  as 
best  we  can  the  wishes  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  which  I  am  certain  all 
of  us  will  try  to  do.  You  need  not  be 
afraid  that  we  will  try  in  any  way  to 
force  through  any  strict  control  legis¬ 
lation  on  feed  grains  at  this  session  of 
Congress. 

Ml’.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  understood  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  say  a  moment  ago  that  in 
considering  this  bill  he  hoped  it  might 
pass  without  amendment.  I  should  like 
to  refresh  the  gentleman’s  memory 
about  the  point  I  brought  up  in  my  dis¬ 


cussion  with  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Smith!  a  few  minutes  ago, 
with  regard  to  changing  the  historical 
years  1959  and  1960.  At  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  this  bill  originally  I  tried 
to  put  in  a  period  of  5  years.  At  that 
time  the  gentleman  said,  and  I  have  just 
reread  his  remarks,  that  I  was  looking 
objectively  toward  a  good  point  that 
might  well  be  considered,  but  that  the 
time  limitation  precluded  you  from 
agreeing  to  an  amendment  like  this. 
We  have  the  time  at  this  moment,  am¬ 
ple  time,  until  May  of  next  year,  to 
give  consideration  to  changing  the  pe¬ 
riod  of  1959-60  to  5  years,  so  there 
will  be  more  equity  among  the  corn 
farmers  as  to  their  allotment.  So  I 
would  hope  that  when  this  amendment 
is  offered  the  gentleman  will  look  at  it 
with  more  favor. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Of  course  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  a  good  point,  an  important 
point,  but  I  am  under  the  impression 
we  have  something  in  this  provision  now 
which  takes  care  of  the  situation  about 
which  the  gentleman  complains.  If  it 
does  not,  of  course,  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  we  ignore  an  amendment.  If  the 
gentleman  has  a  good  amendment,  well 
prepared,  of  course  we  are  willing  to 
consider  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Some  discretionary 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  in  order,  but  this  point,  it  seems 
to  me,  coming  at  this  time,  would  cre¬ 
ate  more  confusion  than  it  would  clear 
up.  We  have  operated  for  2  years  on 
the  basis  of  a  temporary  law  that  we 
are  in  substance  extending.  Every 
farmer,  no  matter  who  he  is,  knows  sub¬ 
stantially  what  the  program  will  be  as 
far  as  he  is  concerned.  If  we  start  out 
now  on  an  entirely  different  formula, 
you  are  going  to  have  one  fanner  get 
a  windfall  and  another  take  a  cut  that 
he  thinks  is  not  just,  and  he  is  not  going 
to  cooperate  with  this  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram.  The  bill  does  provide  for  adjust¬ 
ments  where  the  Secertary  finds  they 
are  r ecessary. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  inequities  are 
inherent  in  any  program  which  is  based 
entirely  on  histories,  and  that  is  what 
the  situation  is  here. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  There  seems  to  be  con¬ 
cern  on  our  side  of  the  aisle — I  thought 
I  had  gone  into  this  in  my  remarks 
under  the  rule — about  the  procedure  of 
going  into  a  possible  conference.  In 
order  that  we  may  clear  that  matter  up 
and  make  it  unmistakably  clear,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  should  the 
House  pass  the  bill,  and  I  hope  we  do, 
it  will  go  over  to  the  other  body  to  be 
considered  as  if  they  had  taken  no  ac¬ 
tion  in  the  field  of  agricultural  legisla¬ 
tion.  We  assume,  I  understand  now,  it 
would  be  referred  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  they  would 
then  work  their  will  on  the  House  bill 
or  on  amendments  thereto. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Either  that,  or  they 
could  call  up  our  bill  and  accept  it,  or 
agree  to  it  with  amendments. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  important  thing  is 
that  this  cannot  automatically  go  to 
conference  as  it  would  have,  probably, 
had  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  not  acted  with  wisdom  and  tabled 
the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  In  our 
appropriations  subcommittee  hearings 
this  spring,  Mr.  Whitten  asked  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  Mr.  Freeman,  “Just  what  were 
the  results  in  relation  to  the  feed  grain 
program  for  1961?”  And  Mr.  Freeman 
brought  out  the  fact  that  25  million  acres 
of  feed  grain  lands  were  diverted  to  con¬ 
servation  purposes  and  therefore  800 
million  bushels  of  grain  sorghum  and 
com,  of  which  685  million  bushels  were 
corn  and  115  million  bushels  were  grain 
sorghum,  were  not  produced  that  would 
have  otherwise  been  produced. 

You  will  recall  that  a  year  ago  last 
March  when  the  voluntary  feed  grain 
bill  was  brought  up  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  for  the  first  time,  it  was  approved 
by  a  margin  of  only  seven  votes.  At 
that  time  the  bill  received  the  support  of 
only  four  Republicans  and  I  am  proud 
that  I  was  one  of  the  four.  Had  we  four 
voted  against  the  bill  it  would  have  gone 
down  to  defeat  on  that  day  by  one  vote. 
Now  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  we  have 
several  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  who  are 
in  favor  of  that  voluntary  feed  grain 
program.  I  recall  saying  at  that  time, 
that  there  were  some  features  of  the 
bill  which  I  did  not  like,  but  that  it  was 
better  than  nothing  and  in  my  opinion 
deserved  to  be  given  a  trial  to  see  what 
it  would  do  toward  controlling  surpluses. 

Consequently,  I  think  we  did  do  some 
good  with  this  particular  program  in  the 
last  2  years. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  It  is 
a  whole  lot  better,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith],  said,  to  con¬ 
tinue  something  that  is  doing  some  good 
rather  than  to  have  nothing  at  all. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  This  letter  from  the 
Secretary  indicates  a  reduction  of  300 
million  bushels  in  the  stocks  of  feed 
grains.  So  we  are  making  progress. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
point  that  disturbs  me  in  this  bill,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  the  fact  that  you  have  re¬ 
duced  the  possible  protection  of  price 
support  on  corn,  from  90  percent  of  the 
3  years’  average  price,  down  to  80 
percent.  We  have  a  bad  enough  situa¬ 
tion  as  it  is  today  so  far  as  the  price 
level  of  corn  is  concerned.  We  cannot 
produce  com  in  Iowa  and  Minnesota  at 
less  than  $1  a  bushel.  In  my  opinion, 
Mr.  Cooley,  reducing  the  basic  price  sup¬ 
port  level  on  com  is  just  poor  business. 
It  is  too  low  as  it  is  today.  I  do  want 
to  congratulate  the  gentleman  for  at 
least  trying  to  do  something  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  my  colleague 
very  much. 


Mr.  Chairman,  since  these  sections 
have  been  handled  by  the  chairmen  of 
subcommittees,  I  will  not  take  any  more 
time,  but  will  yield  to  some  of  the  other 
members  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  the  Findley  amendment  does  not 
become  applicable  in  1963  and  does  not 
reduce  the  price  of  the  1963  crop.  It  is 
applicable  only  in  1964  in  the  event  we 
pass  nothing  else  in  the  meantime. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  conciliatory  atmosphere  pre¬ 
vailing  in  the  consideration  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  I  want  to  concur  in  what  Chair¬ 
man  Cooley  said,  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  has  tried  desperately  hard 
to  present  a  bill  to  you  in  spite  of  the 
many  handicaps  that  have  confronted  us 
in  the  past  in  trying  to  pass  farm  legis¬ 
lation.  We  are  making  an  honest  effort 
to  be  objective  and  to  pass  a  positive 
farm  program  of  some  kind  before  Con¬ 
gress  adjourns.  We  have  completely  dis¬ 
posed  of  the  control  features  proposed  in 
the  bill  which  was  defeated  a  few  weeks 
ago.  We  therefore  present  a  rather 
simple  bill  which  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses  is  a  1-year  extension  of  the  present 
feed  grains  program  and  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  present  wheat  program. 
I  regret  very  much  that  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman  blew  his  top  at  his 
press  conference  yesterday  when  he 
sought  to  castigate  the  Republican 
Members  of  the  Congress  for  not  being 
objective,  in  presenting  farm  legislation. 

According  to  the  Washington  Post,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  reported  to 
have  “angrily  denounced  the  Republi¬ 
can  Members  of  Congress  for  playing  the 
narrowest,  most  partisan,  and  most  bit¬ 
ter  kind  of  politics  with  agriculture.” 
His  face  turning  white,  his  hands  shak¬ 
ing,  the  Secretary  told  a  crowded  news 
conference  that  Republican  opposition 
to  his  farm  program  constituted,  and  I 
quote,  “the  biggest  piece  of  nonsense  and 
contradiction  that  the  mind  of  man  ever 
conjured  up.”  The  entire  article  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  Washington  Post  of  July 
19,  1962,  is  as  follows: 

Angry  Freeman  Blasts  GOP  on  Farm 
Politics 

(By  Julius  Duscha) 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L.  Free¬ 
man  angrily  denounced  Republican  Members 
of  Congress  yesterday  for  “playing  the  nar¬ 
rowest,  most  partisan,  most  bitter  kind  of 
politics  with  agriculture.” 

His  face  turning  white,  his  hands  shak¬ 
ing,  the  Secretary  told  a  crowded  news  con¬ 
ference  that  Republican  opposition  to  his 
farm  program  constituted  "the  biggest  piece 
of  nonsense  and  contradictions  that  the  mind 
of  man  ever  conjured  up.” 

Freeman’s  remarks  were  the  angriest  that 
have  been  made  in  public  by  a  member  of 
President  Kennedy’s  Cabinet  and  obviously 
reflected  the  administration’s  frustrating 
relations  with  Congress. 

The  Secretary’s  outburst,  in  which  he  sin¬ 
gled  out  House  Republican  Leader  Charles 
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A.  Halleck,  of  Indiana,  for  particularly 
scathing  criticism,  came  on  the  eve  of  a 
critical  House  vote  on  temporary  farm  leg¬ 
islation.  Freeman  said  Halleck’s  position  on 
farm  legislation  was  “completely  negative.” 

FUROR  EXPECTED  TODAY 

It  is  expected  that  Freeman’s  statements, 
which  were  made  at  his  first  press  confer¬ 
ence  in  10  weeks,  will  create  a  furor  in  the 
House  today. 

His  denunciation  of  the  Republicans  also 
could  imperil  the  legislation  extending  the 
wheat  and  feed-grain  programs  for  another 
year. 

ASSAILS  INCONSISTENCY 

Freeman  refused  to  comment  on  the  bill, 
which  was  drawn  up  by  House  leaders  after 
consultation  with  him  and  after  the  defeat 
of  the  administration’s  farm  program  by 
four  votes  in  the  House  last  month.  All  of 
the  Republican  members  voted  against  the 
program.  The  Senate  approved  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  May. 

The  Secretary  apparently  still  has  some 
hope  that  parts  of  his  program  can  be  sal¬ 
vaged  in  a  House-Senate  conference  commit¬ 
tee  and  did  not  want  to  jeopardize  those 
chances  by  publicly  backing  the  temporary 
legislation. 

Freeman  said  he  was  “not  trying  to  create 
a  political  or  campaign  issue  situation,”  but 
that  he  was  prepared  to  “go  to  city  folks  just 
as  much  as  I  would  go  to  the  farm  people” 
with  his  farm  program  during  the  fall  con¬ 
gressional  elections. 

GIVE  QUANTITY  CONTROL 

Freeman  was  particularly  caustic  in  his 
criticism  of  what  he  called  “the  inconsist¬ 
ency”  of  the  Republican  position  on  farm 
legislation. 

He  said  that  the  Republicans  who  “bitter¬ 
ly  fought  the  feed-grain  program”  last  year 
now  “are  clasping  it  to  their  breast.” 

On  the  one  hand.  Freeman  continued,  the 
Republicans  “talk  about  regimentation,  dic¬ 
tation,  a  czar”  and  then  they  vote  for  the 
sugar  bill. 

The  Secretary  declared  that  the  sugar  leg¬ 
islation,  which  was  extended  by  Congress 
this  month,  was  “the  biggest  piece  of  cen¬ 
tralized  regimentation  in  American  agricul¬ 
ture.” 

The  sugar  program  gives  the  Secretary  au¬ 
thority  to  decide  how  much  sugar  will  be 
grown  in  and  imported  into  the  United 
States  each  year. 

Freeman  is  seeking  similar  authority  to  cut 
back  the  production  of  wheat,  com,  sor¬ 
ghums  and  other  feed  grains.  Cotton,  to¬ 
bacco  and  rice  production  is  already  rigidly 
restricted. 

The  Secretary  went  on  to  say  that  “parlia¬ 
mentary  difficulties  have  complicated”  the 
outlook  for  farm  legislation. 

Although  he  said  that  “the  leadership  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate  couldn’t  have  been 
more  cooperative,”  he  noted  that  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  position  was  something  “we  didn’t 
need  at  this  time.” 

The  parliamentary  hassle  concerns  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  conference  committee  to  re¬ 
solve  differences  between  House  and  Senate 
farm  bills. 

VIEWS  OF  TWO  SIDES 

Supporters  of  the  administration’s  program 
would  like  to  have  the  temporary  legislation 
to  be  voted  on  by  the  House  today  sent  di¬ 
rectly  to  a  conference  committee,  where  they 
think  some  of  the  Senate  legislation  could 
be  saved. 

Opponents  of  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
posals  want  the  Senate  to  consider  the  tem¬ 
porary  bill  as  a  separate  piece  of  legislation. 
That  would  mean  there  would  be  little  or 
no  chance  for  enactment  of  any  part  of  the 
administration’s  program. 

The  Secretary  also  was  critical  of  a  report 
issued  on  Sunday  by  the  Committee  for  Econ- 
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nomic  Development,  a  business  organiza¬ 
tion. 

The  CED  recommended  the  termination 
of  aU  farm  subsidy  programs  over  a  5- 
year  period  and  urged  a  one-third  reduction 
in  the  number  of  American  farmers  during 
the  same  period.  That  would  mean  the 
movement  of  2  million  farmers  out  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

“Rather  than  driving  people  out  of  rural 
America,  which  is  the  essence  of  the  CED 
report,”  Freeman  said,  “our  emphasis  is  to 
bring  resources  to  rural  America.” 

But  when  Freeman  was  asked  why  48 
Democratic  Members  of  the  House  failed 
to  support  his  farm  program,  his  tone 
changed  considerably  from  the  way  in  which 
he  denounced  Republicans  and  criticized 
the  CED. 

"Well,”  Freeman  said  softly  and  rather 
matter-of-factly,  “I  think  those  Democrats 
should  vote  for  this  bill.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  want  to  say  about 
the  Secretary’s  outburst  is  that  this  is 
a  very  poor  way  to  make  friends  and 
influence  people.  I  am  afraid  that  the 
unfortunate  remarks  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  could  well  result 
in  losing  quite  a  number  of  votes  on  the 
minority  side,  and  I  would  regret  this 
very  much. 

The  Secretary  in  his  press  conference 
also  refused  to  state  his  position  on  the 
present  farm  bill.  So  there  may  be  no 
doubt  about  his  position  I  set  out  a  letter 
which  the  Secretary  addressed  to  Chair¬ 
man  Cooley  under  date  of  June  26, 
1962: 

Jtjne  26,  1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  comments  on  H.R.  12266,  which  you 
introduced  in  the  House  on  June  22.  The 
major  provisions  of  this  bill  would  extend 
the  1961-62  emergency  feed  grain  program 
and  the  1962  wheat  program  to  the  1963 
crops  of  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

The  President,  had  proposed  long-range 
programs,  at  the  request  of  Congress,  de¬ 
signed  to  support  farm  income,  to  reduce 
surpluses,  to  reduce  costs,  and  to  make  it 
unnecessary  to  act  on  emergency  legislation 
at  each  session  of  the  Congress.  This  pro¬ 
gram  would  have  reduced  costs  for  wheat 
and  feed  grains  about  $1  billion  a  year  for 
the  next  4  years.  The  administration’s  pro¬ 
posals  were  generally  contained  in  H.R. 
11222. 

There  are  two  alternatives  to  the  long- 
range  programs  of  H.R.  11222.  These  would 
be  a  return  to  the  pre-1961  programs  for 
wheat  and  feed  grains,  or  a  continuation  of 
the  emergency  programs  as  provided  in  H.R. 
12266.  Under  the  pre-1961  programs  large 
surpluses  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  were 
built  up,  farm  income  dropped,  and  the  cost 
to  the  taxpayers  rose. 

Under  the  emergency  feed  grain  programs 
and  the  1962  wheat  programs,  surpluses 
were  reduced,  farm  income  rose,  and  the 
cost  of  the  programs  was  lessened.  Feed 
grain  stocks  were  reduced  about  300  million 
bushels  for  the  1961  crop  and  there  is  every 
indication  that  a  similar  reduction  will  take 
place  for  the  1962  crop.  It  is  expected  that 
the  wheat  carryover  will  be  reduced  160  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  as  a  result  of  the  1962  wheat 
program. 

It  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to  make 
an  accurate  estimate  of  the  results  of  these 
emergency  programs  as  embodied  in  H.R. 
12266  for  an  additional  year.  It  is  quite 
clear,  however,  that  the  adoption  of  these 
emergency  programs  for  1  more  year  would 
be  preferable  to  a  return  to  the  more  costly 


and  less  effective  pre-1961  programs  which 
would  be  the  result  if  H.R.  12266  is  not 
passed  by  the  House. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  though 
he  is  reluctant  to  do  so,  has  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  this  bill  is  the  best 
way  out  of  a  very  perplexing  and  un¬ 
comfortable  situation  for  the  Secretary. 

The  bill  under  consideration  is  a  com¬ 
promise  bill  and  about  all  than  can  be 
expected  to  be  enacted  into  law  at  this 
session.  The  bill  was  reported  out  of 
committee  with  bipartisan  support  by 
a  vote  of  29  to  5.  Let  me  say  to  my 
colleagues  that  out  of  the  14  Republicans 
on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  only  3 
voted  against  reporting  the  bill. 

Prior  action  taken  by  the  House  sev¬ 
eral  weeks  ago  clearly  indicates  that  the 
proposal  to  regiment  and  control  our 
farm  economy  recommended  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  earlier  simply  cannot  be¬ 
come  law.  As  further  evidence  of  the 
resistance  to  this  type  of  a  control  pro¬ 
gram  may  I  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  laid  S.  3225,  the  Senate  control 
bill,  on  the  table  by  a  bipartisan  vote  of 
23  to  12. 

I  am  supporting  this  bill  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form,  believing  it  to  be  the  best  solu¬ 
tion  of  a  most  perplexing  problem.  It  is 
only  temporary,  and  stopgap  legislation 
as  far  as  the  feed  grain  and  wheat  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  bill  are  concerned.  It  is  my 
hope  that  the  bill  will  be  held  within 
bounds  and  that  it  will  not  be  so  amended 
as  to  make  it  unpalatable  to  some  of  us. 
Therefore,  I  serve  notice  that  if  the  bill 
is  so  emasculated  and  revised  as  to  make 
it  unpalatable  I  reserve  the  right  to  with¬ 
draw  my  support  of  the  legislation.  I 
hope  that  this  will  not  become  necessary. 

I  believe  it  is  the  intention  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  to  review  the  entire  farm  program 
next  year,  including  the  act  of  1949,  the 
act  of  1958,  and  all  amendments  thereto. 
I  hope  we  can  then  work  out  a  long- 
range  program  and  that  we  can  dispose 
of  control  features  for  all  time.  The 
present  feed  grain  law  is  working.  It 
has  cut  down  on  production,  it  has  re¬ 
duced  the  surplus,  it  has  raised  the 
farmers’  income.  And  I  am  not  going  to 
weep  about  that. 

This  bill,  H.R.  12391,  is  entitled  the 
“Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.”  It 
actually  represents  the  fourth  Food  and 
Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  We  started 
out  with  H.R.  10010,  the  administration 
farm  bill.  During  committee  considera¬ 
tion,  a  number  of  changes  were  made 
which  included  the  following: 

Deletion  of  the  administration  dairy 
control  program  which  among  other 
things  called  for  the  imprisonment  in  a 
Federal  penitentiary  for  up  to  1  year,  or 
a  $2,000  fine,  or  both,  for  any  dairy 
farmer  who  failed  to  keep  proper  books 
and  records  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

Other  major  provisions  in  the  original 
bill  which  were  rejected  included  a  re¬ 
quest  by  the  Secretary  for  authority  to 
purchase  and  condemn  farmland  includ¬ 


ing  whole  farms,  a  request  to  turn  over 
to  the  United  Nations  U.S.  funds  and 
surplus  farm  commodities,  a  request  to 
impose  strict  production  controls  on  pro¬ 
ducers  of  turkeys  and  turkey  hatching 
eggs,  and  prison  terms  for  wheat  farmers. 

Later  a  clean  bill,  H.R.  11222,  was  in¬ 
troduced  and  after  weeks  of  dispute  it 
was  reported  by  the  committee  by  an  18 
to  17  margin.  That  bill  was  supported 
by  the  administration  and  carried  the 
mandatory  feed  grain  plan  along  with  a 
number  of  other  extremely  objectionable 
features.  It  was  wisely  rejected  by  the 
House  on  June  21  on  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  by  a  record  vote  of  215  to  205. 

The  next  day,  June  22,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  introduced  another  bill, 
H.R.  12266,  which  did  not  contain  the 
mandatory  feed-grain  controls,  the 
wheat  certificate  plan,  or  recreation  au¬ 
thorities  under  title  I. 

After  several  weeks  of  continued  con¬ 
sideration  and  after  the  adoption  of 
some  18  amendments,  the  chairman  then 
introduced  H.R.  12391,  the  bill  before  us 
today.  After  continued  consideration 
this  bill  was  then  approved  with  two 
committee  amendments. 

This  bill  before  the  House  today  dif¬ 
fers  from  H.R.  11222,  the  bill  killed  by 
the  House  several  weeks  ago,  in  several 
major  respects. 

First.  This  bill  contains  no  controls  for 
feed  grain  farmers.  The  inequitable 
and  unworkable  administration  plan  has 
been  rejected.  On  the  contrary  this  bill 
extends  the  present  feed  grain  program 
with  certain  modifications  for  1  more 
year. 

Second.  This  bill  does  not  impose  the 
long-disputed  wheat  certificate  plan  on 
the  American  farmer,  taxpayer,  and  con¬ 
sumer.  Instead  it  extends  with  certain 
modifications  the  present  wheat  program 
for  1  more  year. 

Third.  This  bill  contains  nothing  on 
marketing  orders. 

Fourth.  This  bill  has  deleted  recrea¬ 
tional  authority  from  the  agricultural 
conservation  payment  program,  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act  amendments,  and 
from  the  Small  Watershed  Act  amend¬ 
ments. 

Fifth.  This  bill  does  not  contain  any 
authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  go  into  the  open  market  without 
prior  appropriation  of  funds  by  Congress 
and  purchase  commodities  for  donation 
to  needy  people  overseas  as  was  proposed 
in  H.R.  11222. 

Sixth.  This  bill  puts  a  termination 
date  of  June  30,  1964,  on  world  school 
lunch  programs. 

Seventh.  This  bill  does  not  contain  any 
authority  for  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  to  go  into  the  sewer  business. 

Eighth.  This  bill  authorizes  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  through  the  ex¬ 
panded  authority  under  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  to  retire  cropland  now  coming 
back  into  production  from  expiring  con¬ 
servation  reserve  contracts  for  periods  of 
up  to  10  years.  Tree  cover  contracts 
could  not  extend  beyond  5  years. 

Ninth.  This  bill  changes  the  basic  law 
in  regard  to  feed  grains.  The  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  by  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958,  established  a 
permanent  feed  grain  price  support  pi  o- 
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gram.  Under  this  program  corn  was 
supported  at  90  percent  of  the  previous 
3 -year  market  price,  but  in  no  event  at 
less  than  65  percent  of  parity.  In  dol¬ 
lars  and  cents  this  means  corn  supports 
at  approximately  $1.05  per  bushel. 

The  committee  bill  deletes  the  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  floor  and  establishes  the 
1964  level  of  support  for  corn  at  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  previous  3-year  market  price. 
It  is  of  course  impossible  to  tell  what 
that  price  will  be  in  1964  since  1963  will 
be  one  of  the  3  years  used  in  the  formula. 

In  review  then  let  us  keep  this  in  mind. 
This  is  not  the  same  bill  that  the  House 
rejected  last  month. 

In  several  respects  it  is  much  closer 
to  my  proposed  substitute  to  the  ill-fated 
bill  as  described  in  the  Washington  Star 
of  July  16,  1962,  which  said: 

In  contrast  to  the  bill  the  House  defeated 
last  month  with  the  strictest  controls  ever 
requested  for  wheat  and  feed  grains,  the 
new  bill  would  give  House  Republicans  es¬ 
sentially  what  they  wanted  by  extending 
present  voluntary  control  programs  for  1 
year. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  a  further  word  about  the 
Senate  bill,  S.  3225. 

The  Senate  bill  was  referred  to  our 
committee  after  the  motion  to  recommit 
H.R.  11222  prevailed.  The  Senate  bill 
which  cleared  the  Senate  by  only  four 
votes  embodied  the  bulk  of  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  recommendations  for  controls 
on  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

Its  provisions  were  duly  considered 
and  rejected  by  the  House  when  H.R. 
11222  was  killed.  It  was  also  considered 
in  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  and 
upon  my  motion  it  was  duly  and  properly 
tabled  by  a  record  vote  of  23  to  12.  This 
action  by  our  committee  only  solidified 
the  previous  position  of  the  House  in 
regard  to  the  compulsory  feed  grain  and 
wheat  programs  advocated  by  the 
administration. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley]  ,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage],  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Abbitt]  ,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  ,  and  myself,  each 
reiterated  this  position  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  during  our  appearance 
there.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  the  Com- 
mitte  on  Rules  honored  our  committee 
position  in  rejecting  for  the  debate  on 
this  bill  a  proposed  rule  which  would 
have  completely  negated  our  commit¬ 
tee’s  action  in  killing  the  Senate  bill. 

Now  there  is  some  concern,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  about  the  future  of  this  legislation 
in  the  other  body.  I  cannot  imagine  this 
Congress  admitting  its  failure  to  pass  a 
farm  bill.  When  and  if  H.R.  12391  goes 
to  the  other  body,  I  am  certain  that  there 
are  procedural  devices  and  parlia¬ 
mentary  maneuvers  available  which  will 
allow  this  bill  along  with  the  other  body’s 
views  to  ultimately  find  its  way  to  the 
President’s  desk.  Our  committee  action 
in  tabling  S.  3225  was  in  no  way  intended 
as  an  affront  to  the  other  body  or  to  its 
great  Committee  on  Agricuture  and 
Forestry.  It  was  and  is  intended  only  to 
express  the  view  of  this  House  that  we 
did  not  want  any  part  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  plan  for  regimenting  our  feed  grain 
and  wheat  farmers. 


The  balance  of  my  remarks,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  be  directed  toward  the  pro¬ 
posed  extension  of  the  present  feed  grain 
program. 

In  1960 1  joined  with  a  dozen  and  a  half 
other  Midwestern  representatives  in 
sponsoring  feed  grain  legislation  based 
on  four  cardinal  principles:  First,  a 
voluntary  program;  second,  land  retire¬ 
ment;  third,  use  of  payment-in-kind; 
fourth,  a  market  economy. 

Early  in  1961  in  the  proposed  emerg¬ 
ency  feed  grain  program  the  adminis¬ 
tration  embraced  the  bulk  of  my  bill  in 
proposing  H.R.  4510,  which  finally  be¬ 
came  Public  Law  87-5,  the  1961  feed 
grain  program.  The  vital  difference  be¬ 
tween  my  original  proposal  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  plan  involved  the  fourth 
principle  I  just  mentioned — a  market 
economy.  The  administration  asked  for 
sweeping  powers  to  break  the  economic 
backs  of  noncompliers.  I  opposed  that 
feature  vigorously  in  the  committee  and 
on  the  floor.  When  the  Senate-House 
conference  substantially  limited  the  so- 
called  dumping  authority,  I  decided  to 
give  the  farmer  and  the  taxpayer  a 
chance  to  reduce  feed  grains  surplus  and 
improve  farm  income  and  I  voted  for 
the  conference  report  on  the  feed  grain 
bill.  I  have  consistently  opposed  this 
dumping  authority  and  I  proposed  to 
limit  it  in  my  substitute  which  I  offered 
on  the  floor  during  the  debate  on  H.R. 
11222  and  later  in  the  committee.  Al¬ 
though  it  was  rejected,  I  am  supporting 
an  extension  of  the  feed  grain  program 
through  1963  because  of  program  results 
obtained  so  far.  In  addition  this  exten¬ 
sion  will  actually  give  the  Secretary  less 
dumping  authority  than  he  had  under 
the  original  bill  because  the  first  20  per¬ 
cent  cut  in  acreage  can  be  funded  in 
cash. 

Secretary  Freeman  has  publicly 
praised  the  1961  feed  grain  program  as 
a  smashing  success.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  his  reluctance  now  to  whole¬ 
heartedly  support  its  continuation  for 
one  more  year. 

The  biggest  question  about  this  pro¬ 
gram  of  course  is  its  cost  and  I  would 
like  to  discuss  that  aspect  for  one  mo¬ 
ment.  According  to  a  recent  study  made 
by  Iowa  State  University,  the  direct  cost 
of  the  1961  feed  grain  program  was  $824 
million.  This  consisted  of  $782  million 
of  payments  to  farmers  and  $42  million 
in  administrative  costs.  In  addition  this 
report  states  that  net  farm  income  was 
increased  by  some  $1  billion  and  the  feed 
grain  surplus  reduced  by  9.7  million  tons. 

Now  a  lot  of  people  will  say  $782  mil¬ 
lion  is  a  lot  of  money.  I  certainly  rec¬ 
ognize  that  fact,  but  let  us  just  remem¬ 
ber  where  that  $782  million  came  from. 
It  came  from  the  feed  grain  stocks  of 
CCC.  It  represents  the  value  of  surplus 
grain  owned  by  the  Government  but  paid 
to  fanners  as  payment-in-kind.  It  is 
not  new  appropriated  funds.  It  merely 
represents  the  value  of  an  asset  which 
the  Government  already  owns.  Ask 
yourself  this  question:  What  would  CCC 
have  done  with  $782  million  worth  of 
feed  grains  if  it  had  not  disposed  of 
them  in  this  fashion?  I  can  tell  you 
one  thing.  We  would  either  have  given 
this  grain  away  through  Public  Law  480 
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foreign  currency  sales,  donation,  or  bar¬ 
ter,  or  we  would  still  be  paying  interest, 
handling,  and  storage  charges  on  it. 

My  point  is  just  this:  The  $782  mil¬ 
lion  payments  for  the  1961  feed  grain 
program  were  funded  by  the  sale  of  sur¬ 
plus  feed  grains.  As  long  as  we  have 
this  surplus — and  I  will  be  the  first  to 
agree  it  is  unfortunate  that  we  do  have 
such  a  surplus — it  only  makes  good  sense 
that  we  use  it  to  pay  farmers  for  volun¬ 
tarily  reducing  their  acreage  of  corn  and 
feed  grains. 

The  cost  of  the  1963  extension  cannot, 
of  course,  be  measured  at  this  time.  It 
will  depend  on  the  degree  of  participa¬ 
tion  by  farmers  and  upon  weather.  I 
would  also  point  out  that  the  payment 
rates  under  this  bill  have  been  reduced, 
thus  injecting  a  lower  cost  factor  in  this 
regard  and  again  I  would  emphasize  the 
program  “will  be  funded  substantially 
by  payment-in-kind  from  surplus  CCC 
stocks.” 

Again  I  say  this  bill  is  about  all  that 
can  be  expected  at  this  session  of  the 
Congress.  It  preserves  the  voluntary 
concept  as  against  proposed  controls  and 
regimentation  of  our  farmers.  The 
choice  should  be  self-evident. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  leading  farm 
publications  in  this  country,  the  Farm 
Journal,  in  a  recent  editorial,  says: 

On  the  defeat  of  his  farm  bill.  President 
Kennedy  said  the  country  would  now  pay  an 
extra  billion  dollars  a  year. 

That  refers  to  the  omnibus  farm  bill 
defeated  a  few  weeks  ago.  That  figure 
is  taken  out  of  the  air,  and  there  is  no 
basis  for  it  whatsoever. 

This  is  what  the  editor  of  the  Farm 
Journal  says: 

We  doubt  it  very  much.  True,  we  may  pay 
more  storage  and  handling  costs,  but  what 
about  the  cost  of  administering  and  policing 
an  expanded  system  of  compulsory  controls 
on  the  individual  farms  of  the  country? 

It  would  have  taken  an  army  of  police¬ 
men  to  enforce  the  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions  alone. 

Continuing,  the  editor  says: 

Moreover,  some  of  whatever  additional  cost 
there  is  will  be  paid  to  farmers,  and  we  re¬ 
fuse  to  weep  over  that.  As  we  have  pointed 
out  before,  they  will  not  be  paid  for  doing 
nothing  but  for  doing  something,  laying  up 
part  of  a  productive  plant  in  which  they 
have  got  a  lot  of  money  invested.  They  are 
renting  it  to  the  Government  in  the  public 
interest,  and  the  Government  should  expect 
to  pay  the  rent.  Nor  can  we  feel  very  sorry 
for  the  city  man  who  helps  dig  up  the  rent 
money.  The  fact  is  farmers  have  done  far 
more  subsidizing  of  consumers  than  the 
other  way  around. 

Farmers,  more  than  any  other  group,  have 
stood  between  consumers  and  higher  costs 
of  living.  The  cost  of  living  increased  15.1 
percent  from  1951  to  1961.  Prices  paid  to 
farmers  for  food  and  fiber  decreased  22.6 
percent  in  the  same  10  years.  This  dollar 
contribution  by  farmers  to  consumers  would 
make  $1  billion  extra  a  year  for  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  look  paltry — even  if  the  billion-dollar 
extra  cost  were  actually  there. 

The  editor  asks : 

What  to  do  now? 

And  he  answers  by  saying : 

Probably  the  best  we  can  do  in  this  session 
of  Congress  is  extend  the  present  wheat  and 
feed-grain  programs. 
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This  is  sound  advice  of  the  first  order. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  was  interested  in 
what  the  gentleman  had  to  say  about 
the  emergency  or  temporary  program 
increasing  farm  incomes,  reducing  the 
surplus,  and  cutting  down  the  cost  of  the 
Government.  The  figures  will  show  that. 
The  reason  is  that  when  the  Government 
has  less  to  take  over,  even  at  a  little 
higher  price,  the  cost  to  the  Government 
is  going  to  be  much  less.  The  initial 
take  over  cost  is  only  a  small  part  of  the 
cost,  because  the  continuing  storage  cost 
is  the  thing  that  makes  this  program 
really  expensive  after  a  few  years. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  remarks.  He  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  refer  to  the 
report  issued  by  the  Center  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  and  Economic  Adjustment  of  Iowa 
State  University  in  reference  to  the  1961 
feed  grain  program. 

This  report  shows  that  in  1961  some 
25.2  million  acres  were  retired.  Some  42 
percent  of  all  farms  growing  corn  and 
sorghum  participated  in  the  program. 
In  my  State  of  Iowa  alone  some  2,784,- 
000  com  and  sorghum  acres  were  retired 
and  55.7  percent  of  the  farmers  par¬ 
ticipated.  In  this  year’s  participation, 
over  60.2  percent  of  the  farms  partici¬ 
pated  and  have  signed  up  for  the  pro¬ 
gram.  This  year  the  participation  is 
thus  even  higher  than  in  1961.  In  Iowa 
we  are  going  to  retire  3,429,000  corn  and 
sorghum  acres.  Over  60.2  percent  of  the 
farms  in  Iowa  are  participating  in  the 
1962  program. 

Now,  with  this  substantial  acreage 
being  retired,  what  do  you  suppose  the 
cost  of  a  feed  grain  program  would  be 
if  those  acres  were  all  producing  corn 
at  $1.05  a  bushel?  That  is  certainly  a 
question  that  should  be  considered  in 
analyzing  the  cost  features  of  this  bill. 

So,  in  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
peat  that  this  bill  represents  a  compro¬ 
mise.  It  has  been  tortuously  worked 
out  after  many  months  of  intensive  de¬ 
bate  both  in  the  committee  and  in  the 
House.  Both  the  House  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  have  rejected  the 
administration  proposal  on  feed  grains 
and  wheat,  and  we  are  faced  now  with 
a  choice  of  either  this  legislation,  im¬ 
perfect  though  it  may  be  in  many  re¬ 
spects,  or  a  reversion  to  programs  on 
wheat  and  feed  grains  which  experience 
has  shown  us  to  be  exceedingly  costly. 

Again  I  say  the  bill  is  almost  all  that 
can  be  expected  at  this  session  of  the 
Congress.  It  preserves  the  voluntary 
concept  as  against  proposed  controls  and 
regimentation  of  our  farmers.  The 
choice,  in  my  book,  is  rather  self- 
evident. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  want  to  take  this 
time  to  commend  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  for  bringing  out  a  bill  which  has 


taken  much  of  their  time  and  talent. 
This  may  not  be  the  best  bill  that  could 
be  devised,  but  under  present  circum¬ 
stances  I  can  see  where  it  will  be  almost 
an  impossibility  to  bring  out  a  better 
bill  than  this  bill.  Further,  I  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  HoevenI,  for  his  many  hours  of 
tortuous  work,  as  he  said,  in  perfecting 
a  bill  to  the  very  best  of  his  ability  as 
the  leader  of  the  minority  members  of 
the  committee.  I  am  especially  glad  to 
see  the  amendments  which  were  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
which  are  included  in  this  bill.  Those 
amendments  are  very  necessary  to  a 
proper  soil  conservation  program. 

So,  I  shall  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Matthews]. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  sure  that  all  the  friends  of  American 
agriculture  have  been  quite  shocked  to 
note  that  the  Committee  for  Economic 
Development  has  recently  declared  that 
a  mass  movement  of  2  million  farmers 
into  other  occupations  is  needed  if  we  are 
to  solve  our  problems  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  As  you  know,  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  members  of  our  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  has  proposed  that 
instead  of  forcing  2  million  farmers  off 
the  farms,  we  should  try  to  help  them 
keep  their  agricultural  production  in  line 
with  consumption,  and  to  divert  their 
unneeded  croplands  for  the  next  several 
years  into  conservation  practices  so  that 
this  enriched  soil  will  be  available  in 
years  to  come  when  inevitably  we  shall 
need  to  put  this  soil  into  cropland  again. 
It  has  been  estimated  that  each  year  we 
are  losing  1  million  acres  of  farmland 
because  of  the  interstate  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  expansion  of  our  cities. 

I  hope  that  farmers  all  over  America 
will  realize  what  a  tragic  situation  they 
face  unless  the  friends  of  agriculture  can 
present  a  more  united  front.  The  Com- 
mitee  for  Economic  Development  sug¬ 
gested  in  its  recent  report  that  if  we 
could  plow  under  2  million  farmers,  that 
subsidies  could  be  cut  in  half  from  the 
present  annual  level  of  more  than  $6  bil¬ 
lion  a  year.  These  figures  are  intriguing, 
and  although  I  have  not  had  a  chance 
to  read  the  report  in  detail,  I  would  as¬ 
sume  that  as  usual,  the  critics  of  agri¬ 
culture  are  counting  in  the  $6  billion  fig¬ 
ure,  many  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
that  will  be  repaid,  such  as  the  loans  to 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  and 
to  the  REA.  I  would  assume,  also,  that 
they  are  including  the  Public  Law  480 
funds,  which  should  be  charged  to  the 
cold  war,  since  most  of  these  funds  are 
used  to  give  our  food  to  our  allies  to  help 
us  win  the  cold  war.  Certainly  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  $6  billion  a  year  annual  subsi¬ 
dies  to  agriculture  should  be  reduced  by 
half. 

The  Committee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  has  suggested  that  over  a  5 -year 
period,  we  should  cut  farm  labor  by  one- 
third,  and  over  that  period  we  should 
gradually  reduce  all  of  our  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  land  diversion  payments  so 


that  finally  at  the  end  of  5  years,  there 
would  be  no  further  Government  sub¬ 
sidy.  This  might  work  out  successfully 
if  we  could  return  to  the  never-never 
land  of  yesterday,  when  many  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  American  industry  received 
no  subsidies.  Labor  has  the  right  to  bar¬ 
gain  for  a  fair  wage,  and  I  certainly  ap¬ 
prove  of  that  right.  The  merchant  ma¬ 
rine  is  subsidized  in  the  amount  of  ap¬ 
proximately  one-half  of  the  cost  of  the 
construction  of  their  ships.  Business  is 
subsidized  in  the  form  of  postal  rates 
that  are  less  than  the  cost  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  rendered.  The  housing  industry  is 
subsidized  by  the  great  guarantee  pro¬ 
grams — and  let  me  emphasize  I  have  ap¬ 
proved  of  most  of  these  programs.  We 
could  go  further  by  pointing  out  that 
utilities  are  granted  a  right  to  have  a 
fair  profit.  Many  of  the  defense  indus¬ 
tries  are  guartnteed  negotiated  contracts, 
wherein  there  is  no  risk  whatsoever; 
thus,  making  it  possible  for  them  to 
make  reasonable  profits.  The  trucking 
industry,  we  might  point  out,  is  subsi¬ 
dized  by  the  building  of  highways.  The 
airport  transportation  services  are  sub¬ 
sidized  by  the  building  of  Federal  Air¬ 
ports.  The  railroads,  in  great  distress 
today,  were  once  subsidized  by  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  valuable  lands.  The  drainage  of 
lands,  flood  control  projects,  the  build¬ 
ing  of  canals,  all  represent  subsidies  to 
various  segments  of  the  economy;  but, 
Mr.  Chairman,  they  all  mean  progress. 
They  have  meant  that  America  has 
moved  forward.  These  subsidies  have 
promoted  the  progress  of  America.  They 
have  made  it  possible  for  people  to  work 
and  to  pay  taxes  and  to  provide  for  their 
families. 

Yet,  the  Committee  on  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  proposes,  now,  that  the  farm¬ 
er,  alone  of  all  the  great  segments  of 
industry,  be  permitted  no  Government 
programs,  such  as  price  support  and 
land  diversion  payments  to  give  him  a 
reasonable  chance  to  market  his  pro¬ 
duce  at  fair  prices  and  to  solve  his  prob¬ 
lems  so  as  to  remain  in  business. 

Let  me  point  out  that  I  do  not  know 
whether  or  not  the  Committee  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development’s  plan  would  pro¬ 
duce  a  free  market  agriculture,  but  it 
would  certainly  leave  agriculture  bank¬ 
rupt.  Competent  experts  estimate  that 
farm  income  would  be  cut  by  one-third 
or  more.  Let  me  point  out,  also,  that 
this  plan,  which  would  cut  the  farm 
labor  force  from  bVo  million  to  3  V2  mil¬ 
lion,  at  about  400,000  to  500,000  a  year, 
would  work  further  havoc  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  unemployment  that  we  have  at 
the  present  time.  Labor  leaders  have 
constantly  asked  us  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  to  keep  our  farmers  on  the 
farm  if  we  possibly  can,  and  I  submit 
that  to  house  those  who  leave  the  farm, 
to  find  jobs  for  them  that  just  cannot 
be  found,  would  be  far  more  costly  to 
the  American  economic  and  social  struc¬ 
ture  than  to  try,  with  our  present  farm 
programs,  to  keep  them  on  the  farm. 
I  maintain  that  we  simply  cannot  make 
such  a  drastic  cut  in  the  numbers  of 
farm  people  without  very  negative  social 
and  political  consequences. 

I  also  want  to  suggest  that  taking  2 
million  people  off  of  the  farm  in  the  next 
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5  years  would  mean  the  end  of  many 
hundreds  of  agricultural  communities 
throughout  this  Nation  who  are  abso¬ 
lutely  dependent  upon  agriculture. 
Many  of  these  towns  representing  a  total 
population  of  from  40  to  50  million  peo¬ 
ple,  Mr.  Chairman,  although  having 
difficulties,  have  been  able  to  survive, 
largely  because  there  are  still  a  sizable 
number  of  farmers  who  buy  their  seeds, 
fertilizer,  tractors,  other  equipment,  gas¬ 
oline,  electrical  services,  from  nearby 
stores — thus  making  possible  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  many  business  establish¬ 
ments  supporting  hundreds  of  small 
communities. 

Another  point  in  the  Committee  on 
Economic  Development’s  report  with 
which  I  find  myself  in  disagreement  is 
their  contention  that  low  prices  will 
cause  acreage  reduction  and  thereby  re¬ 
duced  production.  It  has  been  my 
opinion  that,  whenever  a  farmer  has  to 
spend  the  money  for  his  land  and  his 
capital  and  his  labor,  he  finds  it  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  to  increase  output  even 
farther  when  prices  are  lower. 

I  hope  the  farmers  of  America  will  read 
the  adaptive  program  for  agriculture, 
as  suggested  by  the  Committee  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development.  I  hope  they  will 
understand  that  certainly  we  have  dif¬ 
ficulties  with  production  control,  but 
that  the  pattern  that  we  have  followed 
for  years  in  trying  to  help  our  farmers 
through  various  opportunities  to  keep 
their  production  in  line  with  consump¬ 
tion,  holds  out  far  more  hope  for  agri¬ 
culture  and  for  the  Nation  than  the 
destructive  programs  recommended  by 
the  Committee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment.  I  just  simply  do  not  believe  that 
the  nonfarm  economy  can  take  care  of 
the  millions  of  persons  that  would  be 
added  to  the  labor  force  by  the  rapidly 
contracting  agriculture.  I  believe  that 
45  to  50  million  rural  and  nonfarm  peo¬ 
ple  in  smaller  communities  across  the 
country,  would  be  in  a  state  of  depres¬ 
sion  if  we  adopted  this  radical  pro¬ 
gram.  I  believe  property  prices  on  farms 
would  be  radically  decreased,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve,  in  short,  that  this  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  would  bring  ruin  on  American  ag¬ 
riculture. 

Now,  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  dis¬ 
cussing  H.R.  12391.  Title  I,  concerning 
land-use  adjustment,  has  an  amendment 
added  by  the  committee  which  we  hope 
will  answer  the  objections  that  many  of 
our  friends  engaged  in  forestry  have  had. 
This  amendment,  beginning  on  line  24, 
page  2,  of  the  bill,  provides,  in  essence, 
that  the  only  lands,  for  the  purpose  of 
conserving  and  developing  soil,  water, 
forest  and  wildlife  resources  that  can  be 
used,  are  those  regularly  used  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  crops,  including  crops  such 
as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which 
do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  in¬ 
cluding  lands  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act. 

Title  II  concerns  some  minor  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  and 
I  do  not  believe  this  title  is  controversial. 

Title  III  provides  substantially  the 
same  voluntary  program  for  wheat  and 
feed  grains  that  we  have  at  the  present 


time,  and  includes  a  voluntary  program 
for  the  reduction  of  dairy  products. 
Title  IV  of  the  bill  has  some  minor  pro¬ 
visions  concerning  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration . 

Altogether,  this  bill  is  just  about  38 
pages,  which  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  will  realize  is  less 
than  half  the  number  of  pages  of  the 
original  farm  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  a  great 
deal  of  enthusiasm  for  this  bill,  because 
I  think  it  inevitably  postpones  the  day 
of  reckoning  when  we  shall  have  to  do 
something  about  the  terrific  accumula¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  and  wheat  in  the 
warehouses  of  this  country.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  better  than  no  program  at  all. 
Disraeli  once  said  it  is  easier  to  be  criti¬ 
cal  than  correct.  Those  of  us  who  take 
the  position  we  are  not  going  to  vote  for 
any  farm  program,  should  ponder  what 
will  happen  if  you  do  not  vote  for  this 
particular  bill.  It  will  mean  that  next 
year  there  will  be  unlimited  production 
of  com  at  a  guaranteed  price  support  of 
not  less  than  65  percent  of  parity.  That 
means,  to  be  specific,  that  without  this 
bill,  there  will  be,  in  my  opinion,  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  bushels  more  feed 
grain  in  the  warehouses  of  America  by 
the  end  of  next  year,  representing  a  great 
threat  to  our  livestock  industry  in  par¬ 
ticular. 

There  is  one  very  important  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  section  1  of  the  bill, 
which  states,  in  effect,  that  if  no  further 
agricultural  legislation  is  passed,  begin¬ 
ning  in  1964,  farmers  will  receive  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  3-year  average  for  their  corn, 
with  no  fixed  floor.  '  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  I  think  will  be  to  force  ac¬ 
tion  next  year  on  this  terrible  problem 
of  the  great  number  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains. 

Let  me  repeat  again,  as  I  have  before, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  do  not  want  any 
segment  of  American  agriculture  con¬ 
trolled  by  needless  Government  regula¬ 
tions.  If  I  had  my  way,  I  would  have 
no  Government  regulations.  However,  I 
realize,  and  I  believe  every  farmer  in 
America  realizes,  that  a  program  of  guar¬ 
anteed  fixed  high  price  supports,  without 
a  program  of  production  control,  is  not 
fair  to  the  taxpayer,  and  eventually  is 
not  fair  to  the  farmer,  himself.  Now  the 
bill  which  we  are  considering,  has  volun¬ 
tary  controls,  with  a  fixed  guaranteed 
price  support.  It  means  that  those  who 
cooperate  will  make  it  possible  for  those 
who  d6  not  cooperate,  to  receive  a  much 
better  price  for  their  product  because 
with  the  Government  buying  excess 
stocks,  naturally  it  would  make  better 
prices  for  all  producers.  The  voluntary 
program  last  year  and  this  year,  such  as 
the  one  proposed  for  next  year,  has  done 
some  good,  of  course.  In  fact,  it  has 
done  a  substantial  amount  of  good.  The 
overall  cost  has  been  much  less  than 
what  it  would  have  been  without  the 
program.  The  cost  to  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  will  be  less  under  this  program 
than  if  we  did  not  have  any  program, 
and  I  think  the  overall  benefits  to  the 
American  farmers  will  be  more  under 
this  program  than  if  we  had  no  program. 

I  want  to  emphasize  in  this  talk,  how¬ 
ever,  Mr.  Chairman,  something  entirely 


July  19 

different  from  what  I  have  so  far  been 
discussing.  I  think  here  in  America  we 
ought  to  realize  the  stake  we  have  in 
American  agriculture  and  the  fact  that 
this  marvelous  productive  efficiency  of 
American  agriculture  today  is  a  direct 
product  of  our  farm  programs  that  we 
have  had  for  the  past  number  of  years. 

We  should  consider  the  blessings  of 
American  agriculture.  You  hear  a  lot 
of  talk  about  the  agriculture  mess.  If 
it  had  not  been  for  our  farm  programs, 
believe  me,  agriculture  would  indeed  be  in 
a  sorry,  tragic  mess.  American  agricul¬ 
ture  today  is  a  blessing  because  of  the 
efficiency  of  the  American  farmer. 

One  American  farmer  today  can  pro¬ 
duce  enough  food  and  fiber  for  26  other 
people.  In  the  past  40  years  crop  pro¬ 
duction  has  increased  65  percent.  The 
output  per  breeding  animal  is  88  percent 
higher.  One  hour  of  farm  labor  today 
produces  four  times  as  much  food  and 
fiber  as  it  did  40  years  ago. 

The  efficiency  of  the  farmer  helps  the 
American  housewife  get  the  best  food 
bargain  in  the  world,  and  yet  the  farm¬ 
er  does  not  receive  his  fair  share  of  the 
food  dollar.  Today  he  gets  only  about 
39  cents  of  the  food  dollar.  I  sometimes 
think  that  if  he  could  only  get  half  of 
the  food  dollar,  his  problems  would 
largely  be  solved. 

American  agriculture  is  a  great  bless¬ 
ing,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  it  provides 
jobs  for  so  many  people. 

Now  I  hope  many  of  you  won’t  get 
provoked  with  me  when  I  say  that  some¬ 
times,  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  I  think  the  laws  we  pass  help 
everybody  but  the  farmer.  Just  let  me 
give  you  an  example :  Despite  the  exodus 
of  farmers  from  the  farms,  we  still  have 
about  7.4  million  people  working  on  the 
farms.  But  did  you  realize  that  we  have 
over  twice  that  many  people  who  make 
their  living  because  of  American  agri¬ 
culture?  Do  you  know  that  we  estimate 
there  are  16  million  people  in  addition  to 
the  7.4  million  working  on  the  farms  who 
are  dependent  on  American  agriculture 
for  their  livelihood?  That  means  that 
in  private  employment,  4  out  of  every  10 
people  working  are  dependent  on  agricul¬ 
ture.  These  are  the  people  who  supply 
farmers;  who  make,  ship,  and  sell  milk¬ 
ing  machines,  tractors,  fencing,  building 
materials,  combines;  who  generate  and 
transmit  electricity;  who  refine  petro¬ 
leum  and  make  tires.  These  are  the 
people  who  process,  transport,  manu¬ 
facture,  and  market  farm  products.  So 
if  you  hear  great  criticism  about  the 
farm  programs,  and  how  silly  some  of 
them  may  seem  to  some  people,  please 
remind  your  listener  that  it  isn’t  an  easy 
job  to  keep  a  great  industry  like  this 
moving  with  the  tremendous  production 
that  we  have  and  with  the  problems  of 
getting  rid  of  our  surpluses.  Stress  the 
fact  that  4  out  of  every  10  in  private  em¬ 
ployment  in  America  are  dependent  on 
agriculture  for  their  livelihood. 

Let  us  look  at  it  also  in  another  way. 
I  have  said  that  agriculture  is  a  blessing 
because  it  creates  so  many  jobs  for  other 
people.  Consider  the  importance  of 
farmers  as  customers  of  business  and 
industry.  The  farmers  of  America  buy 
$26  billion  worth  of  material  every  year — 
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goods  and  services.  They  spend  another 
$15  billion  every  year  on  living  expenses. 
They  spend  from  $2y2  to  $3  billion  every 
year  on  motor  vehicles  and  equipment 
and  they  spend  $1.5  billion  a  year  for 
fertilizer  and  lime,  and  they  ought  to 
spend  $3  billion  a  year.  Millions  of  jobs 
are  created  by  these  and  other  farm  pur¬ 
chases.  So  remember  now — let  me  re¬ 
peat  again — that  in  addition  to  the  7.4 
million  farmers  on  the  farms,  you  have 
millions  more  people  who  make  the  trac¬ 
tors,  the  automobiles,  all  the  other  ma¬ 
chinery,  who  produce  the  fertilizer,  the 
seeds,  generate  the  electricity  for  the 
farmer,  and  who  distribute  the  goods  of 
the  farmer. 

Why,  'in  New  York  City  it  costs  as 
much  to  take  watermelons  across  the 
river  and  put  them  in  the  city  as  the 
farmer  gets  for  them.  Did  you  know 
that?  My  farmers  will  ship  some  water¬ 
melons  to  New  York  City  and  they  won’t 
get  as  much  for  the  watermelons  as  it 
costs  for  transporting  those  watermel¬ 
ons  across  the  river  to  the  markets.  I 
am  not  fussing  but  that  is  an  example 
of  one  of  the  terriffic  problems  we  have 
in  American  agriculture.  Again,  I  say 
American  agriculture  is  a  blessing  be¬ 
cause  it  creates  so  many  jobs  for  so  many 
people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  American  agriculture 
is  a  great  blessing  because  it  conserves 
our  natural  resources.  Civilizations  of 
the  past  have  fallen  because  they  have 
not  taken  care  of  their  soil,  they  have 
not  taken  care  of  their  forests,  they  have 
neglected  their  streams.  Let  me  remind 
you  that  many  of  these  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams  look  for  the  morrow.  They  are 
protecting  our  forests  and  our  streams 
and  our  soil  for  the  great  conservation 
and  watershed  programs.  They  are 
giivng  individual  farmers  a  better  op¬ 
portunity  to  discharge  properly  his  ob¬ 
ligation  as  a  steward  of  the  soil. 

Let  me  repeat,  again,  that  the  time 
is  going  to  come  when  we  are  going  to 
need  to  take  the  soil  out  from  the  con¬ 
servation  practices  of  planting  trees  and 
cover  vegetation,  and  to  put  these  lands 
back  again  into  crop  land. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  we  should 
look  on  the  positive  side  of  American 
agriculture.  We  are  looking  here  today 
at  just  one  troublesome  facet  of  this 
problem— how  to  better  control  within 
the  American  system  of  free  enterprise, 
the  troublesome  surpluses  of  feed  grain 
and  dairy  production.  There  are  many, 
many  other  farm  programs  that  are 
working  most  satisfactorily — the  to¬ 
bacco,  peanut,  cotton  and  rice  programs 
have  been  very  successful.  The  House 
just  recently  passed  a  program  to  make 
possible  the  profitable  production  of 
more  sugarcane  and  more  sugarbeets  in 
America.  This  basic  program  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  by  an  overwhelming 
majority.  Let  us  not  count  our  problems 
to  such  an  extent  that  we  fail  to  see  our 
blessings.  Let  us  continue  to  be  fair  to 
the  American  farmer  by  making  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  him  to  achieve  life,  liberty  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness  as  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  economy. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chaii’man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  compliment  the 
gentleman  on  calling,  first,  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  that  that  $6  billion 
figure  is  entirely  erroneous.  It  is  too  bad 
that  otherwise  well -qualified  people  will 
put  any  such  information  abroad. 

Secondly,  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  for  bringing  out,  which  is  the 
fact,  that  if  'We  have  any  such  sugges¬ 
tion  as  this  proposed  CED  program  for 
agriculture  it  will  simply  bankrupt 
agriculture. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  want  to  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  dealing  with  agriculture  I 
know  the  gentleman  knows  whereof  he 
is  talking. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  When  the  gentleman  ob¬ 
jects  to  the  CED  report  advocating 
moving  2  million  farmers  off  the  farm, 
this  is  the  same  objection,  is  it  not,  that 
the  farmers  I  know  had  to  the  ABCD 
plan  last  January  when  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  planned  to  do  the  same  thing  with 
his  plan? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  Secretary  had  planned  getting 
the  people  off  the  farm.  He  proposed  a 
plan  to  try  to  take  the  50  million  acres 
of  cropland  that  we  had  to  reduce  be¬ 
cause  we  were  growing  things  that  we 
did  not  need  on  these  lands  and  try  to 
divert  those  lands  into  some  construc¬ 
tive  use  so  people  could  stay  on  the 
farm. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  QuieI. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  bill.  I  ask  you,  does  this 
sound  as  though  I  am  playing  the  “nar¬ 
rowest,  the  most  partisan,  the  most  bit¬ 
ter  kind  of  politics  with  agriculture”? 
This  was  Secretary  Freeman’s  partisan 
and  bitter  remark  about  Republicans 
yesterday.  I  rise  in  support  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  because  I  think  we  need  to  have 
it  passed  right  now. 

Also  I  point  out  that  further  down  in 
the  newspaper  article  that  I  have  in 
my  hand,  quoting  the  comment  of  Mr. 
Freeman,  he  stated  that  he  refused  to 
comment  on  this  bill.  I  ask  you,  what 
would  happen  if  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  had  to  con¬ 
duct  themselves  in  this  way?  He  in¬ 
dicts  and  convicts  himself. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa,  Congressman  Hoeven, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina, 
Congressman  Cooley;  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Congressman  Poage,  and 
others  were  willing,  after  the  defeat  of 
the  agriculture  bill  last  month,  to  sit 
down  and  work  together.  That  is  what 
we  did.  We  had  differences  of  opinion, 
I  do  not  think  any  of  us  agree  com¬ 
pletely  with  this  bill,  but  we  support  it. 


We  offered  amendments.  Some  of 
our  amendments  were  carried,  some 
were  lost.  Yet  we  came  out  of  this 
committee  action  with  perhaps  a 
stronger  vote  for  a  major  piece  of  farm 
legislation  than  we  have  seen  in  many 
years.  I  want  to  commend  my  col¬ 
leagues  for  that  action. 

What  happens  here  in  the  bill  that  is 
before  us?  We  have  extended  the  emer¬ 
gency  wheat  and  emergency  feed  grain 
programs  for  another  year.  We  have 
made  some  changes  that  I  think  have 
improved  it.  The  Democratic  members 
of  the  committee  did  not  get  all  they 
wanted,  neither  did  we  on  the  Republi¬ 
can  side.  Even  though  a  major  por¬ 
tion  of  that  part  of  the  bill  I  agree  with 
and  have  in  the  past,  there  is  one  part 
of  the  emergency  feed  grain  program 
which  I  disagree  with,  but  I  support  this 
legislation  even  so  and  want  it  to  pass, 
and  that  is  the  authority  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  has  to  manipulate 
the  market  price.  This  is  the  reason 
why  many  Republicans  did  not  support 
the  legislation  last  year.  I  supported 
this  bill  last  year  after  old  section  3  was 
removed  in  conference.  Old  section  3 
would  have  permitted  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  dump  all  our  surpluses 
on  the  market.  The  law  now  and  this 
bill  only  permits  the  Secretary  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  amount  of  grain  which  the 
farmers  would  have  disposed  of,  if  the 
Secretary  was  not  permitted  to  market 
their  certificates  for  them.  I  want  to 
point  it  out  to  you  who  might  still  feel 
so  strongly  about  it  and  might  want  to 
vote  against  it,  that  if  the  voluntary 
feed  grain  program  is  going  to  work, 
the  noncompliers  cannot  get  the  same 
amount  of  benefit  from  the  program  as 
the  compilers;  either  we  could  pay  the 
compilers  a  little  bit  more  than  the  non¬ 
compliers  in  lieu  of  price  supports  or 
else  the  Secretary  is  given  the  authority 
as  in  this  bill  to  hold  the  market  price 
down  for  the  noncompliers.  That  is 
what  we  have  before  us  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  Even  though  the  committee  did 
not  agree  with  the  position  the  ranking 
Republican  on  the  committee  and  I 
have  taken  in  this  regard,  we  take  it 
with  good  grace  because  what  we  believe 
ought  to  be  in  an  emergency  feed  grain 
program  is  here,  that  is,  first,  the  volun¬ 
tary  retirement  of  acres,  and  second, 
price  support  contingent  on  compliance 
with  the  program.  Those  are  strong- 
enough  reasons  for  me  to  support  the 
legislation. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  by  letter  and 
by  Members  on  the  floor  that  these 
emergency  programs  extended  for  an¬ 
other  year  are  going  to  cost  $2.4  billion. 
I  say  it  is  going  to  cost  some  money  to 
reduce  surpluses,  and  I  would  like  to 
quote,  from  the  August  Farm  Journal’s 
editorial  page.  It  says: 

Moreover,  some  of  whatever  additional 
costs  there  is  will  be  paid  to  farmers,  and 
we  refuse  to  weep  over  that.  As  we’ve 
pointed  out  before,  they  won’t  be  paid  “for 
doing  nothing,”  but  for  doing  something — 
laying  up  part  of  a  productive  plant  in  which 
they’ve  got  a  lot  of  money  invested.  They’re 
renting  it  to  the  Government  in  the  public 
interest,  and  the  Government  should  expect 
to  pay  the  rent. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


13194 

So  in  this  regard  very  little  of  this 
money  will  go  into  storage  for  those 
who  are  storing  grains.  Most  of  it  is 
going  to  go  into  the  hands  of  farmers. 
These  diversion  payments  amounting 
last  year  to  $780  million  went  into  the 
hands  of  farmers. 

There  is  one  portion  of  the  bill  that 
Republicans,  I  think,  would  like  in  title 
I.  We  have  supported  for  a  long  time 
the  voluntary  long-range  land  retire¬ 
ment  program,  and  that  is  in  this  bill. 
Some  people  do  not  like  the  idea  that 
there  would  be  land  retirement  money 
going  for  recreation  purposes.  That  is 
no  longer  in  the  bill.  We  even  amended 
the  bill  further  in  committee  to  make  it 
abundantly  clear  that  present  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  contracts  could  be  extended, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
authority  to  extend  these  contracts.  To 
make  it  clear,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  or  if  he  is 
not  here,  the  vice  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Is  it  not  true  that  all  of  the 
conservation  reserve  contracts,  covering 
the  27  million  acres,  could  be  extended 
if  the  Secretary  felt  that  the  contract 
was  such  that  he  could  re-sign  or  make 
adjustments  in  the  contracts? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  it  is  perfectly 
clear  the  purpose  of  that  clause,  begin¬ 
ning  on  line  2,  page  3,  which  reads,  “and 
including  lands  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act,”  is  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  enter 
into  agreements  under  section  101  is  ap¬ 
plicable  to  lands  which  were  formerly 
covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts 
even  though  the  contract  prohibits  their 
regular  use  in  the  production  of  crops. 
This  authority  should  also  be  applicable 
to  similar  lands  covered  by  the  Great 
Plains  program  contracts. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Now,  there  are  other  individuals  who 
want  to  retire  their  land  and  put  it  into 
the  conservation  reserve.  The  language 
we  added  to  this  bill,  specifying  that 
this  shall  be  land  that  has  been  regu¬ 
larly  used  in  the  production  of  crops, 
was  also  the  same  type  of  language  used 
in  the  old  conservation  reserve.  This 
would  permit,  would  it  not,  that  new 
farms  be  diverted;  that  is,  cultivated 
land  on  those  farms  may  be  idled. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that  putting  in  new  farms  is  per¬ 
missible  under  the  provisions  of  this  act; 
yes,  sir. 

Mr.  QUIE.  And  also,  as  I  recall,  when 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  before 
us,  in  an  answer  to  a  question  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  Congressman 
Hoeven,  whether  whole  farms  could  be 
put  into  this  program,  his  answer  was 
yes.  This  has  not  been  changed? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  it  has  not  been 
changed.  There  is  no  emphasis  on 
whole  farms,  but  there  is  no  prohibition 
against  whole  farms. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  COLLIER.  Do  I  understand  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  to  say  that 
this  program  would  cost  $2,400  million? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  did  not  say  it,  but  I  said 
that  other  people  on  the  floor  have  said 
that. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  made  no  such  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  I  am  asking  to  try  to 
find  out  whether  this  figure  of  $2,400 
million  is  correct.  I  am  trying  to  recon¬ 
cile  it  with  the  figures  which  the  previ¬ 
ous  speaker  referred  to,  also  as  to  the 
total  appropriation  bill  which,  I  under¬ 
stand,  will  be  $5,477  million  which  will 
be  presented  next  week.  I  just  want  to 
get  this  in  perspective,  as  a  boy  from  the 
city. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Well,  you  have  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  or  the  vice 
chairman  of  the  committee  for  that  an¬ 
swer  in  regard  to  the  budget.  But  so  far 
as  I  can  see,  I  have  looked  at  the  cost  of 
this  program  and  I  cannot  see  where  this 
program  would  cost  any  more  than  the 
A-B-C-D  program,  or  whatever  it  was, 
the  program  that  we  defeated  the  other 
day.  In  fact,  I  think  it  would  cost  less 
than  the  defeated  mandatory  bill.  It 
would  be  less  expensive  than  the  program 
that  was  budgeted. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Would  I  be  considered 
too  inquisitive,  if  I  were  to  ask  someone 
what  this  program  would  cost  roughly? 

Mr.  QUIE.  The  estimate  is,  according 
to  the  quotation  as  to  what  Secretary 
Freeman  is  reported  to  have  said,  $2.4 
billion. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Then  that  is  thor¬ 
oughly  understood  for  the  first  time — it 
is  $2.4  billion? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Yes. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  since  I  do 
not  have  much  time  left,  I  would  like  to 
conclude  my  statement  and  then  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield  further  to  my  colleagues. 

I  also  want  to  point  out  that  you  can 
just  look  back  in  the  Record  and  see  the 
words  that  our  chairman  stated  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  If  any  of  you 
are  worried  that  we  might  go  to  confer¬ 
ence  an  accept  a  mandatory  control  plan 
which  the  Senate  passed  the  other  day 
and  which  our  committee  by  vote  of 
practically  2  to  1  tabled,  I  want  to 
say  that  this  will  not  happen.  We  have 
the  assurance  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
working  again  cooperatively,  that  this 
kind  of  legislation  with  voluntary  con¬ 
trols  will  be  enacted  into  law  if  any  bill 
is  enacted  into  law  this  year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Stratton], 

(Mr.  STRATTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation,  not  so 
much  because  of  the  provisions  for  wheat 
and  feed  grains  which  have  been  largely 
under  discussion  previously,  but  because 
of  the  section  which  involves  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts.  Representing  a  major  dairy  sec- 
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tion  in  upstate  New  York,  I  have  been 
greatly  concerned  with  the  problem 
faced  by  our  dairy  farmers.  They  are 
confronted  with  a  serious  cut  in  income 
in  the  year  1962  for  two  reasons:  One, 
because  of  a  reduction  in  price  supports 
for  milk  which  were  of  course  mandated 
to  Secretary  Freeman  under  the  law,  but 
for  which  for  some  reason  or  other  he 
seems  to  be  getting  all  the  blame;  and 
secondly,  because  of  the  serious  drought 
we  have  been  suffering  this  summer  in 
upstate  New  York  and  v/hich  has  cre¬ 
ated  a  sharp  reduction  in  milk  produc¬ 
tion  and  a  corresponding  drop  in  income 
for  our  dairy  farmers.  I  think  this  same 
condition  affects  farmers  in  other  dis¬ 
tricts  as  well  as  mine.  They  need  some 
help  in  increasing  their  income  and  in 
meeting  the  serious  economic  squeeze 
the  dairy  farmers  have  always  been  in. 

Mr.  Chairman,  continuing  this  con¬ 
cern  for  the  dairy  farmers  of  my  own 
State  of  New  York  and  the  dairy  farmers 
of  the  Nation  for  that  matter,  I  intend 
to  offer  under  the  5 -minute  rule  to  this 
bill  the  same  amendment  I  offered,  but 
without  having  an  opportunity  to  make 
any  detailed  explanation  of  it,  at  the  time 
the  original  farm  bill  was  before  the 
House  last  month.  This  time  I  hope  it 
will  not  be  necessary  to  vote  on  my 
amendment  without  any  opportunity  be¬ 
ing  given  to  discuss  it. 

This  amendment  would  simply  legal¬ 
ize  the  compensatory  payment  features 
of  our  milk  marketing  orders  that  have 
been  in  effect  for  so  many  years  but 
which  were  stricken  down  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  on  the  4th  of  June,  not  be¬ 
cause  they  were  unconsitutional,  but  be¬ 
cause  they  exceeded  the  legal  authority 
contained  in  the  original  agricultural 
marketing  act.  My  amendment,  which 
is  contained  specifically  in  the  bill  H.R. 
12118,  which  I  introduced  some  time  ago, 
would  add  enough  legal  wording  to  the 
original  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  to 
make  these  compensatory  payments, 
which  have  been  in  effect  for  so  long, 
legally  possible  and  proper. 

Let  me  read,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may, 
an  article  written  by  Mr.  Richard  P. 
Powers  of  the  Associated  Press  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  New  York  Times  of  Sun¬ 
day,  July  8,  and  in  a  number  of  other 
newspapers,  including  the  July  10  issue 
of  the  Oneonta  Star.  The  article  reads 
as  follows: 

Agriculture  Department  Official  Warns 
Milk  Orders  Periled 
(By  Richard  P.  Powers) 

Washington. — There  is  definite  danger 
that  the  entire  system  of  orders  which  reg¬ 
ulate  marketing  of  milk  in  83  metropolitan 
areas  of  the  Nation  may  fall  apart  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  a  June  4  Supreme  Court  decision. 

This  is  the  view  of  an  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  oflicial,  who  added  “there  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  failure  on  the  part  of  the  dairy 
farmer  to  see  the  significance  of  the  Court’s 
ruling.” 

It  is  his  opinion  that,  unless  Congress  cor¬ 
rects  the  situation  with  new  legislation,  the 
whole  complicated  business  of  regulating 
milk  handling  in  the  83  metropolitan  areas 
may  be  junked.  This  will  have  a  major  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  entire  milk  Industry. 

And  there  is  no  assurance  that  Congress 
will  so  act. 
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“Congress  could  legislate  what  was  In¬ 
validated  by  the  Court,”  said  the  official, 
who  asked  that  he  not  be  named. 

“But  for  Congress  to  do  this,  it  must  be 
made  clear  to  Congress  that  these  are  not 
trade  barriers,  but  would  put  competitive 
milk  handlers  on  a  par.” 

The  situation  was  brought  about  by  the 
Supreme  Court’s  6  to  1  decision  in  favor  of 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Co-op  of  Lehigh  Valley, 
Pa.,  and  the  Suncrest  Dairy  of  Pennsylvania 
which  have  been  selling  milk  in  the  New 
York  and  New  Jersey  areas. 

These  two  firms  contended  the  depart¬ 
ment  had  no  right  to  force  them  as  out¬ 
siders  to  pay  money  into  a  common  pool; 
this  pool  is  divided  among  farmers  who  nor¬ 
mally  supply  milk  to  those  areas.  The  Court 
upheld  the  firms. 

Under  milk  marketing  orders,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  fixes  the  prices  that  han¬ 
dlers  pay  for  the  milk  they  buy.  This  money 
is  passed  on  to  farmers  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  milk  they  produce.  But  the  de¬ 
partment  forces  outsiders  to  make  compen¬ 
satory  payments  to  keep  them  from  under¬ 
mining  the  market.  The  Court  said  this  is 
illegal. 

Secretary  Orville  L.  Freeman  has  not  an¬ 
nounced  what  action  he  will  take  to  counter 
this  threat  to  the  entire  system  of  milk 
marketing  orders,  which  handle  about  45 
percent  of  the  milk  marketed  over  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  whole  milk. 

He  has  these  choices:  (1)  Institute  new 
regulations  which  seek  to  meet  the  Court’s 
objections  and  still  keep  the  marketing  or¬ 
ders  in  effect  or  (2)  seek  new  legislation. 

The  Department  official  said  that  as  a 
practical  matter  there  is  no  chance  that 
Congress  will  act  this  year  on  the  complex 
milk  situation.  If  that  is  so,  the  Secretary 
will  have  to  take  administrative  action  in 
the  interim  if  he  wants  to  keep  the  market¬ 
ing  orders  in  effect. 

The  Department  has  requested  those  in¬ 
terested  in  the  situation  to  submit  proposals 
for  amending  the  New  York-New  Jersey  or¬ 
der  by  July  16.  The  Department  later  will 
conduct  a  public  hearing  before  making  a 
decision  on  Just  what  to  do. 

Asked  what  the  effect  would  be  if  the 
entire  system  of  milk  marketing  orders 
should  be  scrapped  as  a  result  of  the  Court’s 
ruling,  the  Department  official  replied: 

“The  immediate  effect  would  be  a  drop  in 
milk  prices.  This  would  tend  to  eliminate 
the  marginal  dairy  producer  and  milk  han¬ 
dler.  Then,  as  shortages  of  milk  appeared, 
prices  would  go  back  up,  inducing  increased 
production.” 

It  is  likely  that,  if  the  milk  marketing  or¬ 
ders  should  be  eliminated,  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  again  try  to  put  in  its  system 
of  supply  management — which  would  mean 
quotas  for  individual  milk  producers. 

Congress  earlier  this  year  disregarded  re¬ 
quests  by  both  President  Kennedy  and  Free¬ 
man  instituting  the  quota  system  for  dairy 
farmers.  Milk  production  has  increased 
during  the  last  18  months  while  consump¬ 
tion  has  declined  to  some  degree. 

The  result  has  been  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  during  that  period  has 
bought  up  and  now  owns  large  stocks  of 
butter,  cheese,  and  dried  milk  in  its  price 
support  operations.  This  support  program 
is  expected  to  cost  the  Government  more 
than  a  half  billion  dollars  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  marketing  year. 

The  official  said  that  it  is  likely  there  will 
be  many  court  actions  as  a  result  of  the 
Supreme  Court  ruling.  It  is  possible,  he 
said,  that  claims  may  be  made  in  the  in¬ 
dividual  milk  marketing  areas  for  repay¬ 
ment  of  the  compensatory  payments  that 
have  been  made  by  outside  suppliers  of 
milk. 

It  is  expected,  however,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  will  seek  to  institute  some  new  regu¬ 
lations  that  will  keep  the  system  intact  at 


least  until  it  has  a  chance  to  ask  Congress 
for  specific  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  it  may  be  that  the 
views  of  this  anonymous  official  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  did  not  find 
acceptance  at  the  top  of  the  Department, 
but  this  is  the  fellow  who  really  knows 
what  he  is  talking  about  when  it  comes 
to  milk.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment 
would  simply  do  what  this  Agriculture 
Department  official  says  should  be  done. 
I  hope  it  will  be  supported  on  a  non¬ 
partisan  basis  because  it  will  also  help 
farmers  in  districts  represented  by  Mem¬ 
bers  on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle 
from  New  York  State  and  elsewhere  who 
have  felt  the  impact  of  this  unfortunate 
Supreme  Court  decision. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  support  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  but  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  he  is  aware  at  this  stage  what 
the  status  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  review  of  this  matter  is  in  the  di¬ 
rection  of  further  administrative  relief? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  There  has  been  one 
administrative  action  taken  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  that  is  to  suspend  the  optional 
feature  of  the  compensatory  payment 
arrangement.  The  trouble  with  that 
kind  of  administrative  action  is  it  may  be 
subject  to  the  same  kind  of  invalidation 
by  the  Supreme  Court,  since  the  whole 
matter  is  still  in  the  courts.  What  we 
need  is  legislative  rather  than  adminis¬ 
trative  action.  Administrative  action  by 
itself  just  will  not  succeed.  And  so,  Mr. 
Chairman,  my  amendment  will  give  us 
an  opportunity  to  take  the  legislative 
action  which  is  really  necessary.  And 
it  should  be  clear  to  all  of  us  who  repre¬ 
sent  dairy  farming  districts,  that  either 
we  take  this  legislative  action  today  as 
a  part  of  this  farm  bill,  or  else  we  take 
no  legislative  action  this  year.  But  ac¬ 
tion  coming  next  year,  Mr.  Chairman, 
could  well  come  too  late,  and  I  hope 
we  will  not  gamble  with  the  welfare  of 
our  dairy  farmers  in  the  great  Northeast. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Stratton]  when 
he  offers  it.  This  amendment  was  de¬ 
feated  last  month  when  it  was  offered 
to  the  Kennedy-Freeman  farm  bill.  No 
hearings  have  been  held  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Federal  milk-marketing  orders  are  an 
extremely  complicated  procedure  which 
needs  to  be  studied  in  great  depth  be¬ 
fore  an  adequate  decision  can  be  made. 
I  should  point  out  that  the  support  for 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  comes  only  from  the  State  of 
New  York  and  I  would  judge  that  it  is 
limited  pretty  much  to  the  one  coopera¬ 
tive  in  New  York,  or  at  least  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  order. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  House,  that  two  of  the  most 
influential  organizations — who  repre¬ 
sent  both  the  pi'oducers  and  the  proces¬ 
sors;  namely,  the  National  Milk  Pro¬ 
ducers  Federation  and  the  National 
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Creamery  Association,  oppose  the  Strat¬ 
ton  amendment.  Neither  group  finds 
that  the  Supreme  Court  decision  either 
harmed  Federal  milk  orders  or  harmed 
the  farmers  who  are  under  the  Federal 
milk  orders.  Only  23  of  the  81  Fedeal 
milk-marketing  orders  provide  for  com¬ 
pensatory  payments. 

If  anything  is  going  to  be  done  in  this 
regard,  it  ought  to  be  aired  thoroughly 
in  committee.  I  think  that  it  is  ex¬ 
tremely  unwise  for  the  House  to  reverse 
a  Supreme  Court  decision.  A  decision, 
I  might  add,  which  I  feel  should  have 
been  made  long  ago.  For  the  interest 
of  the  House,  I  will  again  insert  a  state¬ 
ment  by  Mr.  E.  M.  Norton,  executive  sec¬ 
retary  of  the  National  Milk  Producers 
Federation  as  it  appeared  in  the  National 
Milk  Pictorial,  the  monthly  magazine  of 
the  organization: 

It  is  not  surprising  that  the  recent  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  pertaining 
to  Federal  milk-marketing  orders  stirred  up 
a  good  deal  of  comment  and  conjecture. 
The  decision  was  directed  toward  certain 
compensatory  payment  provisions  exempli¬ 
fied  by  those  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
market,  highlighted  in  the  Lehigh  Valley 
case.  The  Court  ruled  these  invalid. 

The  decision  came  in  the  aftermath  of  a 
previous  fallout  of  public  and  private  dis¬ 
cussion  resulting  from  publicity  on  the 
Stalker  case,  the  Nourse  committee  report  on 
Federal  orders,  and  several  recent  Court  de¬ 
cisions  which  were  adverse  to  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  All  of  this  discus¬ 
sion,  digested  superficially,  may  have  led 
many  to  the  conclusions  that  the  Federal 
milk-marketing  order  program  is  staggering 
against  the  ropes. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation 
does  not  hold  this  view.  Neither  does  it  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  recent  Supreme  Court  decision 
will  weaken  the  program. 

The  recent  decision  is  one  of  many  handed 
down  through  the  years.  Each  has  been  im¬ 
portant  in  determining  how  Federal  milk- 
marketing  orders  may  be  used,  and  to  what 
purpose.  The  current  decision  will  serve, 
as  have  others  in  the  past,  to  direct  the 
course  of  the  program  toward  more  certain 
and  definite  goals. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  made  law  when 
it  ruled  out  one  type  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments  and  other  provisions  of  the  order 
were  in  no  way  ruled  out  by  the  Court. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  may  have  new  administrative 
problems  to  face  or  new  techniques  to  de¬ 
velop  as  a  result  of  the  decision.  It  may  be 
required  to  meet  more  litigation  on  points 
at  issue  that  relate  to  the  decision. 

This  is  in  accordance  with  Government 
procedure.  The  Congress  passes  a  law  and 
the  courts  interpret  the  law.  They  deter¬ 
mine  the  legality  of  the  statutes  and  the 
procedures  of  the  administrators  in  carrying 
them  out.  To  this  extent  the  courts  as  well 
as  the  Congress  make  law  and  they  make  law 
in  a  very  specific  sort  of  way. 

The  Federal  order  program  has  been  be¬ 
fore  the  courts  many  times.  Furthermore, 
it  has  served  a  vital  purpose  under  rapidly 
changing  economic  conditions  prevailing  in 
the  dairy  industry  over  a  30-year  period.  In 
spite  of  the  inherent  problems  arising  from 
varied  and  changing  economic  and  political 
situations — and  the  decisions  of  the  courts — - 
the  administration  of  the  program  has  been 
forceful,  eminently  fair,  and  equitable.  The 
Federal  milk-marketing  program  has  proved 
to  be  one  of  the  most  used  tools  to  farmers 
in  stabilizing  farm  markets  and  farm  prices. 

I  will  also  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  a  statement 
by  Mr.  Otie  Reed,  executive  secretary  , 
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of  the  National  Creamery  Association, 
from  a  letter  of  July  1  of  this  year: 

1.  Compensatory  payments  in  New  York- 
New  Jersey  order  invalidated  by  U.S.  Su¬ 
preme  Court :  In  a  special  letter  to  our  mem¬ 
bers  dated  June  13,  1962,  we  described  the 
decision  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  rendered 
June  4,  1962,  which  invalidated  the  com¬ 
pensatory  payment  provision  in  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  milk-marketing  order  and, 
presumably,  in  other  orders,  some  23  in  num¬ 
ber,  with  similar  provisions.  Of  course,  the 
decision  raised  very  serious  questions  as  to 
the  legality  of  any  type  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  in  Federal  orders. 

Although  the  decision  caused  considerable 
consternation  in  many  milk-marketing 
areas,  it  seems  reasonable  to  believe  that 
the  first  fears  that  the  decision  would  wreck 
the  marketing  order  system  are  now  subsid¬ 
ing. 

The  position  of  National  Creameries  Asso¬ 
ciation  in  this  matter  has  been  well  known 
for  many  years.  We  have  always  believed 
these  compensatory  payments  were  illegal; 
were  very  unsound  marketing  devices,  used 
primarily  to  implement  limitation  of  entry 
of  qualified  milk  into  milk  markets;  and,  in 
general,  among  other  things,  helped  set  the 
structure  of  markets  operating  under  Fed¬ 
eral  orders  in  a  monopoloid  mold. 

Further,  we  have  not  considered  compen¬ 
satory  payments  necessary  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  Federal  order  system  and  we 
think  that,  far  from  destroying  the  system, 
the  decision  in  the  long  run,  if  properly  im¬ 
plemented,  will  in  fact  have  contributed  ma¬ 
terially  to  a  more  efiicient  and  better  working 
order  of  the  system. 

During  the  debate  on  the  agricultural  bill 
in  the  House  last  week.  Representative 
Stratton,  of  New  York,  proposed  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  agricultural  bill  which  would 
have  legalized  compensatory  payments.  This 
proposed  amendment  was  defeated  on  a  voice 
vote. 

Announcements  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  indicate  that  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  has  set  up  a  committee  of  persons 
associated  with  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
marketing  order  to  consider  the  results  of 
the  decision  upon  that  marketing  order  and 
possible  action  that  might  be  instituted. 

The  appointment  of  such  a  committee  is, 
of  course,  entirely  proper,  inasmuch  as  the 
New  York-New  Jersey  marketing  order  was 
the  direct  subject  of  the  decision. 

Nevertheless,  we  would  remind  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  there  is  a  Supreme 
Court  decision  now  on  the  books  invalidat¬ 
ing  at  least  one  type  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment.  This  seems  to  us  to  make  it  incum¬ 
bent  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  set  its  administrative  procedure  in  mo¬ 
tion  to  bring  its  fluid  milk  orders  into  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
as  soon  as  this  can  reasonably  be  accom¬ 
plished.  We  would  further  note  that  the 
interest  in  modifications  of  the  compensa¬ 
tory  payment  system  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  extends  far  beyond  fluid  milk 
order  markets  and  in  fact  encompasses  the 
whole  of  the  dairy  industry  to  a  greater  of 
lesser  degree.  It  would  therefore  seem  en¬ 
tirely  reasonable  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  solicit  comments  from  other 
segments  of  the  industry  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  in  addition  to  the  fluid  milk 
groups. 

These  two  statements,  as  well  as  many 
others  which  I  could  supply  from  dairy 
leaders  around  the  country,  show  how 
dangerous  it  would  be  for  the  House  to 
adopt  the  Stratton  amendment  today 
and  really  demonstrate  the  fact  that 
there  is  virtually  no  support  for  this 
amendment. 


Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Harvey]. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  approach  the  well  of  the  House 
today  with  less  concern  than  was  ex¬ 
perienced  in  the  House  a  short  time  ago 
when  we  were  involved  in  one  of  the 
most  bitter  controversies  we  have  had 
during  this  session  of  the  Congress. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  who  after  that  rather 
unfortunate  experience  went  back,  got 
together  and  worked  in  good  faith  and 
harmony,  almost  complete  harmony,  to 
bring  out  a  bill  that  will  be  reasonably 
satisfactory  to  everyone.  I  say  “reason¬ 
ably  satisfactory.”  I  am  reminded  of 
an  experience  some  years  ago  when  we 
had  a  bill  up  for  consideration,  not  of 
this  particular  nature,  that  was  handled 
in  a  subcommittee  chairmaned  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage], 
When  we  had  finally  finished  with  the 
bill  and  were  ready  to  present  it  to  the 
full  committee,  the  gentleman  from  Tex¬ 
as  [Mr.  Poage]  said,  “It  does  not  suit 
everybody  very  well,  so,  probably  it  is  a 
pretty  good  bill.”  At  any  rate,  that 
seems  to  be  the  status  of  this  bill. 

Comment  has  been  made  during  the 
course  of  the  discussion  concerning  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  Freeman’s  at¬ 
titude  with  regard  to  this  legislation.  I 
can  understand  Mr.  Freeman’s  dissatis¬ 
faction  and  disappointment  that  the 
Congress  has  not  produced  the  legislation 
he  wanted;  but,  as  one  who  has  labored 
for  many  years,  as  far  as  agriculture  is 
concerned,  I  have  learned  that,  after  all, 
this  is  a  very  difficult  problem.  It  is  not 
going  to  yield  readily  to  any  one  man  or 
even  to  that  of  any  one  group  of  people. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  fact 
that  the  Farm  Bureau  has  expressed  its 
disappointment  with  the  bill.  The  Farm 
Bureau  is  one  of  the  fine  and  important 
farm  organizations  in  our  country.  I 
am  disappointed,  too,  because  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  conservation  reserve  legislation 
which  they  have  advocated.  I  realize 
this  bill  does  not  conform  to  what  they 
would  like  to  have  either,  but  I  would 
like  to  show  in  my  remarks  a  little  later 
that  this  is  a  move  in  the  right  direction, 
therefore  should  not  be  criticized  too  se¬ 
verely. 

I  should  like  to  direct  my  remarks  pri¬ 
marily  to  those  who  have  historically  had 
some  reservations  about  a  program  that 
deals  with  agriculture,  and  more  espe¬ 
cially  with  wheat  and  feed  grains.  I 
want  to  say  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
are  much  better  from  the  standpoint  of 
those  who  are  consumers  than  any  bill 
we  have  had  in  the  past.  In  fact,  I  feel 
quite  honestly  that  many  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  from  either  consumer  districts  or 
feed  deficit  areas  who  have  had  some  res¬ 
ervations  about  prior  legislation  can 
support  this  with  a  good  deal  more  grace. 
We  are  moving  into  an  area,  I  feel  quite 
sure,  insofar  as  feed  grains  are  con¬ 
cerned,  that  the  grain  and  livestock 
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farmers  themselves  support.  That  is, 
for  noncontrol;  and,  if  necessary  in  or¬ 
der  to  achieve  their  independence  of  op¬ 
eration,  to  take  a  lower  support  price  for 
their  products. 

So,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  evaluate  this 
whole  problem,  I  think  it  is  a  move  in  the 
right  direction  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  consumer,  the  feed  deficit  area,  the 
grain  and  livestock  fanner,  and  the  tax¬ 
payer  as  well.  Now,  as  a  farmer  myself, 
I  am  sorry  that  we  are  lowering  for  1964 
the  support  level  for  feed  grains  to  what 
I  think  is  to  low  a  level,  but  I  still 
feel  that  in  deference  to  getting  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  we  can  all  agree  upon,  this 
is  a  move  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Santangelo]. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  speech  on  the 
agricultural  program  which  was  defeated 
by  the  House  some  weel^s  ago,  I  pointed 
out  that  the  Republican  Party  refuses  to 
be  realistic;  that  if  the  big  farmer  did 
not  stop  taking  advantage  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  public,  the  American  taxpayer  would, 
to  paraphrase  what  Jimmy  Durante  said 
when  a  bumblebee  nicked  his  schnozzola, 
“Everybody  off.  No  farmer  gets  a  free 
ride  any  more.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  gives  me  a  great 
deal  of  trouble.  I  know  that  the  cost 
of  this  bill  will  amount  to  about  $1  bil¬ 
lion  more  than  the  bill  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  recommended,  and  which  the 
Republicans  helped  defeat.  The  alterna¬ 
tive  to  this  bill  is  a  throwback  to  1958, 
when  we  will  have  unlimited  production 
with  price  supports  which  will  cost  the 
American  taxpayers  much  more  money 
than  this  bill  costs.  So,  I  have  a  choice 
here  of  paying  more  money  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  under  the  1958  law  or  paying  less 
under  this  bill,  so  therefore  reluctantly 
I  will  have  to  support  this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  ask  a  few  questions 
about  the  feed  grain  provision.  During 
the  administration  of  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram,  40  percent  of  the  farmers  par¬ 
ticipated,  and  about  50  percent  of  the 
feed  grains  were  produced  by  farmers 
who  did  not  come  within  the  program. 
Can  the  chairman  tell  this  body  and  the 
people  from  the  cities  whether  those  peo¬ 
ple  who  do  not  come  in  voluntarily  will 
receive  any  price  supports  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grain,  corn,  barley,  and  sor¬ 
ghum? 

Mr.  POAGE.  They  will  receive  no 
price  supports  whatsoever. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  But  if  they  do 
come  within  the  program  voluntarily, 
they  will  receive  a  price  support  of  $1.20 
per  bushel? 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  bill  does  not  fix 
it  at  $1.20  a  bushel.  They  will  receive 
supports  at  the  level  fixed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  which  presumably  will  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.20. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  The  present 
price  support  is  approximately  $1.20  per 
bushel. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 
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Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Now,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  the  House  that  the 
legislative  committee  should  go  further 
into  the  question  of  our  storage  costs. 
Several  years  ago  I  visited  southern  Illi¬ 
nois  and  Iowa,  where  we  have  the  great¬ 
est  corn  and  feed  grain  production  in 
the  country.  As  the  result  of  some  of 
my  inquiries  and  recommendations, 
storage  costs  of  corn  and  wheat  were 
reduced  from  16.5  to  13.5  cents  per 
bushel,  and  we  were  able  to  save  about 
$86  million.  Now  I  find  from  observation 
and  from  inquiries  around  the  agricul¬ 
tural  part  of  this  country  that  the  price 
of  storage  is  still  too  high  and  that  the 
American  taxpayer  is  getting  sick  and 
tired  of  paying  storage  costs  which  we 
must  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Because  of  the  intensive 
and  technological  advances  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  the  farmers  produce  more  grain 
on.  reduced  acreage  than  they  used  to 
produce  with  greater  acreage.  We  are 
not  trying  to  curtail  the  production  here 
because  it  is  a  voluntary  program  and 
60  percent  of  the  farmers  produce  as 
much  as  they  physically  can. 

With  the  increased  intensification  in 
farming  we  can  produce  more  than  the 
country  can  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  the  people  of  America  and  to  the 
Members  of  this  body  that  the  figures 
with  reference  to  the  commodity  hold¬ 
ings  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  on  stocks  and  the  commodities  in 
storage  are  inflated,  are  not  accurate, 
and  are  unrealistic.  They  are  talking 
about  the  price  or  the  value  of  these 
commodities  on  the  basis  of  storage  costs 
which  have  taken  place  in  the  last  10 
years  or  so.  The  figures  which  we  are 
given  are  not  the  present  market  value 
of  the  commodities.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  the  CCC  has  in  storage  today  ap¬ 
proximately  $5  billion  worth  of  commod¬ 
ities  and  not  $8  billion  or  $9  billion  which 
some  reports  in  magazines  and  news¬ 
papers  indicate.  The  difference  between 
the  $5  billion  in  commodities  in  the  bins 
and  in  the  commercial  warehouses  and 
the  $9  billion  represents  inflated  figures. 
They  are  unrealistic  figures.  These  are 
just  figures  carried  upon  the  books. 
When  we  go  into  the  Committee  of  Ap¬ 
propriations  tomorrow  we  will  pass  upon 
the  appropriations  for  farm  programs. 
Next  week  we  may  be  called  upon  to 
reimburse  the  CCC  for  these  inflated 
figures.  I  alert  the  people  of  the  cities 
so  they  may  see  what  is  going  on  and 
I  ask  the  agricultural  legislative  body  to 
go  into  the  question  of  storage  costs 
of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  If  the  com¬ 
mittee  makes  another  exhaustive  study 
I  think  perhaps  we  can  save  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer  a  great  deal  of  money. 
Once  we  eliminate  the  waste  and  excess 
we  can  support  the  farm  people  because 
we  know  that  we  in  the  cities  are  depend¬ 
ent  upon  the  farmers  in  order  to  get 
along  and  maintain  an  adequate  food 
supply. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Breeding]. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  make  this  remark  before  I  give 
an  explanation  of  the  wheat  section  of 
the  bill,  that  is,  as  I  understand  the 
wheat  section.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  in 
this  House  today  in  a  joint  effort  for 
agriculture.  Looking  back  over  3  weeks, 
when  the  agriculture  bill  was  de¬ 
feated  and  all  of  us  beat  around  consider¬ 
ably,  I  want  to  say  it  is  a  pleasure  to 
be  able  to  work  today  with  my  Republi¬ 
can  friends  and  colleagues  as  well  as  my 
Democratic  friends  and  colleagues  on 
this  joint  effort  here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  refer  back 
to  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]  about  the  price  of  5 
pounds  of  flour.  I  had  never  realized 
before  that  5  pounds  of  flour  is  worth 
less  than  5  pounds  of  dirt.  But,  actually, 
they  tell  me  that  wheat  next  to  milk  has 
all  the  ingredients  that  the  human  body 
needs  except  water.  With  60  percent  of 
the  world’s  people  going  to  bed  hungry 
at  night,  it  seems  to  me  we  could  well 
afford  to  use  more  wheat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  want  to  refer 
back  to  the  remarks  which  were  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Matthews],  when  the  gentleman  talked 
about  the  Committee  on  Economic  De¬ 
velopment,  and  I  want  to  make  this 
statement:  If  what  this  Committee  pre¬ 
dicts  in  that  article  which  they  have  put 
out  becomes  law,  then  one-third  of  the 
towns  in  my  congressional  district  will 
be  ghost  towns  in  the  future,  because 
this  CED  plans  to  take  out  one-third  of 
the  people  of  the  agricultural  areas, 
around  2  million.  I  am  sure  this  would 
be  disastrous  to  agriculture  and  I  think 
it  would  be  a  disaster  to  a  lot  of  city 
people  as  well. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  go  to  the 
bill  that  is  in  question.  Subtitle  (B)  of 
title  IH  of  the  bill  establishes  an  emer¬ 
gency  wheat  program  for  the  1963  crop 
year  which  is  virtually  identical  to  the 
program  which  was  in  effect  for  the  1962 
crop  year  and  which  proved  to  be  effec¬ 
tive  in  accomplishing  its  aims.  Last  year 
we  were  faced  with  the  problem  of  a 
continuing  increase  in  surplus  wheat 
stocks  at  a  tremendous  cost  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer.  The  wheat  program  which 
we  enacted  last  year,  the  Kennedy-Free- 
man  program,  we  now  know  was  effective 
in  reducing  the  output  of  American 
wheat  farmers  and  at  the  same  time 
increased  wheat-farmer  income.  The 
last  reports  from  the  Crop  Reporting 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
show  that  the  1962  production  will  be 
approximately  1.05  billion  bushels  this 
year,  which  is  about  200  million  bushels 
below  our  anticipated  disappearance. 
This  means  that  during  the  next  market¬ 
ing  year  as  a  result  of  the  emergency 
wheat  program  which  is  in  effect  this 
year,  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  be  reduced  by  about 
200  million  bushels.  What  does  this 
mean  in  terms  of  money?  The  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  will  recover  some¬ 
thing  over  $400  million  of  its  invest¬ 
ment  in  this  stockpile  of  wheat,  and  will 
save  in  storage  and  interest  costs  an¬ 
other  $40  million  or  $50  million. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  wheat 
certificate  plan  that  was  contained  in 


H.R.  11222,  the  defeated  bill  3  weeks  ago, 
is  more  nearly  the  ultimate  answer  to 
the  wheat  problem.  At  this  late  date, 
however,  I  believe  that  the  Nation  and 
the  wheat  farmers  will  be  better  served 
by  continuing  the  present  emergency 
wheat  program  for  1  more  year.  This 
program,  contained  in  the  bill  we  are 
considering  today,  reduces  each  indi¬ 
vidual  farm  acreage  allotment  by  10  per¬ 
cent,  and  requires  that  this  10  percent 
of  the  original  allotment,  based  on  the 
55  million  acres,  be  diverted  from  pro¬ 
duction  and  devoted  to  soil  conserving 
uses.  The  producer  is  compensated  for 
this  retired  acreage  by  a  payment  in 
cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  percent  of  the 
adjusted  yield  for  the  farm  on  the  acres 
diverted.  In  addition,  the  producer  is 
authorized  to  divert  an  additional  40 
percent  of  his  basic  allotment  and  re¬ 
ceive,  as  eompensation,  50  percent  of  the 
normal  yield  of  the  diverted  acres.  This 
provision  is  a  slight  change  from  that  in 
effect  for  the  1962  crop  year  when  he 
was  allowed  to  divert  only  30  percent  of 
his  basic  allotment,  and  received  pay¬ 
ment  based  on  60  percent  of  his  normal 
yield.  In  other  major  respects  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  is  the  same  as  the  bill  in  effect 
in  1962. 

On  the  so-called  15-acre  farms  the  ex¬ 
emption  is  limited  to  the  lower  of  13  V2 
acres,  or  the  highest  number  of  acres 
actually  planted  in  the  3  years  1959 
through  1961.  These  producers,  if  they 
wish,  may  divert  10  percent  of  the  high¬ 
est  acreage  planted  in  these  3  years  and 
receive  the  45-percent  payment  and  may 
divert  any  amount  up  to  10  acres  and 
receive  the  50-percent  payment.  These 
diverted  acres  may  be  planted  to  castor 
beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  ses¬ 
ame,  other  annual  field  crops,  except 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support 
is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  with  an 
adjustment  in  the  payment  rate  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable,  but  in  no  event  greater  than 
one-half  of  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  applicable. 

This  bill  limited  price  supports  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat  only  to  those  pro¬ 
ducers  who  cooperate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  provided  herein.  The 
present  provisions  of  law  with  respect 
to  establishing  marketing  quota  excess, 
based  on  twice  the  normal  yield  and  at 
a  penalty  rate  and  at  65  percent  of  parity 
are  continued  for  the  1963  crop  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  emergency  wheat 
program  contained  in  this  bill,  although 
not  as  desirable  as  the  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  worked  out  by  our  com¬ 
mittee,  is  the  best  program  available  for 
the  1963  crop  year,  and  I  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Short]. 

(Mr.  SHORT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
something  of  a  new  experience  for  me,  to 
be  here  today  speaking  on  a  farm  bill  to 
which  I  am  not  strenuously  opposed. 
This  bill  does  not  by  any  means  include 
all  that  I  would  desire  in  farm  legislation. 
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and  I  am  sure  it  does  not  include  all  that 
many  farmers  would  desire  in  farm  leg¬ 
islation.  But  I  think  this  is  the  impor¬ 
tant  thing  about  this  bill.  It  represents 
about  the  best  that  we  can  do  at  this  par¬ 
ticular  time,  and  I  think  we  should  con¬ 
sider  this  bill  in  that  context. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Virginia,  Judge 
Smith,  said  when  he  was  talking  on  the 
rule,  this  is  the  practical  thing  to  do,  to 
accept  this  bill  today.  I  concur  in  that 
statement.  The  administration  seems 
determined  to  save  something  they  can 
hang  their  hat  on  in  the  way  of  a  general 
farm  bill  that  will  be  passed  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress. 

After  the  defeat  we  gave  the  adminis¬ 
tration  on  the  farm  bill  here  a  few  weeks 
ago  maybe  we  should  leave  them  with 
this  little  crumb  of  satisfaction,  if  that 
is  what  this  is  going  to  be.  For  those 
who  are  opposed  to  mandatory  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  and  I  think  this  was  the  primary 
consideration  that  defeated  the  farm  bill 
that  we  had  before  us  a  few  weeks  ago, 
I  think  it  should  be  remembered  that  this 
bill  preserves  the  optional  approach  as 
far  as  the  feed  grain  program  is  con¬ 
cerned.  This  bill  simply  extends  for  an¬ 
other  year  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  that  we  passed  a  year  ago,  and 
which  is  in  effect  today. 

For  those  who  do  not  like  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  for  those  who  do  not  want  to 
avail  themselves  of  price  supports,  for 
those  who  do  not  want  to  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  land  retirement  payments,  this 
bill  provides  them  the  opportunity  to  just 
stay  out  of  the  program,  and  I  think  this 
is  a  desirable  feature.  I  think  it  is  a 
desirable  feature  as  far  as  a  great  many 
livestock  people  are  concerned. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  What  the  gentleman  is 
saying,  if  I  understand  him  correctly, 
is  that  this  is  the  best  bill  you  can  get 
at  the  moment. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Exactly,  as  I  see  it. 

Mr.  HALEY.  If  you  do  not  pass  this 
bill  you  go  back  to  the  1958  act,  which 
of  course  is  the  worst  act  we  had. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  am  not  in  complete 
agreement  that  the  1958  act  is  the  worst. 
I  think  it  has  been  castigated  unduly. 
I  think  there  have  been  many  criticisms 
leveled  at  the  1958  act  that  are  not  com¬ 
pletely  true.  We  should  remember  that 
under  the  1958  act  utilization  of  feed 
grains  was  increasing  by  leaps  and 
bounds.  This  increased  utilization  took 
place  over  the  10-year  period  from  the 
time  price  supports  were  at  the  high 
point  to  the  time  price  supports  for  feed 
grains  were  at  the  low  point.  We  should 
remember  that  corn  utilization  increased 
by  essentially  1  billion  bushels.  This  is 
something  I  think  we  should  keep  in 
mind  about  the  1958  act. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Of  course  I  think,  and 
I  think  many  Members  of  this  House 
think,  that  the  approach  of  trying  to 
control  this  program  on  an  acreage  al¬ 
location  is  wrong.  If  you  are  going  to 
control  a  situation  you  must  have  tight 
controls  on  bushels,  pounds,  or  what 
have  you.  You  are  never  going  to  con¬ 
trol  this  program  on  the  basis  of  equal 


limitations.  I  think  there  is  where  the 
Congress  and  its  committees  have  been 
wrong.  I  think  the  American  people 
are  getting  tired  of  supporting  this 
program. 

I  realize  you  have  a  problem  here,  and 
I  do  not  think  you  can  get  out  of  it  in 
this  year  or  next  year  or  maybe  several 
years.  I  think  what  we  need  to  do  in 
this  Congress  and  what  the  American 
people  think  we  should  do  and  I  think 
we  should  do,  and  I  think  we  should  do 
that,  is  to  get  out  of  this  whole  program 
over  a  period  of  years  and  let  the  farmer 
go  back  to  raising  whatever  he  can  and 
selling  it  on  the  open  market.  I  think 
that  will  solve  your  problem.  We  have 
been  in  this  kind  of  program  for  over  30 
years.  By  admissions  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  year  and  year  and  year  and 
year  after  year  it  is  getting  in  worse 
shape. 

Mr.  SHORT.  It  has  not  solved  the 
problem. 

Mr.  HALEY.  You  have  not  solved  the 
problem.  I  do  not  think  you  ever  will. 
I  think  you  will  have  to  let  this  go  back 
to  the  farmer  on  the  basis  of  a  free 
market. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  remarks. 

Inasmuch  as  the  gentleman  mentioned 
bushel  allotments,  I  would  like  to  refer 
to  a  conversation  I  had  with  a  friend 
back  home.  He  said  the  wheat  farmers 
out  in  North  Dakota  who  had  thought 
they  wanted  a  bushel  allotment,  which 
would  give  farmers  a  quota  of  about  9 
bushels  per  acre,  with  a  30-bushel-per- 
acre  wheat  crop  in  prospect  had  pretty 
completely  changed  their  minds. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  supporting  H.R.  12391,  the 
revised  food  and  agricultural  bill  of  1962, 
which  I  consider  to  be  a  very  sound  and 
workable  measure.  As  a  representative 
of  a  dairy  district  in  the  great  dairy 
State  of  Wisconsin  and  as  chairman  of 
the  House  Dairy  Subcommittee,  I  am 
particularly  interested  in  the  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  program  that  is 
part  of  the  proposed  legislation.  This 
voluntary  dairy  program  is  the  product 
of  many  long  hours  of  work  and  delib¬ 
eration  by  the  members  of  the  Dairy 
Subcommittee,  and  I  feel  that  it  repre¬ 
sents  the  important  first  step  toward  the 
solution  of  the  critical  problems  now  fac¬ 
ing  dairymen  across  the  Nation. 

Immediate  action  in  this  area  is  im¬ 
perative,  for  our  dairy  industry  today  is 
caught  in  a  tightening  squeeze  between 
rising  production  and  declining  con¬ 
sumption.  Since  1948  America’s  dairy 
farmers  have  produced  more  milk  than 
can  be  sold  through  commercial  chan¬ 
nels.  The  excess  has  been  purchased  by 
the  Government  through  price  support 
and  related  programs.  Since  1953  these 
Government  purchases  have  exceeded 
$200  million  a  year  and,  in  some  years, 
have  gone  well  over  the  $500  million 
mark. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  1961  milk  production 
went  up  1.5  percent,  while  milk  con¬ 
sumption  dropped  alarmingly  by  2.5  per¬ 
cent.  The  administration,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  the  dairy  indus¬ 
try  are  taking  positive  steps  to  increase 
consumption  with  concrete  and  well-sub¬ 
stantiated  assurances  that  our  milk  sup¬ 
ply  offers  no  hazards  and  continues  to 
be  one  of  the  best  sources  of  important 
nutrients  for  adults  as  well  as  for  chil¬ 
dren.  However,  it  will  take  time  to  undo 
the  damage  done  to  the  milk  market  by 
the  unfounded  scare  talk  about  radio¬ 
active  fallout  and  cholesterol  which  has 
made  milk  its  prime  target. 

Meanwhile,  dairy  surpluses  continue 
to  pile  up.  During  the  1961  to  1962 
marketing  year,  which  ended  April  1, 
price  support  purchases  made  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  removed 
from  the  market  nearly  9  percent  of  the 
butterfat  and  13  percent  of  the  nonfat 
milk  solids  in  the  total  farm  sales  of 
milk  and  cream.  Included  were  435 
million  pounds  of  butter,  194  million 
pounds  of  cheese,  and  1,275  million 
pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  The  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  dairy  price  support  opera¬ 
tions  for  the  past  marketing  year  comes 
close  to  $600  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  making  every  effort  to 
utilize  its  stocks  of  surplus  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  through  donations  for  domestic  and 
foreign  school  and  welfare  uses  and 
through  sales  at  greatly  reduced  prices 
for  commercial  and  noncommercial  ex¬ 
port.  However,  the  CCC’s  uncommitted 
stocks  are  increasing.  On  May  23  they 
totaled  302  million  pounds  of  butter,  89 
million  pounds  of  cheese,  and  338  mil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  officials  have  told 
me  that,  despite  their  best  efforts  to  find 
uses  for  these  surplus  dairy  products, 
the  problem  of  freezer  space  for  CCC’s 
accumulating  stocks  of  butter  may  be¬ 
come  critical  before  these  stocks  can  be 
used. 

Even  with  sizable  Government  ex¬ 
penditures  to  support  the  price  of  dairy 
products,  the  dairy  farmer’s  income  re¬ 
mains  low.  During  the  1950’s,  returns 
on  the  farmer’s  and  his  family’s  labor 
ran  as  low  as  30  to  50  cents  an  hour. 
In  1960  dairymen  in  Wisconsin’s  Ninth 
Congressional  District,  which  I  repre¬ 
sent  in  Congress,  received  only  41  cents 
per  hour  for  their  labor. 

Developments  during  the  past  year 
have  emphasized  the  shortcomings  of 
the  present  legislation — the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949.  It  provides  that  dairy 
supports  be  set  at  such  a  level  between 
75  and  90  percent  of  parity  as  will  “as¬ 
sure  an  adequate  supply”.  As  President 
Kennedy  pointed  out  in  his  farm  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  on  January  31,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  had  no  choice 
under  that  law  but  to  lower  dairy  sup¬ 
ports  to  75  percent  of  parity  because  of 
the  obvious  oversupply  of  dairy  products. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  lowering  of  dairy 
supports  prescribed  in  existing  law  has 
resulted  in  a  10-percent  decline  in  in¬ 
come  for  dairymen.  With  dairy  supports 
at  75  percent  of  parity,  dairy  farmers’ 
income  will  fall  about  a  quarter  of  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  this  year.  In  my  home  State 
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of  Wisconsin,  dairymen  will  lose  $30  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  9-month  period  following  the 
mandatory  lowering  of  supports  on  April 
1.  Minnesota  farmers  stand  to  lose  $22  *4 
million  during  the  same  period.  And 
even  with  the  lower  support  level,  the 
CCC’s  dairy  purchases  this  year  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  approximate  last  year’s  record 
volume,  with  net  expenditures  again  ap¬ 
proaching  the  $600  million  mark. 

To  say  that  this  is  a  serious  situation 
would  be  the  understatement  of  the  year. 
Almost  every  State  in  the  Union  pro¬ 
duces  milk.  It  provides  twice  as  much 
cash  income  for  our  farmers  as  any 
other  basic  crop.  In  addition  to  the 
farmers  who  produce  milk,  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry  furnishes  employment  for  almost 
300,000  persons  who  process  and  handle 
dairy  products  before  they  reach  the  re¬ 
tail  level. 

Our  present  dairy  problem  has  reached 
emergency  proportions  very  similar  to 
the  feed  grain  emergency  which  we  faced 
last  year.  Because  of  a  lack  of  agree¬ 
ment  among  the  various  dairy  organiza¬ 
tions,  dairy  industry  representatives  and 
Members  of  Congress,  the  formulation 
and  enactment  of  a  long-range  dairy 
program  is  obviously  going  to  be  a 
lengthy  process.  Meanwhile,  I  strongly 
feel  that  we  must  deal  with  the  immedi¬ 
ate  emergency  in  this  vital  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  provision  of 
the  dairy  surplus  reduction  program, 
which  is  similar  to  the  1961  emergency 
feed  grains  program,  dairymen  would 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  sign  a  volun¬ 
tary  agreement  to  reduce  their  market¬ 
ings  of  milk  between  10  and  25  percent  of 
their  1961  marketings.  For  such  reduc¬ 
tions,  they  would  receive  a  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payment  of  up  to  $2.50  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  from  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds.  The  exact  rate  of 
payment  would  be  a  rate  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  estimated  would 
encourage  voluntary  reductions  in  mar¬ 
ketings  but  could  not  exceed  $2.50  per 
hundredweight. 

Since  the  cost  to  CCC  of  purchasing 
products  manufactured  from  100  pounds 
of  milk,  plus  storage  for  a  short  term, 
adds  up  to  about  $4.20,  the  Government 
would  save  approximately  $1.70  for  each 
100  pound  reduction  in  milk  production. 
As  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freeman 
pointed  out  when  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  was  considering  the  voluntary 
dairy  program,  it  would  save  taxpayers 
an  estimated  $54  million  a  year  over  the 
existing  program. 

He  also  presented  a  chart  showing  how 
this  saving  would  be  effected.  I  would 
like  to  include  that  chart  in  the  Record 
at  this  point: 

Cost  comparison  of  present  and,  proposed 
dairy  programs 

Million 

Estimated  annual  CCC  expenditures, 
at  75  percent  of  parity  under  present 

law _ _ _ $550 

Proposed  emergency  program,  at  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  assuming  20  percent 
of  producers  reduce  their  market¬ 
ings  10  percent  below  their  sales  in 
1961: 

Reduction  In  CCC  purchase  cost _ 

Payments  to  producers,  at  $2.50  on 
2,400  million  pounds  reduction _ 


Net  saving 
No.  123- 


The  aid  offered  to  cooperating  dairy¬ 
men  under  this  voluntary  program  would 
be  in  addition  to  the  assistance  all  dairy 
farmers  receive  through  price  supports, 
which  would  be  contained  at  75  percent 
of  parity.  The  program  would  be  in 
operation  from  October  1,  1962,  through 
June  30,  1963. 

Mr.  Chairman,  small  producers  could 
receive  payments  for  reducing  milk  pro¬ 
duction  by  7,500  pounds  a  quarter,  even 
if  this  amounted  to  more  than  the  25- 
percent  limitation  provided  in  the  bill. 
Anyone  who,  for  some  reason,  has  al¬ 
ready  reduced  his  marketings  since  1961 
would  receive  payment  only  on  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  his  current  marketings. 

A  producer  who  failed  to  reduce  his 
marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  would  be  eligible  for  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  re¬ 
duced  his  marketings,  providing  such  re¬ 
duction  is  as  much  as  10  percent  of  his 
normal  marketing  level.  However,  the 
rate  of  payment  would  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  what 
would  have  been  the  payment  on  the 
milk  that  he  failed  to  reduce. 

This  proposal  provides  that  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  with  producers  under 
which  they  might  receive  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  may  contain  “such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus 
reduction  payments  program  and  to  as¬ 
sure  that  a  producer’s  reduction  in  mar¬ 
ketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer 
of  his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for 
the  production  and  marketing  of  milk”. 
With  a  payment  rate  between  $2  and 
$2.50,  there  would  be  savings  in  pro¬ 
gram  costs  if  half  or  more  of  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  production  covered  by  agree¬ 
ments  were  achieved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  farmers  selling  milk 
under  Federal  milk  marketing  orders 
would  be  affected  the  same  as  other  pro¬ 
ducers.  However,  they  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  credit  all  their  marketing  re¬ 
ductions  against  surplus  class  milk.  In 
this  way,  they  would  retain  their  full 
share  of  the  class  I  value  of  the  pool  just 
as  though  their  total  deliveries  had  not 
been  reduced. 

If  a  long-range  dairy  program  utilizing 
milk  quotas  is  put  into  effect  at  a  later 
date,  dairy  farmers  who  participated  in 
the  voluntary  program  will  not  be  penal¬ 
ized  with  lower  quotas  because  of  pro¬ 
duction  cuts  under  this  program. 

Enactment  into  law  of  this  emergency 
voluntary  program  would  give  dairymen 
and  legislators  their  first  chance  to  see 
how  a  supply-adjustment  program  would 
operate  in  the  dairy  field.  Currently, 
milk  is  the  only  one  of  our  important 
agricultural  commodities  which  does  not 
have  such  a  program.  In  addition  to 
reducing  our  gigantic  surpluses  of  milk 
and  dairy  products,  and  the  subsequent 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  purchasing  and 
storing  them,  this  voluntary  program 
could  very  well  indicate  the  way  in  which 
future  dairy  programs  should  go. 

As  Secretary  Freeman  pointed  out  to 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  the 
60  voluntary  program  would  give  individ- 
— .  ual  farmers  the  advantage  of  being  able 
54  to  maintain  their  dairy  income  while  re¬ 


ducing  their  milk  production.  The  other 
major  advantage  would  be  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  accomplish  some  surplus  re¬ 
duction  and  to  reduce  CCC  costs  while 
work  continues  on  development  of  a 
longer  range  dairy  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  firmly  believe  that 
the  voluntary  dairy  program  contained 
in  H.R.  12391  is  a  sound  and  reasonable 
approach  to  our  critical  dairy  situation. 
I  feel  that  H.R.  12391  and  its  dairy  sec¬ 
tion  merit  our  support. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Johnson]  for  his  constructive 
leadership,  particularly  on  the  dairy  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  probably  the  last 
chance  the  87th  Congress  will  have  to 
consider  a  comprehensive  farm  bill. 
This  is  too  bad,  because  in  my  judgment 
what  is  needed  is  a  farm  program  ad¬ 
justed  to  our  domestic  and  intemationa- 
tional  needs  of  the  1960’s.  Whatever 
may  be  said  for  H.R.  12391,  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us,  it  is  not  such  a  program. 

Such  a  program  would  see  us  move 
progressively  from  a  system  of  high  price 
supports  that  cause  unwieldy  surpluses, 
to  a  system  where  farm  products  sell  in 
the  market  for  more  reasonable  prices, 
with  our  fantastic  improvements  in  agri¬ 
cultural  productivity  in  part  passed  on 
to  the  consuming  world,  and  with  the 
family-sized  farmer  compensated  di¬ 
rectly  by  production  payments  so  as  to 
bring  his  family  income  nearer  to  what 
it  would  have  been  had  he  received  a 
parity  price.  The  dairy  program  of  H.R. 
12391,  the  bill  before  us,  is  a  tentative 
step  in  this  direction,  and  a  good  one. 
Would  that  there  were  more  of  it. 

I  regret  that  we  are  not  now  moving 
toward  a  new  farm  program,  because 
there  looms  before  us  a  Common  Market 
agricultural  policy  that,  unless  checked, 
will  raise  havoc  with  our  farm  exports. 
As  I  shall  make  clear,  I  believe  that  that 
proposed  Common  Market  farm  policy 
must  be  checked.  But  the  best  way  to 
check  it  is  to  put  our  own’ agricultural 
house  in  order,  so  that  we  may  be  free 
of  the  onus  of  protectionism  ourselves 
as  we  fight  protectionism  by  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market.  This  we  have  failed  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unless  we  can  nego¬ 
tiate  a  place  for  American  farm  products 
in  the  Common  Market,  it  is  probable 
that  most  American  exports  of  food  and 
feed  grains  will  gradually  be  squeezed 
out  of  the  Common  Market.  I  would 
like  to  explain  briefly  why  this  is  so. 

In  the  immediate  postwar  years,  we 
all  remember  that  Europe  made  strenu¬ 
ous  efforts  to  expand  its  own  food  pro¬ 
duction  because  of  the  dollar  shortage. 
That  effort  has  been  successful,  and,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  phenomenal  expansion 
of  European  industry,  has  turned  the 
dollar  shortage  into  a  dollar  glut. 

Expansion  of  Europe’s  own  food  pro¬ 
duction  has  inevitably  cut  into  our  share 
of  that  market.  The  continuation  of  this 
trend  would  not  be  expected  to  go  far 
enough  to  cut  us  out  of  the  European 
market  for  food  and  feed  grains,  so  long 
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as  each  nation  pursued  its  own  national 
farm  policy.  The  important  point  to 
grasp  is  that  now,  the  substitution  of  a 
common  agricultural  policy  along  lines 
now  indicated  for  the  individual  na¬ 
tional  policies  of  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  is  certain  to  squeeze  the 
United  States  out  of  that  very  large  and 
important  market. 

Acting  alone,  a  deficit  food  country 
would  naturally  import  from  the  cheap¬ 
est  source,  even  while  stimulating  the 
production  of  its  own  farmers  by  price 
supports  and  other  measures.  But  when 
these  countries  of  the  Common  Market 
pool  their  resources  under  a  common 
policy,  it  means  that  the  surplus-pro¬ 
ducing  members  have  a  first  claim  on  the 
markets  of  the  deficit  members. 

This,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  essence  of 
the  new  threat  to  our  exports.  For  any 
member  country  that  can  produce  a  sur¬ 
plus  above  its  own  requirements  will  re¬ 
ceive  preference  over  outside  countries, 
like  the  United  States,  in  the  markets 
of  the  importing  partners. 

This  means  that  France  will  proceed 
to  take  over  our  wheat  market  in  Ger¬ 
many  and  the  low  countries.  We  know 
that.  And  it  means  that  the  expanding 
European  market  for  feed  grains  will 
similarly  be  supplied  by  partner  coun¬ 
tries.  This  is  a  bitter  pill  for  the  United 
States.  Rising  incomes  in  the  Common 
Market  insure  that  consumption  of  ani¬ 
mal  products  will  increase  more  rapidly 
than  consumption  of  cereals.  Hence, 
the  rapid  expansion  of  demand  for  feed 
grains  in  Western  Europe.  But  the 
principle  that  partner  countries  are  to 
receive  preference,  even  though  their 
costs  are  higher  than  American  costs  of 
production,  is  a  means  not  only  of  reduc¬ 
ing  our  share  of  this  growing  market, 
but  also  of  eventually  squeezing  us  out. 
For  the  support  prices  inside  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  can  be  raised  high  enough 
to  enable  the  surplus-producing  part¬ 
ners  to  supply  the  deficit  members. 

Obviously,  this  is  of  vital  importance 
to  American  producers  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  and  to  our  growers  of  rice,  poul¬ 
try,  oil  crops,  and  fruits  as  well.  I  re¬ 
peat,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  creation  of  a 
common  farm  policy  presents  a  far 
greater  threat  than  individual  policies 
of  member  countries,  taken  separately. 
This  is  simply  because  the  high-cost  sur¬ 
pluses  of  any  member  can  be  used  to 
displace  the  low-cost  production  of  the 
United  States  and  Canada. 

The  number  of  draft  animals  in  Com¬ 
mon  Market  countries  is  already  declin¬ 
ing,  as  mechanization  gets  underway. 
This  is  certain  to  continue.  As  the 
number  of  draft  animals  is  reduced,  this 
will  free  land  for  the  production  of  feed 
grains  for  Europe’s  growing  herds  of 
livestock.  And  those'  feed  grains,  un¬ 
less  we  act,  will  be  European  high-cost 
feed  grains  rather  than  American  low- 
cost  feed  grains. 

Moreover,  if  Britain  joins  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market,  there  is  danger  that  the 
same  thing  will  happen  to  our  tobacco 
market  on  the  continent.  For,  if  Rho¬ 
desian  tobacco  is  granted  preferential 
treatment,  Rhodesian  exports  to  conti¬ 
nental  Europe  will  expand  at  our 
expense,  just  as  the  British  preferential 


treatment  of  Rhodesian  tobacco  dis¬ 
placed  American  exports  to  Britain  in 
an  earlier  period. 

What  can  we  do  about  this  dire  pros¬ 
pect  for  American  exports  of  farm 
products  to  markets  which  account  for 
such  a  large  fraction  of  our  commercial 
exports?  We  certainly  cannot  protect 
it  by  doing  nothing.  And  the  longer  we 
delay,  the  more  difficult  it  becomes  to 
change  this  policy  of  the  Common  Mar¬ 
ket  which  is  now  taking  shape. 

We  must  negotiate  at  the  earliest 
possible  date,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  consider  fundamental  changes 
of  farm  policy  that  will  enable  low-cost 
American  food,  feed  grains,  and  tobacco 
to  retain  a  place  in  the  expanding  Com¬ 
mon  Market. 

The  important  thing  I  have  to  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  delay  can  mean  dis¬ 
aster.  For  agreements,  as  between 
members  of  the  Common  Market,  are 
especially  difficult  in  the  area  of  farm 
policy.  And,  once  these  agreements  are 
firm,  they  may  be  impossible  to  change. 

In  that  case,  1962  might  become  the 
year  that  the  locusts  have  eaten. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Harding!. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
not  with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  that  I 
find  myself  standing  in  the  well  in  a 
position  of  at  least  partial  opposition 
to  the  majority  of  the  members  of  my 
committee  both  on  the  majority  side  and 
on  the  minority  side.  Last  month  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  administration’s  omnibus 
farm  bill  because  I  believed  it  offered  a 
solution  to  the  farm  dilemma.  I  be¬ 
lieve  one  solution  is  truly  supply  man¬ 
agement  and  an  honest  attempt  to  bring 
our  production  into  balance  with  our 
ability  to  utilize  the  commodities  pro¬ 
duced  on  our  farms.  This  attempt  was 
voted  down.  So  now  here  we  are  again 
today  faced  with  the  necessity  of  doing 
something  to  solve  the  problem  of  our 
unmanageable  feed-grain  surpluses. 
Just  to  illustrate  how  bad  this  problem 
really  is — in  1952  when  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Ezra  Taft  Benson  went  into 
office,  he  stated  that  through  a  program 
of  flexible  price  supports  he  hoped  to 
eliminate  the  surpluses. 

In  1952  we  had  in  storage  under  Gov¬ 
ernment  inventory  and  under  Govern¬ 
ment  loans,  541  million  bushels  of  feed 
grains.  It  was  valued  at  $740  million. 

Ten  years  later,  today,  we  have  in 
Government  inventories  and  under 
Government  loans,  2,783  million  bushels 
of  feed  grains  valued  at  $3,271  million. 
Now  I  am  speaking  of  feed  grains  alone. 
It  is  costing  us  over  $1  million  a  day  just 
to  pay  the  storage,  carrying  charges, 
and  interest  to  store  this  surplus  feed 
grain.  In  the  last  10  years  we  have 
spent  nearly  $3  billion  just  on  storage, 
carrying  charges,  and  interest. 

I  think  something  must  be  done.  But 
unlike  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Ezra 
Taft  Benson,  I  do  not  think  it  can  be 
done  gradually.  For  that  reason,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  feed 
grain  section  of  this  bill.  We  do  not 
have  any  controls  now  over  feed  grains, 
and  my  amendment  would  eliminate  all 
price  supports  on  feed  grains  and  pro¬ 
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vide  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  would  dispose  of  the  surpluses 
in  CCC  storage  over  the  next  15  years 
at  the  rate  of  one-fifteenth  per  year, 
in  a  manner  so  as  to  have  the  maximum 
effect  to  insure  that  the  stocks  of  high¬ 
est  quality  are  kept  in  storage  and  also 
to  insure  the  minimum  effect  on  market 
prices. 

I  am  sure  that  this  will  not  be  a  popu¬ 
lar  amendment.  With  many  people 
from  areas  that  produce  great  amounts 
of  feed  grains  this  could  well  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  amendment  that  shot 
Santa  Claus.  But  I  think  if  we  are  sin¬ 
cere,  and  if  we  really  want  to  get  the 
Government  out  of  agriculture — now  is 
the  time  for  us  to  act.  Every  feed  grain 
farmer  in  America  and  every  producer 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  rye,  oats,  or 
barley  will  know  when  he  sows  his  crop 
this  fall  or  next  spring  that  he  will  be 
able  to  go  to  the  marketplace  and  he 
will  receive  the  market  price  for  what 
he  produces.  If  the  market  price  is  75 
cents  a  bushel,  that  is  all  he  is  going  to 
get  and  the  Government  is  not  going  to 
bail  him  out.  If  the  market  price  is 
$1.50  a  bushel,  he  will  receive  that  price, 
but  there  will  not  be  any  addition  to  the 
storage  and  there  will  not  be  any  price 
supports. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  majority  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  after  hearing 
my  amendment  explained,  when  we  come 
to  that  section  of  the  bill,  will  feel  that 
they  want  to  take  action;  and  that  we 
will  return  feed  grains  to  a  free  mar¬ 
ket  on  the  same  basis  as  livestock,  po¬ 
tatoes,  as  citrus  fruits,  other  fruits  and 
vegetables  and  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mi’.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Dole]  . 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marksO 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Harding] 
has  just  stated,  we  all  want  to  save  our 
taxpayers’  dollars.  I  might  point  out, 
too;  that  during  the  last  11  years  or  so, 
we  have  given  Yugoslavia  around  $415,- 
000  a  day  in  aid  of  one  type  or  another, 
but  we  always  find  it  convenient  to  make 
the  grain  storage  industry  the  whipping 
boy  when  it  comes  to  debating  a  farm 
bill.  I  do  feel  the  farm  program  is  one 
area  we  can  and  should  save  money  but 
we  must  also  be  realistic. 

There  is  considerable  doubt  on  our 
side  of  the  aisle  about  the  parliamentary 
situation  so  I  shall  ask  the  vice  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  to  respond  to 
some  questions.  As  I  understand  the 
parliamentary  situation,  and  I  am  not 
trying  to  interpret  what  the  siuation 
in  the  Senate  might  be,  there  are  three 
courses  open  to  the  Senate.  First,  they 
can  accept  our  bill.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes;  if  we  pass  this  bill 
and  it  goes  to  the  Senate  they  could 
accept  it  without  amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Second,  as  I  understand, 
it  could  be  referred  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and, 
of  course,  there  the  committee  could  act 
on  our  bill. 
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Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Finally,  under  the  broad 
rules  of  the  Senate  they  could  amend 
this  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
attempt  to  resurrect  the  old  Senate  bill 
in  that  way. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Whether  they  can  take 
a  bill  directly  from  the  House  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  I  do  not  know.  I  do 
not  know  what  the  Senate  rules  require 
in  that  respect,  but  I  do  not  see  how 
it  could  go  directly  to  the  floor  without 
going  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Without  any  disrespect 
to  the  Senate,  the  committee  vote  turn¬ 
ing  down  the  Senate  bill  23  to  12  ought 
to  make  it  very  clear  farmers  do  not 
want  a  tight  control  program.  Many 
of  us  recognize  imperfections  in  this 
legislation  but  feel  it  is  the  best  bill 
possible  this  year.  It  is  a  compromise 
bill  and  because  of  this  it  is  most  un¬ 
fortunate  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
on  the  day  before  this  bill  was  to  be 
considered  in  the  House  felt  constrained 
to  blast  Republicans.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  attitude  of  the  Secretary  un¬ 
less  he  hopes  to  kill  this  compromise 
measure  by  his  outburst  for  I  personally 
know  that  he  has  alienated  many  sup¬ 
porters  on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle.  It  appears  to  me  that  since  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  have  been  unable  to  accept  legisla¬ 
tive  defeats  without  subsequent  angry, 
bitter,  and  partisan  statements,  it  might 
be  well  for  them  to  spend  a  couple  of 
weeks  in  Hyannis  Port  where  they  might 
rest  and  fill  themselves  with  tran¬ 
quilizers. 

The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  made  a  very  sincere  effort  to  resolve 
some  of  the  differences  which  were  ap¬ 
parent  in  the  consideration  of  the  last 
farm  bill  before  the  House  and  in  view 
of  the  attitude  of  Mr.  Freeman,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  he  announced  yesterday  he 
had  no  intention  of  resigning  as  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  for  having  the  foresight  in  March  of 
1961  along  with  myself,  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Weaver]  and  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Langen],  who  voted  for  the  orig¬ 
inal  voluntary  feed  grain  program.  By 
so  doing  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
helped  to  prevent  defeat  of  the  original 
feed  grain  program  and  hence  gave  the 
farmers  at  least  an  opportunity  to  de¬ 
termine  for  themselves  whether  the  leg¬ 
islation  was  sound. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  and  as  the  gentleman 
well  knows  this  program  is  not  perfect 
but  it  is  essentially  a  voluntary  one 
wherein  farmers  may  or  may  not  par¬ 
ticipate,  as  they  see  fit.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  has  a  long  distinguished 
career  in  the  field  of  farm  legislation 
beneficial  to  farmers  and  I  know  that 
his  consideration  of  the  legislation  be¬ 
fore  us  today  is  based  on  his  sincere  ef¬ 
forts  to  strengthen  farm  economy  not 


only  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  but 
throughout  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Latta], 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  forewarn  the  House  that  I 
plan  to  offer  two  amendments  to  this 
bill.  One  will  deal  with  the  dumping 
provisions  which  are  still  in  the  bill  per¬ 
mitting  the  Secretary  to  continue  to 
dump  feed  grains  on  the  market,  as  he 
has  been  doing  to  keep  the  price  of  feed 
grains  down.  I  have  continuously  op¬ 
posed  this  policy  of  the  Secretary  and  I 
think  we  should  write  something  into  the 
legislation  today  to  prevent  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  this  practice. 

The  second  amendment  I  shall  offer 
would  raise  the  price  support  now  in  the 
bill  for  feed  grains  from  80  percent  of 
the  last  3  marketing  years  to  90 
percent.  I  offered  this  amendment  in 
committee  and  it  was  defeated.  I  fore¬ 
warned  the  committee  at  that  time  I 
would  re-offer  the  amendment  on  the 
floor  of  the  House. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  price  sup¬ 
port  for  the  1964  feed-grain  crop  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  bill  is  much  too  low.  I 
think  the,  90  percent  would  be  much  bet¬ 
ter  than  80  percent. 

I  also  take  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
say  that  I  shall  support  the  Quie  amend¬ 
ment  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
some  discretion  in  dealing  with  the 
the  classes  of  wheat.  I  have  long  ad¬ 
vocated  on  the  floor  of  this  House  that 
we  should  have  some  differentiating  leg¬ 
islation  dealing  with  classes  of  wheat,  as 
all  classes  of  wheat  are  not  adding  to  the 
surplus.  I  shall  for  that  reason  support 
the  Quie  amendment. 

In  conclusion,  may  I  say  I  feel  this  bill 
will  pass  today  with  bipartisan  support 
and  will  probably  pass  overwhelmingly. 
This  is  due  not  only  to  the  fact  it  is 
stripped  of  mandatory  controls  that  were 
in  the  bill  that  we  defeated  just  a  few 
weeks  ago  but  also  due  to  the  fact  that 
the  people  downtown  have  learned  a  les¬ 
son  from  the  defeat  of  that  bill.  That 
is,  that  they  should  leave  the  legislating 
to  the  legislators  and  keep  their  lobby¬ 
ists  out  of  the  halls  around  this  Cham¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
[Mr.  McIntire], 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  mention  one  or  two  points.  To 
those  who  have  taken  the  time  to  look 
at  the  committee  report,  I  am  sure  you 
are  aware  of  the  fact  I  am  one  of  the 
three  members  on  the  minority  side  re¬ 
ferred  to  earlier  v/ho  did  not  support 
this  bill  in  committee. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons,  but 
the  reasons  which  I  have  set  forth,  in 
company  with  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Findley],  were  my  major  rea¬ 


sons.  I  think  the  dairy  provisions  of  this 
bill  are  not  in  the  constructive  interest 
of  the  dairy  industry.  I  have  not  been 
in  sympathy  with  the  proposition  of  al¬ 
lowing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
control  the  open  market  price  on  grain. 
I  am  also  not  in  sympathy  with  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  in  the  use  of  sec¬ 
tion  22  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  Act  to  give  preferential  treat¬ 
ment  in  the  price  of  grain  to  one  section 
of  the  country  to  the  detriment  of  pro¬ 
ducers  in  another  section  of  the  country; 
both  producing  for  sale  in  the  same 
markets. 

There  has  been  much  discussion  of  this 
bill  in  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  corn,  that  I  think  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  to  have  in  the  Record  what  is 
happening  to  some  other  commodities  in 
the  field  of  agriculture.  We  ought  to 
have  in  the  Record  at  this  time  what  is 
happening  to  the  commodity  soybeans. 

On  May  31,  1961,  under  price  support 
loans,  there  were  1,685,000  bushels  of 
soybeans.  On  May  31,  1962,  there  were 
77  million  bushels.  Much  is  being  said 
about  how  much  is  being  saved  under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill,  but  let  me 
point  out  that  on  May  31,  1961,  the  in¬ 
vestment  in  soybeans  was  $3  million, 
and  1  year  later  $175  million 

Now,  these  are  dollars  just  the  same 
as  though  they  were  being  saved  on  corn, 
one  might  say.  If  I  were  a  soybean  pro¬ 
ducer,  I  would  perhaps  think  that  $2.30 
might  be  a  pretty  good  level  of  price  sup¬ 
ports,  but  I  would  certainly  look  back  to 
where  I  was  about  2  years  ago  and  begin 
to  realize  where  I  am  going,  because  the 
direction  which  this  program  is  taking 
the  soybean  producers  means  only  one 
thing,  that  is,  they  are  going  to  have  sug¬ 
gested  to  them  that  they  have  only  one 
out  and  that  is  to  take  on  a  production 
control  program. 

Let  us  look  at  the  dairy  industry  for 
just  a  moment.  I  think  one  of  the  most 
serious  things  that  happened  to  the  dairy 
program  was  when,  in  the  fall  of  1960, 
this  Congress,  just  before  the  election, 
took  the  political  expediency  to  legislate 
an  increase  in  dairy  support  programs, 
and  then  unfortunately  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  took  another  political  step 
and  increased  the  support  levels  when  he 
came  into  office.  You  all  know  where 
the  dairy  support  program  is  today. 
From  zero  inventories  of  butter  in  Janu¬ 
ary  of  1961  we  are  now  well  up  to  400 
million  pounds  of  butter  as  of  June  30, 
1962.  From  zero  inventory  on  cheese, 
we  are  now  well  up  to  93.8  million  pounds 
as  of  the  same  date,  and  on  dried  milk, 
June  30,  we  are  up  to  475  million  pounds. 
What  does  this  mean?  From  a  very  sub¬ 
stantially  sound  situation,  after  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  only  about  $136  million  a 
year,  this  program  has  now  moved  up  to 
a  cost  of  close  to  $600  million.  This  is 
the  direction  of  two  commodities,  and  I 
think  that  it  is  time  to  take  pause  in 
this  program  of  increasing  the  level  of 
supports  and  getting  these  commodities 
into  a  predicament  where  the  alternative 
is  to  go  under  production  controls. 
Where  are  those  who  campaigned  on 
party  of  income?  I  have  listened  to 
many  speeches  on  this  floor  condemning 
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those  who  were  looking  at  a  level  of  price 
supports  in  the  marketplace  that  90- 
percent  support  was  not  enough;  they 
said  it  ought  to  be  100  percent.  This  bill, 
as  has  been  reported  to  you  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  and  the  minority,  has  corn  in  here 
at  a  ceiling  of  80  percent  and  has  taken 
out  any  floor  under  the  commodity  com, 
and  for  all  practical  purposes  has  re¬ 
moved  it  as  a  basic  commodity.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  the  dairy  provision  in 
this  bill  will  be  removed,  and  I  will  be 
happy  to  support  any  proposal  in  that 
direction. 

(Mr.  SCHADEBERG  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  in  my  district  a  nonpartisan  com¬ 
mittee  of  fanners  representing  different 
types  of  farming.  While  these  men 
have  not  and  would  not  tell  me  how  to 
vote  but  would  expect  me  to  make  my 
decision  on  the  basis  of  all  the  informa¬ 
tion  available  to  me,  I  did  contact  each 
one  of  them  and  after  explaining  to 
them  the  salient  features  of  the  bill,  I 
asked  them  for  their  opinion.  These  are 
men  on  the  farm,  making  their  living  off 
the  farm.  To  them  it  is  a  way  of  life 
not  merely  a  means  of  making  a  living. 
I  believe  we  should  be  knowledgeable  of 
their  views. 

From  Juda: 

We  want  less  controls.  Our  county  is  one 
of  the  richest  agricultural  counties  in  the 
country  and  yet  we’re  hurting  badly  right 
now. 

From  Kansasville : 

Feed  grains  and  wheat  programs  are  only 
stopgap  measures  and  we  could  have  done 
better  over  the  long  haul  without  them.  We 
don’t  want  them.  I  would  like  to  see  the 
Government  clear  out  of  agriculture — no 
controls — no  subsidies.  However,  they  must 
ease  out  over  a  period  or  it  would  be  dev¬ 
astating.  Maybe  we  ought  to  extend  the 
present  program  for  1  year  but  I’m  still 
against  it  in  principle.  It  is  not  in  the 
farmers’  interest  over  the  long  run. 

Elkhorn: 

I  think  dairy  provisions  should  be  left 
out.  It  might  be  a  few  dollars  extra  to  the 
farmers  this  year  under  a  voluntary  program 
but  it’s  designed  to  make  for  a  compulsory 
program  next  year.  I  milk  50  cows  twice 
a  day  and  I’d  just  as  soon  the  Government 
stay  out. 

Elkhox-n: 

We  haven’t  gained  much  by  the  present 
program  (feed  grains  and  wheat) .  Past 
and  present  programs  are  like  Government 
saying  they’ll  give  us  a  choice — of  shooting 
ourselves  or  hanging  ourselves. 

On  milk : 

I  believe  in  handling  marketing  at  the 
local  level.  Each  city  or  milk-marketing 
area  should  make  its  own  rules. 

There’s  much  criticism  of  paying  the 
farmer  not  to  produce  but  it’s  the  same  as 
labor  being  paid  for  a  48-hour  week  even 
though  he  works  only  40  hours. 

Racine : 

If  it’s  anything  like  the  last  farm  bill 
(the  one  the  House  defeated)  I’m  against  it. 

If  the  milk  program  is  along  the  lines  of 
the  feed  grains  bill  I  would  be  definitely 
against  it. 

Gentlemen,  I  am  aware  that  perhaps 
no  bill  upon  which  we  vote  is  perfect 


and  so  there  is  an  argument  for  compro¬ 
mise.  However,  I  cannot  see  the  wisdom 
of  continuing  a  program  that  has  been 
a  failure.  It  is  argued  that  the  only 
way  we  can  save  money  on  the  farm 
program  is  to  have  complete  controls. 
I  agree.  Yet  even  if  we  could  find  perfect 
men  to  direct  the  program  no  amount 
of  money  saved  would  be  worth  the  loss 
of  freedom  of  America’s  farmers. 

I  shall  vote  against  this  bill.  I  will 
look  forward  to  making  some  real  prog¬ 
ress  and  thus  turning  our  backs  on  fail¬ 
ures.  Let  us  develop  a  realistic  program 
of  phasing  Government  out  of  agricul¬ 
ture  over  a  reasonable  length  of  time 
so  that  we  can  be  assured  that  never 
because  of  Government  interference — 
how  be  it  in  the  best  of  intentions — that 
never  will  the  farmer  be  forced  into  the 
position  of  becoming  a  tenant  of  the 
Government  while  dwelling  on  his  own 
land. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  the  time  on  this  side  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
NelsenL 

(Mr.  NELSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  leadership’s  fine  at¬ 
titude  expressed  here  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle — I  intend  to  vote  for  this  bill. 
I  shall  however  propose  some  amend¬ 
ments  that  I  feel  will  improve  the  bill 
and  make  it  a  better,  more  workable 
measure. 

I  offer  for  the  consideration  of  this 
committee  some  proposals  for  a  long- 
range  program  that  I  believe  will  be 
effective  and  acceptable. 

When  Congress  faces  up  to  the  task 
of  dealing  with  farm  legislation,  many 
of  us  worry  a  bit  about  what  kind  of  an 
animal  will  be  trotted  out  this  time. 

A  careful  examination  of  farm  legis¬ 
lation  over  a  period  of  many  years  can 
lead  only  to  one  conclusion  and  that  is 
that  there  has  constantly  been  a  greater 
disposition  to  legislate  programs  de¬ 
signed  to  get  votes  rather  than  results. 

It  is  also  crystal  clear  that  no  program 
has  existed  long  enough  to  prove  itself. 
The  result  is  that  the  farmer  has  become 
the  victim  of  a  badly  bungled  mess.  The 
farmer  now  finds  himself  becoming  the 
whipping  boy  of  an  irate  public  that 
does  not  realize  that  many  of  the  farmers 
have  never  asked  for  many  of  the  pro¬ 
posals  foisted  upon  them.  Vast  num¬ 
bers  of  farmers  have  gone  about  their 
business  operating  their  family  live¬ 
stock  farms,  producing  crops,  feeding  it 
out  to  their  livestock.  They  have  not 
contributed  to  the  bulging  stockpiles  of 
surplus  grain. 

It  must  be  said,  however,  that  all 
farmers  would  benefit  by  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  if  it  works. 

From  the  best  information  I  could  get, 
we  had  in  1958  about  338  million  acres 
in  production  in  the  United  States.  The 
production  from  almost  half  of  that 
total,  or  156  million  acres,  was  fed  on 
the  farms. 

It  seems  quite  clear  if  we  hope  to  get 
adequate  land  retirement  to  balance  sup¬ 
ply  and  demand  it  will  require  partici¬ 
pation  of  all  the  farmers  to  do  the  job. 
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I  would  like  to  review  some  of  the 
statements  that  have  been  made  here  on 
the  floor: 

Statements  have  been  made:  If  the 
farmer  is  to  get  Government  supports, 
he  should  be  willing  to  do  something 
for  it.  I  agree. 

We  have  heard  statements  that  the 
Government  must  reduce  storage  costs, 
and  so  forth.  I  agree. 

We  have  heard  statements  that  we 
must  have  rigid  regulations  and  quotas; 
penalties  and  jail  sentences  in  order  to 
have  an  effective  program.  I  disagree. 

I  assume  it  is  our  responsibility  as 
Members  of  Congress  to  offer  alternative 
proposals  as  a  substitute.  This  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  do.  In  1960  some  of  us  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  reduce  surpluses  by  a 
land  retirement  program  much  like  the 
present  feed  grain  law.  This  proposal 
was  introduced  by  a  number  of  Midwest 
Republicans.  The  plan  provided  for 
land  retirement.  It  was  voluntary.  It 
provided  payment  in  cash  or  in  kind. 
It  did  not  give  the  Secretary  market- 
busting  authority. 

I  voted  for  the  feed  grain  bill  pres¬ 
ently  in  operation  after  it  was  confereed 
and  limitations  placed  on  the  Secretary 
relative  to  sale  of  surpluses. 

The  Secretary  as  well  as  farm  organ¬ 
izations  has  stated  that  cheap  feed 
means  cheap  livestock.  Section  3  of  the 
feed  grain  bill  gave  unlimited  authority 
to  drive  the  market  down,  and  under  this 
law  the  Secretary  set  supports  at  74  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  The  farmer  had  no 
chance  to  get  an  adequate  price  in  the 
market  or  from  the  Government.  Vast 
amounts  of  grain  have  been  sold  to 
speculators  at  prices  far  below  cost  of 
production  out  of  commodity  credit  bins. 
In  most  cases  the  fai’mer  found  it  dif¬ 
ficult  to  buy  at  the  same  level.  It  has 
now,  however,  been  demonstrated  that 
great  participation  in  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  farmers  resulted.  On  the 
other  hand,  by  the  route  of  strict  quotas 
and  regimentation  many  inequities  could 
and  would  result. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  himself 
hailed  the  feed  grain  law  a  great  success 
and  if  his  statements  were  accurate  its 
continuation  would  certainly  result  in  a 
draw  down  of  surplus  grain  in  storage, 
hence  a  savings  of  storage  fees  and  costs 
to  the  Government.  No  law  could,  by 
the  wave  of  a  magic  wand,  cause  9  bil¬ 
lion  of  surplus  to  disappear  oyernight. 
The  reduction  of  the  surplus  must  be  ac¬ 
complished  on  a  gradual  basis  so  as  not 
to  disrupt  the  market  unduly. 

The  administration  proposal,  H.R. 
11222,  previously  considered  at  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  obviously  had  little  en¬ 
thusiastic  support  from  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  and  likewise  little  support  in  the 
committee.  After  months  of  considera¬ 
tion  and  considerable  political  pressure  it 
came  out  of  committee  with  a  one-vote 
margin.  In  the  frantic  effort  to  pass  this 
bill,  34  amendments  were  added  to  the 
bill  to  give  special  exemptions.  These 
provisions  were  nothing  but  loopholes. 
As  a  result,  the  production  reduction 
would  have  applied  most  heavily  to  13 
States  and  payment  for  idle  acres  would 
phase  out  in  3  years.  Taxes  and  inter¬ 
est  on  investment  still  would  have  to  be 
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met.  Many  Congressmen  voted  for  the 
bill  after  the  bill  was  fixed  up  so  it  did 
not  apply  to  their  States. 

In  the  debate  some  speakers  pointed 
out  how  well  quotas  and  controls  had 
worked  in  cotton,  tobacco,  rice,  et  cetera. 
The  facts  are,  while  reduction  was  ac¬ 
complished  in  these  commodities,  cross 
compliance  was  not  required.  Today 
you  will  find  thousands  of  acres  of  soy¬ 
beans,  corn,  wheat,  moving  in  on  acres 
formerly  in  cotton  and  tobacco. 

The  administration  approach  seems  to 
be  expanded  the  use  of  quotas  to  feed 
grains,  dairy  products,  or  all  of  the  256 
agricultural  commodities.  The  recent 
scandals  in  the  farm  program  has  been 
by  wheeling  and  dealing  in  quotas — cot¬ 
ton  and  rice.  By  the  expansion  of  this 
system  we  can  expect  more  of  the  same. 

However,  the  total  cultivated  acres  can 
easily  be  established  for  each  farm. 
There  could  be  no  illegal  dealing  in  com¬ 
modity  quotas — farms  cannot  be  moved 
around  from  county  to  county.  State  to 
State,  as  was  done  in  the  quota  racket. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  cotton  pro¬ 
gram;  I  do  not  propose  to  try  to  tell  the 
tobacco  or  wheatgrowers  what  to  do.  I 
would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that 
the  cotton  program,  while  hailed  as  a 
great  success,  is  tremendously  expensive. 
We  strangely  hear  little  talk  about  that. 
Under  terms  of  the  cotton  program,  the 
support  maximum  is  90  percent.  It 
presently  is  supported  at  82  percent. 
Feed  grains  at  74  percent. 

I  do  ask  that  the  feed  grain  farmers 
be  given  a  chance  to  advance  under  a 
workable  program  for  the  feed  grain 
production.  While  I  do  not  oppose  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  feed  grain  program,  I 
would  respectfully  recommend  for  con¬ 
sideration  a  long-range  program  which 
would  provide  in  general  terms,  that — 

First.  All  farmers  participate  in  a  land 
retirement  program.  If  a  farmer  refuses 
to  take  land  out  on  a  voluntary  basis,  he 
forfeits  any  and  all  payments  and  sup¬ 
ports  that  come  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Second.  In  dealing  with  land  retire¬ 
ment  we  have  in  mind  that  each  farm 
has  individual  characteristics  adapted  to 
different  types  of  family-farm  operation 
and  that  instead  of  dealing  with  sep¬ 
arate  commodities  as  we  now  are  doing, 
we  deal  with  total  cultivated  acres  on 
each  individual  farm,  requiring  a  cer¬ 
tain  percentage  of  reduction. 

Third.  The  payment  could  be  a  modest 
one  per  acre  if  the  farmer  wishes  to  re¬ 
ceive  cash,  and  if  the  farmer  operates  a 
livestock  farm  where  all  of  his  feed  is 
used  on  the  farm,  make  a  liberal  pay¬ 
ment  out  of  surplus  feed  to  replace  the 
feed  that  he  would  have  raised  on  his 
own  acres.  The  requirement  in  this  case 
would,  of  course,  be  that  these  com¬ 
modities  be  not  thrown  back  into  the 
competitive  market. 

Fourth.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  be  given  the  flexibility  of  adjust¬ 
ing  supports  up  or  down  within  certain 
reasonable  limits.  It  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  in  the  instance  of  soybeans  where 
the  support  price  was  set  too  high  that 
in  1  year  you  will  have  a  surplus.  It 
could  likewise  be  demonstrated  that  by 


reducing  the  support  price  you  would 
reduce  the  production  in  1  year’s  time. 
This  would  not  require  an  army  of  police¬ 
men  to  enforce.  You  would  have  the 
wholesome  attitude  of  voluntary  pai'tici- 
pation  which  could  be  stimulated  tre¬ 
mendously  under  a  tillable  acre  ap¬ 
proach.  It  would  provide  some  flexi¬ 
bility  of  operation  that  could  accom¬ 
modate  the  individual  characteristics  of 
every  farm  in  the  country. 

Fifth.  Commodity  Credit  surpluses 
should  not  be  dumped  as  permitted  un¬ 
der  the  present  program.  We  should 
revert  back  to  the  previous  level  at  105 
percent  of  supports — higher  would  be 
better. 

Sixth.  I  recommend  an  on-the-farm 
storage  program,  liberalized  over  the 
present  procedure  and  made  more  ac¬ 
ceptable,  reducing  the  redtape  involved, 
where  the  farmer  by  signing  proper 
agreements  with  the  local  ASC  commit¬ 
tee  would  build  storage  on  the  farm 
which  could  be  amortized  out  of  storage 
fees.  This  facility  when  fully  amortized 
by  fees  collected  becomes  the  property 
of  the  farmer  but  would  be  available  for 
surplus  grain  on  the  farm  at  no  cost  to 
the  Government.  This  could  be  a  long- 
range  program  that  would  not  violently 
disrupt  commercial  facilities  but  would 
progressively  move  toward  a  proper  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  stored  grain  right  on  the 
farm  where  in  many  cases  the  farmer 
would  buy  it  back  at  a  later  date.  I  have 
no  objections  to  a  reasonable  commer¬ 
cial  storage  participation,  but  we  have 
seen  the  extremes  come  about  which  is 
not  good  even  for  the  grain  trade. 

It  becomes  clear  that  many  assume 
that  the  problems  of  agriculture  will  be 
solved  if  production  is  cut,  unit  prices 
raised.  Such  a  step  with  moderation  is 
necessary.  However,  we  cannot  and 
must  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the 
merchandizing  of  our  product  must  be 
improved  not  only  in  the  domestic  mar¬ 
ket  but  in  the  world  market  as  well. 

If  we  proceed  with  a  program  depend¬ 
ing  on  the  Government  as  our  market  as 
well  as  our  salesman,  we  are  in  trouble. 

With  the  Common  Market  develop¬ 
ment  in  Europe  it  becomes  evident  that 
we  must  do  a  better  job  of  selling;  a- 
better  job  of  negotiating — because  we 
cannot  maintain  our  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  with  just  a  domestic  market — even 
at  a  high  unit  price.  We  must  develop 
and  expand  our  world  markets  to  produce 
an  adequate  dollar  income  to  support 
our  agricultural  economy. 

Mr.  MacGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MacGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  commend  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Nelsen] ,  for  the  program  which  he  is 
presenting  here  today.  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  study  it.  It  represents  a 
constructive  approach  to  the  solution  of 
a  difficult  problem,  an  approach  not 
characterized  by  a  “politics  first”  atti¬ 
tude  toward  the  problems  of  American 
farming  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  disturbed,  as  oth¬ 
ers  were,  by  the  flareup  of  the  Secre¬ 


tary  of  Agriculture  at  his  press  confer¬ 
ence  yesterday  and  specifically  by  his 
comments  after  he  reportedly  lost  his 
temper.  The  Secretary  used  a  double 
standard  in  criticizing  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  who  successfully  fought  against  his 
blueprint  of  regimentation  for  our  farm¬ 
ers;  Republicans  were  “irresponsible” 
while  the  48  Democrats  who  voted  to  re¬ 
ject  his  scheme  were  “a  small  minority 
who  had  some  honest  differences.”  This 
sounds  like  the  false  comment  of  the 
day  before  when  21  Senators  who  op¬ 
posed  higher  taxes  to  finance  limited 
health  care  for  the  aged  were  called  a 
handful  of  Democrats.  What  we  need  is 
less  petty  partisan  politics  as  shown  by 
these  intemperate  statements,  and  more 
statesmanlike  leadei’ship  as  demonstrat¬ 
ed  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Nelsen]  in  offering  his  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith], 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
H.R.  12391,  now  under  consideration, 
provides  for  a  1-year  extension  of  the 
current  voluntary  feed  grain  adjust¬ 
ments  and  the  semivoluntary  wheat 
program.  These  programs  are  a  great 
improvement  over  going  back  to  those  in 
effect  in  1960.  Corn  stocks  are  being 
reduced  by  360  million  bushels  this  year, 
the  first  reduction  in  10  years.  A  mar¬ 
ket  has  been  provided  for  that  amount 
of  corn  that  would  have  now  been  in 
Government  storage,  farm  income  has 
increased,  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  has 
been  reduced  and  consumer  costs  have 
not  risen  as  a  result. 

Wheat  stocks  also  will  be  reduced  225 
million  bushels  as  a  result  of  the  1962 
wheat  program. 

They  also  have  improved  farm  in¬ 
come.  They  should  be  continued  until 
better  long-term  programs  are  available 
to  take  their  place. 

FEED  GRAINS  DIFFER  FROM  WHEAT  AND  COTTON 

A  great  mistake  made  by  some  sup¬ 
porters  of  the  proposed  mandatory  feed 
grains  program  was  to  assume  that  the 
relatively  successful  wheat,  cotton,  and 
tobacco  marketing  quota  programs  would 
apply  equally  well  to  feed  grains.  They 
were  dead  wrong.  Farmers  grow  wheat, 
cotton,  or  tobacco  for  direct  sale.  Every 
producer  is  directly  interested  in  the 
market  price  and  the  price  support  level 
for  these  crops.  But  a  majority  of  feed 
grain  producers  do  not  sell  their  crops — 
they  feed  them  to  their  own  livestock. 
Only  about  one-third  of  the  feed  grain 
producers  voting  in  a  marketing  quota 
referendum  would  be  sellers  of  grains 
for  cash.  A  larger  number  would  be  net 
buyers  of  feed  grains. 

Overall,  less  than  40  percent  of  the 
feed  grains  are  sold  off  the  farms  where 
grown.  To  be  sure,  the  largest  and  most 
productive  farms  sell  a  large  part  of  their 
feed  crops  for  cash.  But  the  average 
size  and  smaller  than  average  feed  and 
livestock  farms  often  are  net  buyers. 
Farmers  generally  are  aware  that  an 
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oversupply  of  feed  leads  to  cheap  live¬ 
stock.  Yet,  many  who  feed  all  they  pro¬ 
duce  are  more  concerned  about  the  feed 
production  base  for  their  livestock  than 
they  are  about  feed  grain  price  support 
levels.  Because  of  these  differences  a 
successful  mandatory  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  will  differ  substantially  from  the 
wheat  and  cotton  programs.  We  also 
should  remember  that  cotton,  wheat,  to¬ 
bacco,  and  rice  producers  were  free  to 
plant  diverted  acres  into  feed  grains. 
Feed  grain  producers  could  not  divert  to 
other  basic  crops  that  they  could  ef¬ 
ficiently  produce. 

VOLUNTARY  PROGRAM  COSTS  REASONABLE 

The  voluntary  feed  grain  program  first 
enacted  in  1961  and  continued  in  1962 
is  proving  to  be  even  more  successful 
than  expected.  It  has  cut  Government 
costs.  It  has  increased  farm  income. 
Feed  grain  carryover  stocks  have  been 
reduced  13  percent.  These  stock  re¬ 
ductions  were  achieved  in  spite  of  ex¬ 
periencing  in  1961  the  best  feed  grain 
growing  weather  and  the  highest  acre 
yields  on  record.  If  average  weather 
prevails  in  the  current  growing  season 
stock  reductions  in  the  next  12  months 
will  be  even  greater.  Contrary  to  ex¬ 
pectations,  participation  in  the  1962  pro¬ 
gram  is  higher  than  it  was  in  1961.  Ap¬ 
parently  a  lot  of  feed  grain  fanners  un¬ 
derstand  the  problem  and  are  willing  to 
participate  on  a  voluntary  basis  on  the 
terms  offered  them.  And  even  more  sur¬ 
prisingly,  perhaps,  the  production  of  the 
noncooperators  has  not  increased.  The 
July  crop  report  shows  that  the  1962 
acreage  of  corn  for  grain  is  2  percent 
lower  than  in  1961. 

We  have  been  told  over  and  over  again 
that  the  voluntary  program  if  continued 
for  several  years  would  fail  because  of  a 
drop  in  participation  and  because  of 
increased  plantings  by  nonparticipants. 
I  have  been  concerned  about  both  possi¬ 
bilities.  I  am  somewhat  reassured  by 
the  higher  participation  in  the  1962  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  July  crop  report. 

In  my  own  State  of  Iowa,  the  major 
corn  producing  State,  56  percent  of  the 
farmers  participated  in  the  1961  pro¬ 
gram.  They  diverted  2.8  million  acres 
from  feed  grain  production  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses.  This  year  60  percent  of  the 
farmers  signed  up  to  divert  over  3  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  The  July  crop  report  shows 
that  Iowa  farmers — including  all  partic¬ 
ipants  and  nonparticipants — reduced 
their  acreage  of  corn  for  grain  by  3  per¬ 
cent,  or  over  300,000  acres  this  year  as 
compared  with  last. 

It  demonstrates  that  as  long  as  stocks 
are  excessive  and  are  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind,  Government  stocks  can 
be  reduced  and  costs  lowered  by  continu¬ 
ing  a  voluntary  program.  Experience 
indicates  that  in  some  respects  the  vol¬ 
untary  program  can  be  tightened  up  and 
made  even  more  effective.  And,  contrary 
to  the  mistaken  opinions  of  many,  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs  for  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
grams  have  not  been  out  of  line  with 
Government  costs  for  the  wheat  and 
cotton  programs.  The  value  of  the  feed 
grains  produced  each  year  is  more  than 
the  combined  value  of  the  wheat  and 
cotton  crops. 


For  the  last  9  years,  the  costs  of  the 
feed  grain  price-support  programs  have 
averaged  only  5  percent  of  the  value  of 
the  crops  produced.  During  the  same 
period  wheat  price-support  program 
costs  averaged  12  percent  and  cotton 
price -supports  costs  averaged  8  percent 
of  the  value  of  the  crops  harvested. 
These  costs  include  realized  losses  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
export  subsidies  paid  on  these  crops. 
They  do  not  include  the  cost  of  surplus 
sales  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480 
where  only  local  currencies  are  received. 
If  the  cost  of  these  sales  were  included 
in  the  annual  costs,  those  for  wheat, 
especially,  would  be  much  higher. 

Feed  grain  program  costs  in  relation 
to  the  value  of  the  crops  protected  have 
been  low.  But  they  appear  even  lower 
in  relation  to  the  value  of  feed  crops, 
livestock,  and  livestock  products  sold. 
Feed  grain  supports — and  storage  pro¬ 
grams — have  stabilized  and  prevented 
substantial  declines  in  livestock  prices. 
For  the  last  9  years  feed  crop,  livestock, 
and  livestock  product  sales  have  averaged 
about  $20  billion  a  year.  During  this 
period  average  price  support  costs  were 
less  than  2  percent  of  the  value  of  these 
products  sold.  No  other  mandatory 
price-support  program  has  equaled  this 
record  for  low  costs  in  relation  to  the 
value  of  the  incomes  stabilized. 

Fully  as  important,  since  the  acreage 
diversion  payments  under  the  current 
voluntary  program  are  paid  for  in  kind; 
that  is,  by  the  sale  of  feed  grains  from 
Government  stocks,  the  real  or  net  cost 
to  the  Government  is  less  than  the  value 
of  the  payments  to  the  producers.  The 
net  cost  to  the  Government  of  the  vol¬ 
untary  feed  grain  program  is  running 
less  than  8  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
crops  protected  or  about  2  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  feed  crops,  livestock,  and 
livestock  products  sold. 

These  costs  are  lower  in  terms  of  value 
of  crops  protected  than  the  costs  for  the 
mandatory  price-support  programs  ex¬ 
cept  tobacco. 

There  has  been  far  too  much  misin¬ 
formation  on  this  point.  The  net  cost 
of  the  voluntary  feed  grain  program  is 
not  only  less  than  under  the  1958  legis¬ 
lation,  on  a  value-of -product  basis  tak¬ 
ing  into  account  surplus  sales  for  local 
currencies — it  is  less  than  half  as  costly 
as  the  wheat  and  rice  programs.  Vol¬ 
untary  feed  grain  program  costs  on  this 
basis  also  are  substantially  less  than  for 
the  mandatory  cotton  and  peanut  pro¬ 
grams. 

FEED  GRAIN  SURPLUSES  AS  RELATED  TO  ACREAGES 
DIVERTED  FROM  WHEAT  AND  COTTON 

There  has  been  far  too  little  attention 
directed  to,  and  understanding  of,  the 
extent  to  which  the  wheat  and  cotton 
programs  have  diverted  acreages  into 
feed  grain  production.  I  do  not  oppose 
these  programs  at  this  time.  They  have 
been  effective  in  protecting  and  main¬ 
taining  wheat  and  cotton  producers  in¬ 
comes  but  consideration  must  be  given 
for  their  effects  upon  other  commodities. 

Without  them  income  from  the  sale  of 
wheat  would  have  fallen  nearly  one-half 
and  income  from  the  sale  of  cotton  would 
have  fallen  15  percent  or  more.  Yet  the 
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fact  remains,  since  1952-53,  feed  grains 
were  Increased  13  million  acres  in  the 
Mississippi  Delta,  Plains,  and  Western 
States  where  13  million  acres  have  been 
diverted  out  of  wheat  and  8  million  acres 
out  of  cotton  production  largely  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  farm  programs — Agriculture  In¬ 
formation  Bulletin  239,  table  9.  March 
1961. 

In  the  pei’iod  1954  to  1960,  these  13 
million  additional  acres  produced  8  to  10 
million  tons  a  year,  or  a  total  of  50  to  70 
million  tons  of  feed  grains.  These  50  to 
70  million  tons  of  feed  grains  produced 
on  diverted  wheat  and  cottonlands  may 
be  compared  with  the  carryover  stock 
of  feed  grains  in  1960  of  85  million  tons. 

A  decline  in  feed-grain  acreages  in 
other  parts  of  the  country  offset  a  part 
of  the  diversion  to  feed  grains  from 
wheat  and  cotton  in  the  Mississippi  Delta, 
Plains,  and  Western  States.  But  the  rec¬ 
ord  is  clear:  the  national  net  increase 
in  feed  grains  in  the  past  10  years  of  8 
million  acres  has  been  largely  the  result 
of  acreage  divisions  resulting  from  the 
wheat  and  cotton  programs.  Thus  a 
large  part  of  the  buildup  in  Govern¬ 
ment  stock  of  feed  grains  was  almost 
directly  the  result  of  the  wheat  and  cot¬ 
ton  programs. 

FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM  BENEFITS  CATTLEMEN 

While  major  benefits  of  feed-grain  ad¬ 
justment  and  price-support  programs  in 
the  first  instance  flow  to  the  producers 
of  feed  grains,  feed  grains  are  only  a 
third  of  all  feeds  utilized  in  livestock 
production.  And  since  all  feeds  to  an 
extent  substitute  for  each  other,  feed- 
grain  producers,  as  a  result  of  competi¬ 
tive  forces,  cannot  avoid  sharing  their 
gains  with  producers  of  range  forage, 
hay,  and  pasture.  Feed-grain  adjust¬ 
ment  programs,  by  holding  the  supplies 
of  feed  grains  in  check,  increase  the 
value  of-  all  other  feed  supplies. 

Livestock  producers  also  benefit  from 
feed  grain  programs  which  hold  supplies 
in  check  for  the  balanced  supply  of  feed 
grains  keeps  livestock  production  from 
exceeding  market  needs.  Economic 
studies  indicate  that  if  we  do  not  con¬ 
tinue  a  feed  grain  price  support  and 
land  retirement  program  similar  to  the 
present  one  we  must  expect  a  decline  of 
$2  billion  or  10  percent  in  the  income 
from  sales  of  feed  grains,  livestock  and 
livestock  products  within  a  few  years. 

If,  however,  we  continue  programs 
similar  to  those  at  present  we  can  ex¬ 
pect  further  increases  of  $1  to  $2  billion 
in  livestock  producers  incomes  in  the 
near  future.  The  projected  differences 
between  no  program  and  an  effective  feed 
grain  program  in  cash  income  from  the 
sale  of  livestock  and  livestock  products 
is  $3.5  to  $4  billion  or  15  to  20  percent. 

And,  contrary  to  much  misinformation 
which  has  circulated  in  the  cattle  pro¬ 
ducing  States  outside  the  Corn  Belt,  eco¬ 
nomic  studies  demonstrate  that  effective 
feed  grain  programs  help  rather  than 
hurt  cattle  raisers. 

Economists  at  the  land-grant  colleges 
and  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
have  projected  a  drop  in  cattle  prices  to 
$15  to  $17  per  100  pounds  by  1965  if  feed 
grain  and  wheat  programs  were  discon¬ 
tinued.  Income  from  the  sale  of  cattle 
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and  calves  would  be  at  least  10  percent 
lower  than  if  effective  programs  are 
continued. 

With  smaller  marketings  of  all  meat 
animals  resulting  from  balanced  feed 
grain  production  both  fattened  and  un¬ 
fattened  beef  cattle  prices  would  be 
higher  than  otherwise.  Producers  of 
feeder  cattle  for  fattening  receive  30  to 
40  percent  of  their  income  from  the  sale 
of  cull  breeding  stock.  Although  the 
feeding  margin  would  be  wider  on  grain 
fattened  cattle  to  cover  the  higher  cost 
of  feed  grains,  the  higher  value  of  fat¬ 
tened  animals  would  permit  stable  or 
higher  prices  for  feeder  animals. 

The  higher  prices  for  cull  breeding 
animals  and  stable  or  higher  prices  for 
feeders  would  result  in  income  improve¬ 
ment  for  cattlemen  even  though  they 
did  not  produce  any  feed  grains. 

Cattlemen  who  oppose  feed  grain  ad¬ 
justment  programs  overlook  the  effects 
of  competitive  economic  forces.  Under 
competitive  conditions  prevailing  feeder 
cattle  prices  would  not  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  balanced  feed  grain  supplies 
and  higher  prices  for  finished  animals 
and  prices  definitely  would  be  higher  for 
cull  breeding  stock. 

PEED  GRAIN  ACRES  DIVERTED  TO  PASTURE  REDUCE 
PRODUCTION  TWO-THIRDS 

Under  the  current  programs  acres  di¬ 
verted  from  feed  grains  and  wheat  are 
put  to  conserving  uses — except  for  a  few 
special  crops.  Pasturing  is  permitted 
only  in  drought  or  flood  areas.  This 
gives  the  programs  their  maximum  ef¬ 
fectiveness  in  reducing  total  farm  out¬ 
put. 

If  it  were  necessary  to  reduce  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  cost  of  programs,  however,  cat¬ 
tle  raisers  would  not  be  hurt  and  the 
livestock  industry  would  benefit  from  a 
program  which  merely  diverted  feed 
grain  acreages  to  pasture.  For  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  whole,  it  is  estimated  that  if 
pasturing  were  permitted  on  the  acres 
diverted  from  feed  production,  the  feed 
value  of  the  pasturage  would  be  equiva¬ 
lent  to  only  one-third  of  the  feed  grain 
production  avoided.  Such  a  program 
would  be  two-thirds  as  effective  as  the 
current  program  in  holding  total  farm 
output  in  check. 

Equally  important  a  transition  period 
would  be  provided  because  most  of  the 
pasturage  would  be  utilized  by  beef 
breeding  herds  and  would  not  increase 
market  supplies  of  beef  cattle  for  an¬ 
other  2  or  3  years.  Projections 
indicate  total  feed  utilization  of  beef 
cattle  would  be  increased  by  2  percent  or 
less  by  a  feed  grain  adjustment  program 
which  diverted  feed  grain  acres  to  pas¬ 
ture  as  necessary  to  balance  feed  grain 
production  with  market  needs.  This 
would  be  fully  offset  by  the  improvement 
in  market  prices  for  cattle  resulting  from 
the  smaller  marketings  of  all  other  meat 
animals  and  livestock  products,  asso¬ 
ciated  with  smaller  feed  grain  supplies. 

STABLE  PRICE  SUPPORTS  AND  CONTINUED 
ACREAGE  DIVERSION  NEEDED 

In  view  of  our  experience  with  the 
current  voluntary  feed  grains  program, 
if  it  is  continued  for  another  year  or 
two  after  1963,  carryover  stocks  will  be 
reduced  to  desirable  levels  of  approxi¬ 
mately  40  million  tons.  Once  stocks  are 
reduced  to  desirable  levels  acreage  di¬ 
version  programs  can  be  reduced  almost 


one-half,  and  costs  can  be  reduced  in 
proportion. 

Recent  weather  investigations  carried 
on  by  Dean  Thompson  of  Iowa  State 
University  indicate  that  unusually  fa¬ 
vorable  weather  has  contributed  sub¬ 
stantially  to  the  high  corn  and  grain 
sorghum  yields  in  each  of  the  years  1958 
through  1961.  Two-thirds  of  the  in¬ 
crease  in  corn  yields  in  the  central  Corn 
Belt  States  in  1961  over  1960  could  be 
explained  by  the  unusually  favorable 
weather — the  most  favorable  weather  on 
record — according  to  Dean  Thompson. 

The  amount  of  acreage  diversion 
needed  from  year  to  year  to  keep  feed 
grain  supplies  in  balance  with  market 
needs,  of  course,  will  depend  on  the  trend 
in  acre  yields.  The  trend  in  acre  yields, 
in  turn,  will  depend  on  the  rate  of  in¬ 
crease  in  fertilizer  use  and  other  techni¬ 
cal  improvements  and  on  the  weather. 

As  I  see  it,  if  we  are  to  avoid  a  major 
decline  in  feed  grain  and  livestock  prices 
and  producers’  incomes  we  must  main¬ 
tain  stable  price  supports.  We  must  draw 
existing  carryover  stocks  down  to  de¬ 
sirable  levels  and  prevent  future  major 
buildups.  We  must  divert  as  much  feed 
grain  acreage  each  year  to  unharvested 
conservation  uses  or  pasturage  as  nec¬ 
essary  to  accomplish  these  objectives. 
We  also  must  prevent  further  diversions 
from  other  lines  of  production,  such  as 
wheat  or  cotton  to  feed  grains. 

I  am  confident  Government  costs  can 
be  reduced  even  further  if  an  acceptable 
program  can  be  developed  to  accomplish 
these  objectives.  I  have  always  favored 
programs  wherein  all  producers  can 
share  in  their  benefits.  I  hope  that  the 
administration  and  the  Congress  will  be 
able  to  develop  a  more  acceptable  man¬ 
datory  feed  grains  program  in  the  next 
12  months  than  the  one  that  was  de¬ 
feated  this  year.  _ 

But,  the  situation  is  not  without  hope 
even  though  a  mandatory  program  pat¬ 
terned  closely  on  the  successful  wheat 
and  cotton  programs  is  unacceptable. 
Feed  grain  stocks  are  now  being  reduced. 
Reduced  production  on  the  part  of  co- 
operators  is  not  being  offset  by  increased 
production  on  the  part  of  noncoopera¬ 
tors.  Government  costs  are  being  re¬ 
duced  and  will  be  even  lower  when  no 
further  stock  reductions  are  necessary. 

With  stable  price  supports,  authority 
to  sell  stocks  at  up  to  10  percent  below 
the  support  level  when  stocks  are  exces¬ 
sive  and  reasonable  acreage  diversion 
payments — utilizing  payments  in  kind 
when  stocks  are  excessive — feed  grain 
and  livestock  producers’  prices  and  in¬ 
comes  can  be  stabilized  at  20  to  30  per¬ 
cent  higher  levels  than  under  free  mar¬ 
ket  conditions.  And  these  results  can 
be  achieved  at  costs  which  are  not  out 
of  line,  on  a  value-of -product  basis,  with 
the  price  support  costs  for  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

I  hope  it  will  be  possible  during  the 
coming  year  to  get  general  agreement 
oh  some  guidelines  from  which  a  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  developed  that  will  provide 
reasonable  prices  in  the  marketplace, 
less  direct  involvement  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  less  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  and 
stable  plentiful  supplies  for  consumers 
at  reasonable  prices — after  carefully 
studying  the  present  situation  as  out¬ 
lined  above — and  somewhat  to  my  sur¬ 


prise — I  am  of  the  belief  that  such  a 
solution  is  possible. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
suppose  my  vote  against  H.R.  12391 — 
the  most  recent  vei-sion  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962 — will,  in  some 
quarters,  be  interpreted  as  an  act  of 
negativism.  I  also  suppose  that  if  this 
bill  is  defeated — as  I  hope  it  is — the  Re¬ 
publican  minority  of  this  body  will  once 
again  be  cast  by  the  President  in  the  role 
of  a  villian  tying  the  heroine  of  progress 
on  the  rails  of  obstruction. 

However,  the  plain  truth  of  the  matter 
is  that  this  legislation — like  the  earlier 
bill — originated  out  of  the  White  House 
by  way  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
leaving  it  up  to  Congress  either  to  accept 
or  reject  it,  and  I,  for  one,  am  not  about 
to  convert  myself  into  a  rubberstamp 
merely  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  ob¬ 
structionism. 

This  bill  is  not  a  good  one — even  as 
stopgap  legislation — and  the  reasons 
why  it  is  not  good,  either  for  the  farmer 
or  the  people,  have  previously  been  ex¬ 
pressed  by  such  of  my  colleagues  as  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  McIntire] 
with  whose  remarks  I  wish  to  associate 
myself. 

If  for  no  other  reason,  I  would  also 
have  to  oppose  this  bill  solely  on  account 
of  the  dairy  provisions  still  therein  con¬ 
tained,  which  are  not  only  unworkable 
but  are  also  designed  to  lay  the  basis 
for  future  stringent  production  controls 
on  milk  and  milk  products  which  I  am 
certain  the  dairy  farmers  I  represent  are 
totally  unwilling  to  accept. 

Still,  those  of  us  who  continue  to 
oppose  legislation  that  trends  in  the 
direction  of  this  must  have  an  alterna¬ 
tive.  Without  such  an  alternative,  our 
position  is  somewhat  less  than  re¬ 
sponsible.  A  partial  alternative — if 
no  new  legislation  is  adopted  this  year — 
is  automatically  provided  for  us  in  the 
form  of  the  1958  act|  to  which  we  would 
revert  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains, 
and  the  1949  act,  to  which  we  would 
revert,  apparently,  for  wheat.  Perhaps 
both  of  these  former  programs  are  de¬ 
fective  in  one  way  or  another,  under 
today’s  conditions,  but  it  is  my  con¬ 
sidered  judgment  that  they  are  prefer¬ 
able  to  the  feed  grains  and  wheat  sec¬ 
tions  of  H.R.  12391,  and  will  be  con¬ 
siderably  less  expensive  to  operate. 

As  for  the  dairy  surplus  problem,  much 
of  that  was  caused  by  the  scramble  to 
build  bases  set  off  by  announced  plans 
to  seek  production  quotas,  and  a  bumper 
crop  stimulated  both  by  favorable 
weather  conditions  and  the  Secretary’s 
unfortunate  decision  to  raise  price  sup¬ 
ports  a  year  ago  this  March.  All  of 
these  factors  would  be  missing  this  year, 
and  milk  production  might  well  seek  a 
more  realistic  level  on  its  own  without 
further  tinkering. 

But  these  automatic  alternatives 
are  little  better  than  stopgap  meas¬ 
ures  on  their  own.  For  the  long  run — 
as  I  have  always  felt — we  must  embark 
on  a  new  course  as  soon  as  possible, 
turning  off  the  road  of  greater  and 
greater  Government  control  and  on  to 
one  designed  to  restore  a  free  market 
in  farm  products  within  the  shortest 
possible  time.  This  can  be  done  and— 
I  believe — without  undue  hardship  for 
our  fanners  by  recourse  to  a  land-re- 
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tirement  program  such  as  that  now  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  or  by  adoption  of  some  such 
a  program  as  that  recently  advocated 
by  the  Committee  for  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  designed  to  divert  those 
people  who  should  not,  any  longer,  be 
in  the  farming  profession — people  who 
have  been  held  virtual  captives  in  that 
profession  by  just  such  legislation  as 
that  before  us  today — into  some  more 
useful  and  truly  productive  line  of  work. 

I  know  that  there  will  be  those  who 
will  say  that  such  a  course  is  neither 
practical  nor  possible — but  I  wonder  if 
they  will  recognize  that  they,  too,  by 
so  saying,  might  just  possibly  be  nega¬ 
tive  obstructionists? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had 
hoped  that  this  Congress  would  pass  a 
bill  such  as  the  bill  I  introduced,  which 
provides-  for  very  liberal  payment  in 
kind  instead  of  paying  cash  out  of  an 
already  bankrupt  U.S.  Treasury  for  re¬ 
ducing  the  production  of  feed  grains. 

There  is,  I  am  pleased  to  say,  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill  now  before  the  House, 
which  permits  a  producer  of  feed  grains 
to  accept  partial  payment  in  kind,  which 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  Many 
of  my  colleagues,  and  hundreds  upon 
hundreds  of  farmers  in  my  district  and 
elsewhere,  who  have  made  a  study  of 
my  bill  have  asked  me  why  Congress 
does  not  see  the  logic  in  my  bill  and  pass 
it.  To  that  question  there  can  be  but 
one  answer.  The  powers  that  be  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  must  be  fear¬ 
ful  that,  if  my  bill  is  made  law,  thou¬ 
sands  of  the  brethren  who  are  now  draw¬ 
ing  good  pay  in  the  Department,  would 
soon  be  out  of  a  job,  due  to  the  simplicity 
of  administrating  the  law.  Hence  they 
oppose  it.  Here  is  an  explanation  of  my 
bill  H.R.  11941.  I  hope  we  can  pass  it 
in  the  next  Congress. 

H.R.  11941  is  a  complete  farm  bill, 
easy  to  understand  and  to  administer, 
and  which,  if  enacted  into  law,  will 
quickly  reduce  the  huge  price-depressing 
surpluses  of  feed  grains  at  little  cost, 
while  at  the  same  time  provide  great 
benefits  to  our  farmers  nationwide,  and 
do  it  on  a  voluntary  basis  with  no  pen¬ 
alties  imposed  on  any  farmer.  Partici¬ 
pation  will  be  no  problem  because  of  the 
liberal  benefits  provided.  Here  are  the 
principal  provisions  in  my  bill  in  a  nut¬ 
shell,  and  in  understandable  language. 

H.R.  11941  provides  for  liberal  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  to  the  farmers  who  reduce 
by  at  least  10  percent  but  not  more  than 
331/3  percent,  the  number  of  acres  they 
had  in  com,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain 
sorghum,  soybeans,  or  flax  seed  produc¬ 
tion,  on  an  average  during  the  previous 
2  years.  Such  reduction  entitled  a  par¬ 
ticipating  farmer  to  receive  a  Govern¬ 
ment  certificate  valued  at  80  percent 
of  the  average  previous  2  years’  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  idled  acres.  This  certificate 
entitles  the  owner  of  same  to  withdraw 
grain  in  kind  from  Commodity  storage 
for  his  own  use,  or  else  he  can  sell  his 
certificate  to  a  neighbor,  grain  dealer, 
or  to  anyone  else  except  back  to  Uncle 
Sam.  For  example,  if  the  average  yield 
of  corn  during  the  previous  two  years 
was  70  bushels  per  acre  on  the  idled 
acres,  the  farmer  would  receive  80  per¬ 
cent  of  70  bushels,  or  56  bushels  of  high 
feed  value  corn  for  each  acre  so  idled, 


and  if  lower  feed  value  corn  is  accepted, 
the  participant  would  receive  more  bush¬ 
els  in  ratio  with  its  feed  value,  should 
he  elect  to  take  the  corn  from  CCC  bins 
for  his  own  use. 

By  this  method,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  average  acreage  reduction  would  be 
about  20  percent  below  the  previous  2 
years’  production.  Added  to  that  reduc¬ 
tion  would  be  the  automatic  20  percent 
reduction  in  available  grain  brought 
about  by  allowing  80  percent  withdrawal 
instead  of  the  full  100  percent. 

As  I  said  at  the  outset,  if  the  bill  is 
made  law  it  will,  as  you  can  readily  and 
clearly  see,  quickly  reduce  the  price¬ 
depressing  surpluses  of  all  grain.  Noth¬ 
ing  in  my  bill  affects  the  conservation 
reserve  law  now  in  effect,  nor  does  it 
affect  the  present  payments  for  certain 
soil  conservation  practices,  and  so  forth. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  sharing  of  certificates  among  the 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis.  H.R.  11941  does  amend 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  in  a  number  of  respects, 
as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  as  does  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  now  before  the  House. 

Now  in  conclusion,  I  can  only  say  that 
all  who  have  knowledge  of  our  farm 
problem  and  its  causes  will,  I  am  sure, 
after  studying  my  bill  come  to  but  one 
conclusion,  which  will  surely  be  that  if 
H.R.  11941  is  made  law,  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem  will  soon  be  solved,  and  over  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  annually  of  our  already 
overburdened  taxpayers  will  be  saved. 

The  taxpayers  of  the  United  States 
now  own  over  $5/2  billion  worth  of  feed 
grains,  and  it  is  all  paid  for;  I  ask  in  all 
seriousness,  why  not  use  it  to  solve  the 
farm  problem  and  to  pay  the  bill? 

Now  Mr.  Chairman  since  I  have 
learned  by  counting  noses  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  a  majority  of  whom 
are  already  committed  to  support  the 
bill  now  before  the  House,  I  have  de¬ 
cided  not  to  offer  my  bill  as  a  substitute 
to  the  committee  bill. 

It  is  now  crystal  clear  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  is  the  best  we  can  expect  to 
pass  under  present  conditions  and  cir¬ 
cumstances,  hence  I  shall  vote  for  it, 
and  because  so  long  as  the  spread  be¬ 
tween  the  cost  of  everything  our  farmers 
must  buy,  and  the  price  he  receives  for 
his  grains,  eggs,  poultry,  milk,  and  live¬ 
stock,  is  so  great,  many  farmers  need 
some  help  to  even  keep  his  books  in 
balance. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962,  H.R.  12391.  First,  let  me 
say  that  during  the  debate  today  we 
have  observed  many  Members  who  op¬ 
posed  the  omnibus  bill  debated  a  few 
weeks  ago,  who  were  found  to  be  in  favor 
of  the  measure  today.  Furthermore, 
Mi-.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  observa¬ 
tion  that  some  Members  who  are  sup¬ 
porting  this  bill  today  were  the  same 
ones  who  were  in  strong  opposition  to 
an  almost  identical  measure  a  year  ago. 
My  conclusion  is  that  surely  these  Mem¬ 
bers  must  have  seen  some  merit  in  the 
operation  of  the  feed  grains  program 
during  the  past  year. 

We  have  listened  today  and  heard  it 
said  by  several  Members  that  this  bill 
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does  not  do  everything  that  everybody 
would  want  or  hope  for,  which  is  about 
the  same  as  saying  no  one  supporter  is 
completely  happy  with  all  the  provisions 
of  this  bill.  Everybody  has  found  just 
a  little  something  wrong  with  the  bill. 
But  it  is  a  fact  that  more  Members  spoke 
for  this  bill  today,  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  than  for  any  farm  bill  in  many 
years.  We  hope  this  is  an  indication 
that  these  same  'Members  are  about 
ready  to  take  a  nonpartisan  stand  to 
work  out  the  farm  problem.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is,  a  similar  bill  has  been 
tried  for  1  year  and  proven  that  it  does 
work. 

It  is  an  inescapable  conclusion  that 
the  majority  of  the  membership  must 
have  recognized  that  the  alternative  to 
passing  a  bill  today  is  a  return  to  the 
1958  law  under  which  tremendous  sur¬ 
pluses  were  built  up.' 

It  has  been  shown  and  demonstrated 
by  actual  operation  that  the  feed  grain 
program  has  worked  in  comparison  to 
what  would  have  been  the  situation  had 
there  been  no  law  during  the  past  year. 
This  has  proven  w-orkable  by  reducing 
supply  below  consumption  levels.  It  re-  1 
duced  production  of  feed  grains  by  150  * 

billion  bushels  below  disappearance  and 
will  reduce  wheat  about  200  million 
bushels  below  disappearance.  At  the 
same  time,  it  has  increased  the  farmers 
income  by  about  10  percent,  and  with  it 
all,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  showing 
that  it  has  increased  consumer  food 
prices. 

One  of  the  major  beneficiaries  of  the 
similar  bill  passed  last  year  has  been  the 
small  businessman  and  this  has  been  for 
the  reason  that  fanners  could  draw  one- 
half  of  their  diversion  payments  immedi¬ 
ately.  This  became  available  for  them 
to  spend  and  gave  our  farmers  confidence 
that  they  would  have  some  money  avail¬ 
able  which  they  could  use  to  pay  their 
expenses.  Mr.  Chairman,  such  payments 
might  be  compared  to  a  minimum-wage 
provision  for  industrial  workers.  They 
knew  they  would  have  some  source  of 
income  as  a  minimum.  To  farmers  this 
became  a  sort  of  insurance  program,  but  1 
by  whatever  description,  it  provided  \ 
something  on  which  they  could  plan. 
This  gave  them  confidence.  They  knew 
they  could  meet  their  expenses. 

No,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  measure  is  cer¬ 
tainly  not  perfect,  but  it  is  so  much  better 
than  returning  to  the  old  Benson  Act. 
The  vote  should  pass  the  House  by  a  big 
vote  of  approval. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
original  proposal  for  farm  legislation, 
Pennsylvania  farmers  felt  that  they  were 
going  to  be  injured  by  its  passage. 

Today  we  face  the  same  problem  even 
if  it  is  disguised  as  new  legislation. 

What  disturbs  the  farmers  in  our  State 
is  the  possibility  of  conference  action 
putting  in  the  same  discrimination  fea¬ 
tures  against  the  deficit  feed  grain 
States. 

If  this  happens,  then  we  are  in  the 
same  dilemma  we  would  have  been  in  if 
the  original  farm  bill  passed. 

I,  therefore,  believe  that  a  few  of  us, 
who  are  seriously  disturbed  by  this  pos¬ 
sibility  should  protest  with  our  votes,  in 
order  that  the  conferees  will  not  be  foot¬ 
loose  and  fancy  free  with  the  welfare  of 
the  some  73,000  farmers  in  our  area. 
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I  cannot  see  how  legislation  that  gives 
a  State  the  size  of  Pennsylvania  a  mere 
$151,835  out  of  the  better  than  $2  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  feed  grain  program  expendi¬ 
tures  can  be  supported  by  our  Members. 

July  13, 1962. 

Re  H.R.  12391. 

Hon.  John  H.  Dent, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  As  you  are 
probably  aware,  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  has  reported  H.R.  12391. 

The  Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Association  is 
opposed  to  this  farm  bill  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  Costs — the  so-called  emergency  wheat 
and  feed  grain  programs  have  been  expen¬ 
sive.  Secretary  Freeman  has  estimated  the 
cost  of  a  program  for  1963  at  $2,400,000. 

In  Pennsylvania,  17  farmers  received  pay¬ 
ments  of.  $151,835  for  reducing  their  feed 
grain  acreage  in  1961.  The  farm  receiv¬ 
ing  this  money  were  large  farms  and  incor¬ 
porations;  not  average  farmers. 

The  feed  grain  program  is  supposed  to,  but 
in  practice  does  not,  benefit  the  so-called 
small  or  even  the  average  farmer. 

2.  In  Pennsylvania,  most  of  our  feed  grain 
is  fed  to  livestock.  Government  programs, 
therefore,  merely  stimulate  production  en¬ 
couraging  some  farmers  to  raise  grain  for 
Government  storage  which  costs  all  tax¬ 
payers. 

3.  The  House  has  already  defeated  one  bad 
farm  bill.  The  Senate  has  passed  a  bill 
nearly  identical  to  the  House  defeated 
measure. 

If  the  House  were  to  pass  H.R.  12391,  it 
would  go  to  the  Senate -House  conference 
committee. 

Senator  Humphrey  recently  stated  that 
“House  leaders  expect  to  approve  a  revised 
farm  measure  extending  for  another  year  the 
emergency  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs. 
This  then  can  be  used  as  a  vehicle  to  salvage 
many  of  the  sections  of  the  administration 
bill  which  passed  the  Senate  only  to  be 
beaten  in  the  House.” 

This  is  our  real  fear.  All  of  the  House 
efforts  could  be  washed  down  the  drain  as 
the  conference  committee  adds  the  measures 
so  violently  attacked  in  the  House. 

The  Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Association 
urges  your  all-out  support  to  defeat  H.R. 
12391. 

Sincerely  yours, 

G.  A.  Biggs, 

President. 

In  view  of  this  record,  insofar  as  Penn¬ 
sylvania  farmers  are  concerned,  I  have 
no  alternative  but  to  vote  against  the 
present  farm  bill. 

The  time  has  passed  when  we  can  keep 
draining  the  farmers  of  one  State  to  help 
the  farmers  of  areas  that  produce  sur¬ 
pluses  year  after  year  and  are  better  off 
financially  for  so  doing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  recently  I  voted  against 
H.R.  11222.  The  arguments  against  the 
legislation  emanating  from  the  small 
family  farms  in  my  district  were  not 
fully  contained  in  the  Record. 

At  this  point  I  want  to  put  these  argu¬ 
ments  in  their  proper  perspective  while 
we  discuss  the  present  amended  version 
of  farm  legislation. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  sooner  we 
tackle  this  legislation  from  a  realistic 
farm  economy  viewpoint,  the  better  we 
will  manage  our  farm  problems. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  talk 
about  helping  our  farmers.  It  might  be 
good  to  review  the  following: 

NOTES  ON  THE  FAMILY  FARM 

Most  of  the  farms  in  the  country — 3.7 
million  in  all — are  family  farms.  This 
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has  been  true  since  the  beginning  of  this 
Nation,  and  I  hope  and  expect  that  it 
will  continue.  The  family  farm  nour¬ 
ished  and  trained  a  large  part  of  the 
population  of  this  country.  Even  today, 
when  we  have  only  12  percent  of  our 
people  directly  on  farms  and  the  remain¬ 
der  in  towns  and  cities,  most  of  us  have 
a  real  interest  in  some  farm,  some  rural 
area,  some  open  space. 

The  family  farm  is  operated  by  and 
for  the  family.  It  is  home  and  job  all 
wrapped  together,  often  on  the  same 
land  and  in  the  same  house  where  gen¬ 
eration  after  generation  of  the  same 
family  has  lived. 

WOLFDEN  HOLSTEINS, 

New  Alexandria,  Pa.,  July  17, 1962. 
Congressman  John  H.  Dent, 

Old  House  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  We  received  the 
copy  of  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture  and 
thank  you  again  for  it. 

From  what  we  read,  it  appears  H.R.  12391, 
the  new  agriculture  bill  reported  by  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  is  coming  up 
for  House  consideration  presently. 

It  is  a  known  fact  that  last  year’s  emer¬ 
gency  feed  grain  program  did  not  effectively 
reduce  feed  grain  production  and  proved  to 
be  a  very  costly  program  to  the  Government. 
How  then  can  reinacting  it  under  title  III 
of  H.R.  12391  expect  to  do  any  better?  We 
agree  strongly  with  what  you  said  in  your 
letter  to  us  on  July  9,  “This  is  archaic 
thinking  on  our  farm  problems.” 

What  concerns  us  greatly  is  that  if  this 
bill  is  passed  and  goes  to  the  House-Senate 
conference  committee  that  we  will  end  up 
with  a  final  bill  containing  production  con¬ 
trol  features  of  the  administration  bill 
passed  by  the  Senate.  Then  the  way  would 
be  paved  for  more  and  more  Government 
control  of  our  business. 

May  we  again  ask  you  to  oppose  H.R. 
12391.  We  would  hope  that  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  could  produce  a  bet¬ 
ter  bill  than  H.R.  12391. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Boyd  E.  Wolff. 
Margaret  G.  Wolff. 

You  will  note  from  the  following 
USDA  chart  that  Pennsylvania  farm 
population  is  fourth  in  number  of  farms 
with  bases  of  25  acres  or  less  out  of  30 
States  and  second  in  number  of  acres  in 
feed  grains  in  50  States: 

Table  7. — Feed  grains:  Estimated  applicabil¬ 
ity  of  25-acre  exemption  under  the 
provisions  of  administration  feed  grain 
program  1 


State 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with  - 
bases  of 

25  acres  or 
less 2 

Percentage 
of  farms 
with  25-acre 
base  or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
farms  with 
25  acres  or 
less  (thou¬ 
sand  acres) 

Maine _ 

1,079 

90 

8.5 

New  Hampshire., 

900 

93 

8. 1 

Vermont.. . 

3, 482 

90 

37. 1 

Massachusetts _ 

1,684 

88 

17.4 

Rhode  Island . 

240 

83 

3.0 

Connecticut _ 

1,802 

85 

21.9 

New  York _ 

31,045 

81 

319.8 

New  Jersey _ 

3,608 

64 

44.9 

Pennsylvania _ 

56,586 

81 

857.2 

Ohio _ _ _ 

57,  907 

66 

649.  2 

Indiana . . 

39, 056 

39 

476.  1 

Illinois _ 

25,  749 

20 

296.4 

Michigan _ 

45, 283 

63 

545.0 

Wisconsin _ 

64,  528 

61 

796.0 

Minnesota _ 

28, 001 

25 

357.  6 

Iowa _ 

18, 164 

12 

23618 

Missouri  _ 

46,584 

48 

512.5 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Table  7. — Feed  grains:  Estimated  applicabil¬ 
ity  of  25-acre  exemption  under  the 
provisions  of  administration  feed  grain 
program  1 — Continued 


State 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with 
bases  of 

25  acres  or 
less  2 

Percentage 
of  farms 
with  25-acre 
base  or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
farms  with 
25  acres  or 
less  (thou¬ 
sand  acres) 

North  Dakota _ 

2. 375 

f, 

31.7 

South  Dakota _ 

2,872 

22.4 

Nebraska.  . . 

4,231 

6 

52.4 

Kansas... . . 

16.690 

24 

173.5 

Delaware _ 

1,840 

60 

22.3 

Maryland _ 

11,099 

66 

113.9 

Virginia _ 

56.  C86 

39 

463.4 

West  Virginia _ 

20.  C63 

96 

101.3 

North  Carolina... 

128,  926 

88 

1,  059.  6 

South  Carolina... 

50,  241 

87 

42a  4 

Georgia _ 

45,  508 

60 

453.  4 

Florida _ _ 

6,079 

51 

69.0 

Kentucky _ 

82.  526 

82 

686.4 

Tennessee _ 

79,944 

82 

661.9 

Alabama.. _ 

62,  844 

73 

642.9 

M  ississippi _ 

82,176 

89 

722.1 

Arkansas _ 

31, 121 

91 

210.  7 

Louisiana-  . 

31,061 

91 

259.2 

Oklahoma _ 

9, 131 

34 

61.1 

Texas _ 

28,442 

36 

264.1 

Montana _ 

3,899 

25 

59.3 

Idaho  _ 

4, 937 

54 

58.7 

Wyoming _ 

1,098 

39 

13.2 

Colorado . . 

390 

10 

3.0 

New  Mexico _ 

474 

26 

5.8 

Arizona _ _ 

301 

23 

2.3 

Utah., _ _ 

5, 538 

70 

53.6 

Nevada,  _ 

216 

54 

2.3 

Washington _ 

2, 334 

35 

21.9 

Oregon,  . . .._ 

4,734 

53 

48.7 

California- . . 

1,352 

18 

22.6 

United  States, , 

1,204,532 

-54 

11, 976. 5 

1  The  exemption  applies  to  base  acreage  in  H.R.  11222 
and  to  acreage  allotments,  and  was  deleted  from  the 
Senate  bill  (S.  2786)  before  it  was  reported  as  S.  3225. 

2  Includes  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  If  oats 
Is  included,  as  in  H.R.  11222,  percentage  of  farms  would 
be  smaller  in  most  States. 

What  better  proof  do  we  need  that  in 
most  of  our  deliberations  on  farm  legis¬ 
lation  we  seem  to  overlook  the  im¬ 
portance  of  this  legislation  to  States 
such  as  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  New  York, 
and  Michigan,  which  all  too  often  are 
loosely  cataloged  as  industrial  States. 

Even  counting  our  industrial  might 
and  its  importance  to  our  economy,  it  is 
foolhardy  to  ignore  the  great  need  for 
a  positive  and  progressive  farm  program 
for  these  States. 

A  significant  factor  also  seldom  noted 
is  that  our  farms  are  in  the  main  self- 
sustaining  and  therefore  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  same  fuzzy  thinkers  to 
be  as  expendable  as  our  many  industries 
that  are  being  driven  into  oblivion  by 
our  negative  trade  policies. 

I  find  no  mention  in  our  Constitution 
where  we  must  serve  the  common  good 
by  destroying  one  element  or  section  of 
our  society  to  enrich  another. 

All  of  us  have  and  are ‘still  paying  our 
share  toward  the  common  good. 

In  this  we  have  no  complaint  but  to 
deliberately  allow  ourselves  to  be  de¬ 
stroyed  economically  in  order  to  build 
up  the  economic  well-being  of  others  to  a 
point  beyond  the  well-being  of  ourselves 
is  not  a  constitutional  nor  a  moral  obli¬ 
gation. 

We  shall  help  but  we  must  be  able  to 
help.  We  cannot  help  when  we  are  de¬ 
stroyed. 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  The  intent  of 
this  letter  Is  (1)  to  alert  you  to  how  serious 
Pennsylvania  farmers  would  be  hurt  by  the 
enactment  of  either  H.R.  11222  or  S.  3225, 
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and  (2)  to  urge  your  full  opposition  to  these 
bills. 

Our  opposition  to  the  dairy,  wheat,  and 
other  sections  of  these  bills  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  with  you  in  previous  correspondence. 
This  letter  concerns  itself  with  feed  grains. 

1.  Considerable  confusion  and  misinforma¬ 
tion  exists  on  the  feed  grain  small  farm  ex¬ 
emption.  Proponents  are  saying,  “If  you 
grow  25  acres  or  less  of  corn  you  are  exempt.” 
This  is  a  gross  untruth. 

2.  Bill  says,  “No  marketing  quota  shall  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  base  acreage 
of  25  acres  or  less  if  the  acreage  does  not 
exceed  the  farm  base  acreage”  (p.  25,  H.R. 
11222). 

3.  Bill  says,  “Principle  grains  used  for  live¬ 
stock  feed  are  corn,  barley,  grain  sorghums, 
and  oats.”  Marketing  program  provides  for 
a  “single  quota”  applicable  to  all  feed  grains 
(p.  16,  H.R.  11222) . 

4.  Bill  says,  “acreage  of  wheat  for  farm  use 
shall  be  considered  as  an  acreage  of  feed 
grains  in  determining  average  acreage  of  feed 
grains”  (p.  24,  H.R.  11222) . 

5.  Bill  says,  “farm  base  shall  be  average 
of  feed  grain  acreage  for  the  years  1959  and 
1960”  (p. 23, H.R.  11222). 

6.  An  example: 

(a)  In  1959-60  a  farmer  grew  an  average  of 
5  acres  of  oats  for  feed,  5  acres  of  barley  for 
feed,  5  acres  of  grain  corn  for  feed,  5  acres 
of  com  for  silage  (not  exempt  in  bill),  for 
a  total  of  20  feed  grain  acres. 

(c)  Farmer’s  choice: 

(b)  Farmer’s  base  is  20  acres;  not  25  acres. 
The  25-acre  small  farm  exemption  does  not 
apply  because  his  base  is  less  than  25  acres. 

(1)  Because  his  base  is  less  than  25  acres, 
he  may  stay  out  of  the  program,  but  he  can¬ 
not  grow  more  than  20  acres. 

(2)  He  may  choose  to  enter  the  program 
and  accept  a  20-percent  acreage  cut  in  re¬ 
turn  for  price  supports.  Of  course,  this 
farmer  feeds  this  grain  and  therefore  he 
would  not  have  enough  production  from  16 
acres  (20-percent  cut)  to  feed  his  present 
livestock. 

(d)  If  farmer  desires  to  increase  his  feed 
grain  acreage  above  his  base,  he  would  be 
prohibited.  For  example,  if  the  above  farm¬ 
er  put  on  10  more  cows  he  would  not  be  able 
to  increase  his  base  acreage  to  feed  his  cows. 

The  only  way  this  farmer  could  obtain 
grain  to  feed  his  cows  would  be  to  buy  it  and 
most  likely  at  prices  higher  than  he  could 
raise  the  grain. 

(e)  This  bill,  with  all  of  the  proponent’s 
sugar  coating  removed,  denies  farmers  who 
produce  less  than  25  acres  of  feed  grains,  for 
their  own  use,  the  right  to  vote  unless  they 
are  in  the  program,  and  places  stiff  penalties 
on  them  if  they  try  to  raise  enough  feed  for 
their  own  livestock. 

7.  An  example: 

(a)  In  1959-60  a  farmer  grew  an  average 
of  20  acres  corn  for  feed,  5  acres  wheat  for 
feed,  12  acres  oats  for  feed,  5  acres  barley 
for  feed,  1  acre  rye  for  feed,  15  acres  corn  for 
silage,  for  a  total  of  58  acres  of  feed  grain. 
(Figures  from  200  Pennsylvania  farms.) 

(b)  Farmer’s  base  is  58  acres. 

(c)  Farmer’s  choice:  because  his  base  is 
greater  than  25  acres  he  has  no  choice.  He 
would  have  to  be  in  the  program  and  would 
come  under  marketing  quotas  with  a  cut  in 
acreage. 

(d)  This  farmer,  as  do  most  Pennsylvania 
farmers,  use  most  of  their  home  produced 
grain  to  feed  to  their  own  animals.  This 
farmer,  because  of  quotas,  would  be  forced  to 
reduce  his  feed  grain  production,  and  in  turn, 
the  size  of  his  farm  operation.  This  leads 
to  form  inefficiencies  and  to  higher  food 
prices. 

8.  As  a  Pennsylvania  Congressman,  you  can 
readily  see  that  all  farmers  raising  grain 
and  livestock  (95  percent  of  the  farmers) 
would  be  severely  affected  by  H.R.  11222  or  S. 
3225. 
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We  ask  your  opposition  to  these  bills;  they 
are  not  good  for  Pennsylvania  farmers;  would 
increase  price  support  and  administration 
costs,  and  would  increase  food  prices. 

Congressman  John  H.  Dent, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.  ■ 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  As  registered 
Democrats,  we  are  very  much  alarmed  by  the 
farm  program  being  pushed  by  our  adminis¬ 
tration  in  Washington. 

We  thought  you  would  be  interested  in 
how  the  proposed  legislation  of  H.R.  11222 
would  effect  us  personally — as  it  will  effect 
most  of  the  other  farmers  in  Westmoreland 
County. 

In  1959  and  1960  the  feed  grains  grown  on 
our  farm  averaged,  for  the  2  years,  just  under 
57  acres.  In  1962  we  have  72  acres  in  feed 
grains.  Both  these  figures  exclude  wheat 
which  is  sold.  All  of  the  grains,  excepting 
a  small  surplus  which  is  sold,  is  consumed 
by  our  livestock  here  on  the  farm.  The 
talked-about  20  percent  cutback  on  the 
1959-60  base  acreages  would  reduce  us  to  46 
acres  of  feed  grains  for  1963.  This  would 
mean  we  would  have  to  purchase  roughly 
two-fifths  of  the  feed  grains  for  the  1963- 
64  feeding  season.  The  additional  ex¬ 
pense  of  purchasing  this  feed  grain  would 
sharply  reduce  our  net  farm  income,  both  by 
its  cost  and  by  lowering  the  operating  effici¬ 
ency  of  the  machinery  which  we  have  pur¬ 
chased  over  the  past  few  years. 

Simply  speaking,  H.R.  11222  would  prevent 
us  from  growing  sufficient  feed  for  our  own 
dairy  herd.  Also,  most  farmers  we  know  in 
Westmoreland  County  grows  feed  grains  only 
for  their  own  livestock’s  use. 

We  ask  your  wholehearted  opposition  to 
H.R.  11222. 

Thanks  for  your  cooperation  and  we  would 
be  interested  in  learning  your  stand  on  this 
issue. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Boyd  E.  Wolff. 
Margaret  G.  Wolff. 


Westmoreland  County 

Farmers’  Association, 

Hew  Stanton,  Pa.,  June  4, 1962. 
Hon.  John  H.  Dent, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  June  4,  asking  for  my  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  NFO  letter  sent  to  you  May  22. 

The  letter  stated:  “Those  who  believe  in 
so-called  free  markets  and  the  elimination 
of  the  Government  from  the  picture,  they 
will  for  the  first  time  have  a  chance  to  vote 
for  this.”  To  me  this  is  a  gross  untruth,  the 
bill  provides  no  realistic  choice  and  I’m  sure 
you’re  aware  of  the  strong-arm  tactics  stipu¬ 
lated  in  the  bill.  In  essence,  farmers  are 
given  no  choice;  they  either  accept  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  program  of  supply  control  or  face 
the  threat  that  the  Government  will  dump 
millions  of  tons  of  grain  on  the  market  to 
depress  prices.  This  does  not  sound  like 
America  to  me. 

Of  course,  the  NFO  people  are  in  the  sur¬ 
plus  part  of  the  country  and  would  have 
an  advantage — they’re  near  the  surplus  sup¬ 
pliers  and  could  buy  all  the  cheap  feed  they 
could  handle.  Pennsylvania  farmers  would 
be  adversely  affected,  as  this  cheap  feed 
would  encourage  production  in  dairy,  poul¬ 
try,  and  livestock  in  the  western  part  of  the 
country  and  would  reduce  our  income. 

At  the  present  time  95  percent  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania’s  farmers  feed  all  the  feed  grains 
they  produce.  We  hav  no  need  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  we  certainly  have  no  surplus  of 
feed  grains  in  this  State.  H.R.  11222  would 
cut  our  feed  grain  acreage  to  the  place  we 
would  not  be  able  to  produce  enough  feed 
to  feed  our  livestock.  We’re  being  paid 


$3.60  per  hundredweight  for  milk;  how  are 
we  going  to  be  able  to  go  to  market  and  buy 
our  feed  grains? 

The  administration’s  1962  farm  bill  would 
be  bad  for  all  Pennsylvania  and  northeastern 
farmers,  taxpayers,  and  consumers. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Mrs.  Nancy  Funk, 
Legislative  Chairman. 

P.S.— I  can  certainly  see  this  bill  would 
be  good  for  Government  planners  and  supply 
managers  who  want  their  jobs  to  be  bigger, 
last  longer,  and  cost  more  money. 

June  8,  1962. 

Re  H.R.  11222  and  S.  3225. 

Hon.  John  H.  Dent, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  The  farmers  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  are  greatly 
disturbed  about  the  farm  legislation  now 
pending  before  the  House. 

Several  Pennsylvania  farmers,  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  devoted  a  good  farming 
workday,  June  6,  to  contacting  their 
neighbors  on  H.R.  11222  and  S.  3225  be¬ 
cause  of  the  serious  affect  these  bills  would 
have  on  their  farm  operations. 

The  results  of  the  June  6  contacts  were 
as  follows:  (1)  300  nonfarmers’  association 
members  contacted — 260  farmers  paid  $15  to 
join  the  Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Association 
to  help  fight  pending  farm  control 
legislation;  (2)  1,600  Pennsylvania  Farmers’ 
Association  members  contacted — 1,550  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Farmers’  Association  members  said 
they  would  ask  their  Congressmen  to  oppose 
bills  and  would  explain  how  bills  affect  their 
farm  operations. 

Typical  comments: 

“I  raised  an  average  of  30  acres  of  feed 
grains  in  1959-60;  I  have  50  acres  planted 
this  year;  I  feed  all  of  my  grain  to  my  own 
livestock;  this  bill  would  reduce  my  feed 
grain  acreage  by  about  20  acres;  I  would  be 
prohibited  from  raising  enough  grain  on  my 
own  farm  to  feed  my  own  livestock;  I  could 
buy  the  needed  grain  but  the  high  price 
supports  would  make  my  grain  costs  higher; 
price  supports  are  of  no  value  to  me  because 
I  feed  all  of  my  grain;  I  just  can’t  believe 
that  this  is  America;  high  price  supports  nat¬ 
urally  encourage  production — they  will 
never  decrease  production;  I  raised  12  acres 
of  feed  grain  in  1959-60 — I  could  not  raise 
any  more  because  my  base  is  12  acres  under 
this  legislation;  the  25-acre  exemption  does 
not  apply  to  me  or  to  my  neighbors  because 
our  base  acreage  is  15  acres — not  25  acres; 
all  I  ask  is  that  I,  as  an  American,  be  per¬ 
mitted  the  American  privilege  of  producing 
enough  feed  for  my  own  animals.” 

The  vast  majority  of  the  farmers  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  are  opposed  to  the  farm  legislation 
now  pending  before  the  House.  Consumers 
should  also  be  opposed;  food  costs  will  rise; 
farm  program  costs  for  storage  could  de¬ 
crease  but  these  costs  would  be  more  than 
offset  by  payments  to  farmers — the  net  re¬ 
sult  will  be  increased  farm  program  costs  to 
all  taxpayers. 

The  above  information  is  for  your  use  and 
serious  consideration.  As  president  of  the 
largest  organization  in  Pennsylvania,  having 
an  active  membership  comprised  of  people 
who  earn  over  50  percent  of  their  income 
from  farming,  I  urge  your  opposition  to  the 
farm  bills  now  before  the  House. 

In  a  poll  taken  in  the  21st  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  87  of  all  who  responded  ex¬ 
pressed  opposition. 


New  Alexandria,  Pa., 

Mag  28,  1962. 

Congressman  John  H.  Dent, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dent:  We,  the  under¬ 
signed,  are  writing  to  reaffirm  our  opposi- 
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tion  to  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962,  now  know  in  its  amended  form  as 
H.R.  12391.  We  ask  that  you  vote  to  defeat 
this  bill. 

Although  the  dairy  section  of  this  bill  has 
had  production  quotas  eliminated,  we  feel 
this  bill,  if  passed,  would  be  only  one  step 
from  regulating  dairy  farmers  with  quotas 
as  is  stipulated  for  corn  and  wheat. 

Also  no  cost  of  administration  is  given  the 
bill.  We  think  this  figure  would  be  large. 
For  example,  to  enforce  the  dairy  section 
which  calls  for  payments  for  reduction  of 
production,  a  Large  staff  would  have  to  be 
maintained  at  taxpayers’  expense.  We  know 
only  too  well  that  dairymen  are  numerous 
and  located  in  most  every  county  in  the 
United  States. 

May  we  again  urge  your  support  for  the 
two  farm  bills  sponsored  by  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation.  These  being 
H.R.  9722  and  H.R.  10247,  both  introduced  by 
Frank  Clark  and  yourself.  These  bills  at¬ 
tempt  to  achieve  maximum  results  per 
dollar  spent — a  fact  all  taxpayers  will 
appreciate. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Hill  Topper  Advisory  Council  of  the 
•  Westmoreland  County  Farmers’  As¬ 
sociation:  Mrs.  Olga  Hamoch,  James 
R.  Homock,  Margaret  G.  Wolff,  Mil¬ 
dred  Walters,  Jerome  Eidemiller, 
James  E.  McQuaide,  Virgil  C.  Walters, 
Boyd  E.  Wolff,  Margaret  McQuaide. 

Press  Release  From  the  Office  of 
Congressman  John  H.  Dent 

Congressman  John  H.  Dent,  Democrat  of 
Pennsylvania,  today  called  the  Department 
of  Interior  to  reject  the  Japanese  bid  for  two 
70,000  horsepower  hydraulic  turbines  for 
Yellow  Tail  Dam  in  Montana.  The  Allis- 
Chalmers  Co.,  of  York,  Pa.,  was  the  lowest 
bidder. 

Dent  said: 

“The  time  has  long  passed  when  we  could 
allow  the  unrealistic  6  percent  differential 
allowance  by  the  American  and  foreign  bids 
for  Government  procurement  to  stand  in  the 
way  of  American  jobs — 6-percent  differential 
was  established  by  President  Eisenhower  re¬ 
ducing  the  differential  from  an  original  25 
percent  which  was  in  effect  prior  to  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration.  If  a  25-percent  dif¬ 
ferential  was  required  to  guarantee  American 
equality  in  competition  bidding  with  foreign 
production  at  that  time,  certainly  a  dif¬ 
ferential  of  6  percent  is  unrealistic  and  an 
absolute  guarantee  that  no  American  com¬ 
pany  producing  turbines  already  within  the 
United  States  can  hope  to  be  successful  in 
Government  procurement. 

“A  practical  competitive  differential  must 
be  established  by  the  President  if  we  are  not 
to  endanger  this  industry.  It  is  becoming 
apparent  that  the  Government’s  latest  In 
procuring  foreign-made  products  is  putting 
heavy  pressure  on  private  consumers  within 
the  United  States  to  follow  the  lead  of  the 
Government,”  stated  Dent. 

“If  private  industries  succumb  to  this  pres¬ 
sure,  the  loss  in  American  job  and  American 
production  may  create  a  national  economic 
disaster,”  Dent  concluded. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  desire  to  yield  any  further  time. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  twelve  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 


America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962”. 

title  i — land-use  adjustment 

Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d), 
(e) ,  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  sec¬ 
tion  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as 
amended,  by  striking  out  the  language 
“Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end 
of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
conservation  and  economic  use  of  land,  the 
Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local 
committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments,  to  be  carried  out  during  such  period 
not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine, 
with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators 
providing  for  changes  in  cropping  systems 
and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or  measures 
to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or 
operated  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
serving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forest, 
and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements 
shall  include  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  desirable  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and 
may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of 
materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance 
in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of 
the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and 
ranch  owners  and  operators  and  the  rights 
acquired  by  the  Secretary:  Provided,  That 
agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments 
with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  five  years. 

“(2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  covering  land  with 
respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed 
in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first 
year  of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the 
new  ownership  was  acquired  by  will  or  suc¬ 
cession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the  previ¬ 
ous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of 
an  existing  farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land 
is  combined  with  other  land  as  a  farming  or 
ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
program :  Provided,  That  this  provision  shall 
not  prohibit  the  continuation  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement 
has  once  been  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate 
safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of  ten¬ 
ants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision 
for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such 
modification  of  agreements  previously  en¬ 
tered  .into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desir¬ 
able  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program  carried  out 
pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat. 
525) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“including  the  retirement  of  lands  which  are 
submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,”  and  by  inserting  following 
“natural  resources,”  the  phrase  “protecting 
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fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting 
“,  but  not  to  build  industrial  parks  or  estab¬ 
lish  private  Industrial  or  commercial 
enterprises.” 

(b)  Section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  amending  subsection  (e) 
thereof  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  op.  to  ..f  urnish  financial  or  other 
aid  to,  any  Fcderal.JState,  territorial,  or  any 
other  agency,  governmental  or  otherwise,  in 
developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  land  conservation  and  land  utiliza¬ 
tion,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investigations 
relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting, 
and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to 
disseminate  information  concerning  these 
activities.” 

Sec  103.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  flood- 
water  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five 
hundred  acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention 
capacity”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  por¬ 
tion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other  pur¬ 
poses  except  that  any  part  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  (including  engineering  costs)  ap¬ 
plicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features 
relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition 
to  and  without  limitation  on  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  to  make  loans  or  advance¬ 
ments  under  section  8,  the  Secretary  may 
pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or 
industrial  water  included  in  any  reservoir 
structure  constructed  or  modified  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed  30  per 
centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such 
reservoir  structure  where  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  gives  reasonable  assurances,  and  there 
is  evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use 
of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period 
of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  local  organization  shall  agree 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  modi¬ 
fication  of  any  reservoir  structure  including 
such  water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost 
of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands:  And  provided  further,  That 
the  entire  amount  of  the  cost  paid  by  the 
Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid 
within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but 
in  no  event  to  exceed  fifty  years  after  the 
reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  ex¬ 
cept  that  (1)  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  need  be  made  until  such 
supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  until 
such  supply  is  first  used,  but  in  no  case  shall 
the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten  years. 
The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  com¬ 
puting  the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance 
shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
and  the  interested  local  organization  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement, 
and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
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benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organ¬ 
ization  has  met  the  requirements  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of  im¬ 
provement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local 
organization  may  secure  engineering  and 
other  services,  including  the  design,  prepara¬ 
tion  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construc¬ 
tion,  in  conection  with  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  by  retaining  or  employing  a  pro¬ 
fessional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  provide  such  services:  Provided,  That 
if  the  local  organization  elects  to  employ  a 
professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  for  the  costs  of  such  engineering  and 
other  services  secured  by  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works 
in  improvement  in  an  amount  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan 
for  works  of  improvement  of  any  modifica¬ 
tion  thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Secretary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may 
be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but 
such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works 
of  improvement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  estimated  installation  cost  of 
such  works. 

“(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any 
contract  for  the  construction  of  any  struc¬ 
ture. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works 
of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  water¬ 
shed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,- 
000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include 
any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the 
Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  through  the  President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000 
or  including  any  structure  having  a  total 
capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or 
irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or 
other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b) 
which  includes  Federal  assistance  for  flood- 
water  detention  structures,  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his 
views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty 
days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the 
Conrgess  through  the  President.  The  views 
and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if 
received  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall 
accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in 
the  works  of  improvement  under  this  Act, 
the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and 
to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  au¬ 
thorized  under  this  Act  and  related  work 
of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the 
Army.” 

Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Provided 
further.  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven 
watershed  improvement  programs  authorized 
by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December  22, 
1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  prosecute  additional  works  of 
improvement  for  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4 
of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 


Mr.  COOLEY  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  sections,  and  that  section  1 
be  considered  as  read  and  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Committee  amendment:  Page  2,  line  24, 
after  “them”  insert  “and  regularly  used  in 
the  production  of  crops  (including  crops 
such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which 
do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including 
lands  covered  by  conservation  reserve  con¬ 
tracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act) 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  title  I. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reuss:  Page  2, 
line  13,  after  line  12,  strike  out  lines  13,  14, 
and  15,  and  insert  the  following: 

“(4)  by  adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tions  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said  Act: 

“‘(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
not  enter  into  an  agreement  in  the  States  of 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota 
to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 
for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act,  if  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wildlife 
preservation  will  be  materially  harmed  on 
that  farm  by  such  drainage  and  such  finding, 
identifying  specifically  the  farm  and  the 
land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 
finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  within  90  days  after 
the  filing  of  the  application  for  drainage 
assistance:  Provided,  That,  in  States  where 
the  acquisition  of  wetlands  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  State,  the  limitation  against 
offering  such  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  shall  terminate  one  year  after  the  date 
on  which  the  adverse  finding  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during 
that  time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  a  State  govern¬ 
ment  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the 
wetland  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a 
waterfowl  resource.  The  provisions  of  this 
subsection  shall  become  effective  August  1, 
1962. 

“  ‘(f)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
conserva-’  ”.  i 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  my  colleague  ! 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Am  I 
correct  in  saying  that  this  is  the  same  j 
bill  that  passed  the  House  last  year  by 
unanimous  consent  and  is  over  in  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  at  the 
present  time? 

Mr.  REUSS.  That  is  correct;  with 
very  minor  technical  exceptions,  it  is 
identical. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  assure  the 
gentleman  that  I  am  making  every  ef¬ 
fort  I  can  to  get  it  out  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  This  is  the  same 
bill  that  passed  the  House  by  unanimous 
consent  a  year  ago  and  is  now  over  in 
that  committee  and  I  hope  that  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
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mittee  will  try  to  help  to  get  it  out  of  that 
committee. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
that  this  amendment  which  I  am  offer¬ 
ing  today  passed  this  body  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote  as  recently  as  June  20  but, 
of  course,  disappeared  with  the  failure 
of  passage  of  the  first  farm  bill  itself. 
It  is  also  quite  correct,  as  my  colleague 
has  said,  that  this  amendment,  in  bill 
form,  unanimously  passed  the  House  last 
September  1961,  but  has  unfortunately 
been  before  the  other  body  ever  since 
without  any  action’s  having  taken  place. 

I  regret  to  say  that  unless  we  can  bring 
it  before  them  in  a  conference  report,  I 
do  not  anticipate  that  action  will  be  tak¬ 
en.  I  can  think  of  no  conservation 
measure  more  important  than  to  end  the 
indiscriminate  payment  of  taxpayers’ 
subsidies  to  farmers,  particularly  in  the 
prairie  area,  to  drain  the  last  vestiges  of 
wet  lands  where  our  ducks  and  geese  on 
the  North  American  Continent  are  bred. 

A  recent  report  from  the  Federal'Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  shows  that  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  American  waterfowl  is  at  an 
11 -year  low  already,  as  the  result  of  the 
subsidization  of  land  drainage  projects. 
More  than  half  of  these  breeding  places 
have  been  drained  in  the  last  10  years. 
So  I  think  it  is  important  that  a  measure 
directed  at  preserving  one  of  our  great 
American  resources,  our  wild  waterfowl, 
that  annually  bring  so  much  joy  not  only 
to  the  hunter  and  naturalist  but  to 
every  American  family,  should  be  en- 
acted 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  am  wholeheartedly  in  favor 
of  the  gentleman’s  amendment.  The 
Committee  on  Agriculture  approves  it, 
and  I  hope  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  on  his  amendment  and 
support  it  wholeheartedly.  I  hope  the 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  want  to  explain  to  the 
House  that  I  was  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  heard  the  testimony 
on  this  subject.  We  reported  it  favor¬ 
ably.  I  voted  for  this  proposition  each 
time  it  has  come  before  us.  I  think  it  is 
a  sound  and  proper  approach.  However, 
I  do  not  think  that  this  farm  bill  should 
be  made  a  vehicle  on  which  to  attach  all 
of  the  desirable  proposals  that  each  and 
every  Member  of  the  House  has  with  any 
hope  of  passing  a  farm  bill.  It  will  be 
the  purpose  at  least  of  the  leadership 
of  the  committee  to  oppose  all  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  brought  before  us. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
think  that  purpose  is  very  commendable. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  think  the  passage  of  a  farm  bill  at  this 
time  happens  to  be  of  even  greater  im- 
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portance  than  the  passage  of  the  wet¬ 
lands  bill.  I  supported  the  wetlands 
bill.  I  will  support  it  again  when  it  is 
before  us  in  proper  form.  But  I  do  not 
believe  that  it  is  the  proper  thing  to  try 
to  put  all  of  these  measures  on  this  bill. 
The  only  comfort  I  get  out  of  this  is 
that  it  is  obvious  that  there  are  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  who  now  believe  that 
the  farm  bill  is  going  to  pass.  They  see 
that  this  is  something  that  is  going  to 
happen  this  afternoon  and  think  that 
this  is  a  good  chance  to  try  to  tie  some¬ 
thing  to  the  bill  and  get  passed  what 
they  have  not  been  able  to  get  passed 
otherwise.  I  would  not  say  this  wetlands 
bill  could  not  pass  on  its  merits,  because 
I  think  it  has  merit  to  pass. 

Mr.  REUSS.  As  the  gentleman  says, 
he  has  been  considerate  and  unflagging 
in  his  effort  to  help  me  on  this  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  now  an  old  chestnut,  be¬ 
cause  I  have  been  putting  it  in  for  4 
years.  At  the  same  time,  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  was  not  referring  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  when  he  talked 
about  people  who  were  looking  for  a  free 
ride  on  a  bill  to  get  legislation  through, 
because  this  iarm  bill  before  us  has 
among  its  statement  of  purposes  “to 
conserve  natural  resources,”  and  I  can¬ 
not  imagine  anything  more  dedicated  to 
conserving  natural  resources  than  a  bill 
to  conserve  waterfowl. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  entirely  in  order, 
and  very  harmonious  with  the  purposes 
of  this  bill.  But  there  are  many  amend¬ 
ments,  some  that  I  wanted  on  this  bill 
and  wanted  desperately,  but  I  could  not 
get  them.  I  am  not  going  to  offer  them 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  because  some 
do  not  want  my  amendments  or  they 
would  have  been  in  the  bill.  That  is 
true  of  every  one  of  you  who  has  an 
amendment.  Some  do  not  want  your 
amendment  or  it  would  have  already 
been  the  law  no-matter  what  it  is.  Let  us 
this  afternoon  make  a  decision  on 
whether  we  are  going  to  pass  a  farm  bill 
or  whether  we  are  going  to  try  to  pass 
somebody’s  special  idea. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  with  that  same  logic 
we  should  not  have  brought  the  bill  up, 
because  some  people  do  not  want  the 
whole  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  perfectly  true  that 
some  people  do  not  want  the  whole  bill J 
but  I  am  one  of  those  who  believe  that 
the  passage  of  a  farm  bill  is  of  para¬ 
mount  importance. 

In  order  to  get  a  farm  bill,  many  of  us 
on  both  sides  have  made  serious  conces¬ 
sions.  I  want  to  say  now  while  I  have 
the  opportunity  that  I  think  my  col¬ 
league  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  and  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Quie]  have  made  conces¬ 
sions.  I  think  that  on  this  side  we  have 
made  concessions.  I  think  we  are  doing 
the  thing  that  is  necessary  to  get  this 
type  of  legislation,  and  unless  we  are 
able  to  keep  the  big  objective  in  mind 
rather  than  seeking  to  do  the  little 
things,  no  matter  how  meritorious  they 
may  be,  we  are  going  to  wind  up  here 
failing  to  do  the  big  thing. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  want  to  concur  in  the  statement 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas.  I 


have  an  amendment  which  I  consider  to 
be  very  important,  which  I  proposed  to 
the  feed  grain  section,  both  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
when  we  considered  the  omnibus  farm 
bill.  Although  it  has  a  great  deal  of 
merit,  I.  am  not  offering  it  at  this  time. 
As  I  said  earlier  in  my  remarks  from  the 
well  of  the  House  a  while  ago,  it  is  my 
sincere  hope  that  we  would  keep  this 
bill  within  reasonable  bounds  and  not 
tie  a  lot  of  amendments  to  it  which  would 
make  it  very  difficult  for  us  to  act  in  the 
Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  twelve  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Reuss]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (the  Chair  being  in  doubt)  there 
were — ayes  30,  noes  51. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

(Mr.  FENTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Pennsylvania  Farmers’  Association  is  op¬ 
posed  to  this  farm  bill  first,  because  of 
the  costs.  The  so-called  emergency 
wheat  and  feed  grain  programs  have  been 
expensive.  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Freeman  has  estimated  the  cost  of  a 
program  for  1963  at  $2,400  million. 

In  Pennsylvania,  17  farmers  received 
payments  of  $151,835  for  reducing  their 
feed  grain  acreage  in  1961.  The  farms 
receiving  this  money  were  large  farms 
and  incorporations,  not  “average” 
farmers. 

The  feed  grain  program  is  supposed 
to,  but  in  practice  does  not,  benefit  the 
so-called  small  or  even  the  average 
fanner. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  farmers  are  opposed  to  this  bill  be¬ 
cause  in  Pennsylvania,  most  of  our  feed 
grain  is  fed  to  livestock.  Government 
programs,  therefore,  merely  stimulate 
production  encouraging  some  farmers  to 
raise  grain  for  Government  storage 
which  costs  all  taxpayers. 

Third,  Mr.  Chairman,  Pennsylvania 
farmers  have  a  great  fear,  and  rightly 
so,  because  of  what  might  happen  in  a 
legislative  conference.  The  House  has 
already  defeated  one  bad  farm  bill.  The 
Senate  has  passed  a  bill  nearly  identical 
to  the  House-defeated  measure.  If  the 
House  were  to  pass  H.R.  12391,  it  would 
go  to  a  Senate-House  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

According  to  reports  it  was  pointed  out 
that  House  leaders  expect  to  approve 
a  revised  farm  measure  extending  for 
another  year  the  emergency  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs.  Certain  sources 
immediately  pointed  out  that  “this  then 
can  be  used  as  a  vehicle  to  salvage 
many  sections  of  the  administration  bill 


which  passed  the  other  body  only  to  be 
beaten  in  the  House.” 

This,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  real  fear 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Farmers  Associa¬ 
tion.  All  of  the  House  efforts  could  be 
washed  down  the  drain  if  H.R.  12391  is 
adopted. 

I,  therefore,  urge  the  House  to  defeat 
H.R.  12391.  Rather  than  have  this  kind 
of  a  bill  become  law,  the  Pennsylvania 
farmers  desire  that  no  new  farm  legis¬ 
lation  be  passed  at  this  session.  The  act 
of  1958  would  then  go  into  effect  for 
corn  and  other  feed  grains  in  1963.  If 
given  opportunity  to  work,  this  program 
would  be  preferable  to  the  costly  and 
ineffective  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram. 

If  no  legislation  is  enacted  and  wheat 
support  prices  are  allowed  to  remain  at 
the  minimum  permitted  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949 — and  already  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
for  the  1963  crop — there  will  be  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  export  costs  on  the  order  of  $128 
million  in  addition  to  an  estimated  sav¬ 
ing  of  $345  million  from  the  termination 
of  land  retirement  payments. 

The  dairy  situation  was  improving  un¬ 
til  price  supports  were  raised  and  pro¬ 
posals  for  milk  quotas  caused  many  pro¬ 
ducers  to  expand  production  beginning 
April  1  this  year.  It  would  be  far  better 
to  permit  the  program  to  operate  with¬ 
out  further  tinkering  with  the  support 
level  than  to  adopt  an  unworkable  pro¬ 
gram  which  moves  in  the  direction  of 
compulsory  milk  quotas. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  behalf  of  the 
members  of  the  Pennsylvania  Farmers’ 
Association,  and  taxpayers  everywhere, 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  under  present 
conditions  the  most  constructive  action 
that  can  be  taken  -is  for  the  House  to 
reject  H.R.  12391. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Saylor  :  Page  5, 
line  15,  strike  out  section  103. 

Renumber  the  following  sections. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
March  11,  1954,  the  original  bill  known 
as  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  was  before  the  House. 
On  that  date  the  chaiman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Hope,  stated  that  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1936,  which  was  being 
amended  by  this  bill,  would  not  affect 
any  of  the  11  projects  which  had 
already  been  started  under  that  origi¬ 
nal  act,  and  that  the  purpose  of  this 
bill  was  only  soil  treatment  of  very  small 
dams  on  small  watersheds  at  the  heads  of 
the  tributaries.  There  was  absolutely 
no  conflict  between  the  Army  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

If  you  will  look  at  the  amendment  you 
will  find  that  what  they  intend  to  do  is 
to  increase  the  authority  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  Act  by  allowing  them  to 
increase  the  size  of  the  reservoirs.  They 
are  going  to  jump  from  5,000  acre-feet 
to  12,500  acre-feet.  In  other  words, 
what  they  are  now  doing  is  just  what 
some  of  us  predicted  in  1954  they  w’ould 
be  doing  with  this  Watershed  and  Flood 
Protection  Act,  and  that  is  getting  into 
conflict  with  the  Army  Engineers  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  have  the  in¬ 
formation  before  me,  but  I  am  under  the 
impression  that  the  Army  Engineers 
have  agreed  to  this  recommendation. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  went  back  and  looked 
when  the  proceedings  on  the  Watershed 
Act  of  1954  were  had  and  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  wondered  where  I 
got  the  information  when  I  read  the 
record  and  the  Army  Engineers’  recom¬ 
mendations  in  1954.  At  that  time  they 
predicted  that  this  is  just  what  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act  would  do.- 

What  you  are  doing  is  creating  a  third 
agency  of  Government  to  actually  be  in 
competition  with  the  Army  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  understand  that  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers  joined  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  in  recommending  this 
action.  This  matter  came  to  my  com¬ 
mittee  by  the  recommendation  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  would  still  say  that 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  wants  it,  it  is  just  what  some 
of  us  predicted  they  would  be  doing. 
They  are  creating  another  agency  down¬ 
town  to  go  around  all  over  the  country 
and  build  bigger  dams.  If  you  pass 
this,  mark  my  word,  the  next  time  you 
bring  a  farm  bill  up  here  instead  of  this 
being  confined  to  the  small  watersheds 
at  the  heads  of  tributaries,  you  will  be 
asked  to  go  down  these  streams  and  build 
bigger  dams.  This  is  the  worst  duplica¬ 
tion  of  Government  effort  I  have  seen. 

In  1954  you  created  a  third  agency. 
They  are  not  satisfied  with  the  size  that 
they  were  given  and  now  they  want  to 
become  as  big  as  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  and  the  Bureau,  of  Reclama¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield.  - 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Those  of  us  on  the 
subcommittee  dealing  with  Public  Law 
566  I  think  are  perfectly  aware  of  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  close  relationship 
between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Public  Law  566.  We 
have  very  diligently  tried  to  keep  these 
projects  very  much  in  the  upstream  wa¬ 
tershed  area. 

This  recommendation  came  to  the 
committee,  as  the  chairman  has  said,  as 
an  administration  recommendation. 
The  subcommittee  that  considered  this, 
after  going  over  the  many  projects 
which  we  have  reviewed,  felt  that  step¬ 
ping  up  the  size  of  these  reservoirs  was 
not  in  serious  conflict  with  the  corps, 
because  we  felt  that  the  total  program 
kept  us  very  well  within  the  upper  por¬ 
tions  of  these  watersheds.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman  may  have  a  different 
viewpoint,  but  certainly  it  is  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  committee  that  this 
change  will  be  a  major  change  or  that 
it  will  attempt  to  go  farther  downstream. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  What  the  gentleman 
is  saying  is  that  an  increase  of  2  V2  times 
in  the  size  of  the  reservoir  you  are  going 
to  build  will  have  no  effect?  This  I  do 


not  believe.  I  hope  this  section  will  be 
stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Saylor], 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  great 
pleasure  for  the  last  25  years  or  more 
to  work  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  in  the  great  job  they  have  done  for 
all  of  the  American  people. 

There  was  a  time  when  the  Army 
Engineers  did  not  cooperate  fully  with 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  But  that 
day  has  passed.  The  Army  Engineers 
and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  are 
now  working  hand  in  glove  to  do  a  good 
job  for  America. 

The  Army  Engineers  only  operate  on 
navigable  streams.  These  amendments 
simply  provide  that  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  under  the  Watershed  Act, 
which  is  so  popular  in  America,  will  have 
the  authority  to  build  low  dams  on  small 
streams  and  just  on  small  tributary 
streams.  It  simply  makes  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  and  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  more  effective  in  the  flood-control 
and  soil-conservation  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  for 
the  last  ‘20  years  or  more  has  been  one 
of  the  leaders  relative  to  watershed  pro¬ 
tection,  and  I  believe  the  Members  of  the 
House  should  listen  to  him  today.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Say¬ 
lor]  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  H. 
Carl  Andersen,  is  one  of  the  coauthors 
of  the  Watershed  Act.  He  knows  this 
amendment  is  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  our  country. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  There  is  another  leader 
in  the  soil-conservation  field,  and  a  good 
one.  Bob  Poage.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  friend. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  gentleman’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  has  approved  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  ap¬ 
proves  it,  and  they  told  us  that  the  Army 
Engineers  had  agreed  to  this. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  proposal  here  is  to 
deny  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
the  right  to  build  dams  of  12,500  acre- 
feet. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  With  the  idea  that 
somebody  else  will  build  them. 

Can  the  gentleman  tell  us  how  many 
of  less  than  12,500  acre-feet  the  Army 
Engineers  have  built? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Very  few. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Saylor}. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

TITLE  II - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
“It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  stimu¬ 
late  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  dollars  through  long¬ 
term  supply  agreements  and  through  the 
extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such 
commodities,  by  agreements  either  with  for¬ 
eign  nations  or  with  the  private  trade,  there¬ 
by  assisting  the  development  of  the  econo¬ 
mies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dol¬ 
lar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended- — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  fi¬ 
nancial  institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such 
nations”  after  the  words  “friendly  nations”; 
and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  sentence :  “In  furtherance  of  the 
purpose  of  maximizing  dollar  sales  through 
the  private  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  and  United  States  private 
trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  over  such  periods  of  time  and 
under  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in 
this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and 
substituting  therefor  the  word  “reasonable”; 
and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agree¬ 
ment”  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “except  that  the  date  for  beginning 
such  annual  payments  may  be  deferred  for 
a  period  not  later  than  two  years  after  such 
date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “In  entering  into  such  agreements, 
the  Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements 
with  other  exporting  nations  of  such  com¬ 
modities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on 
a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  word  “Sections”  the  following: 
“101  (b)  and  (c)”. 

Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  in  clause  (4)  after  the  words 
“needy  persons"  the  words  “and  in  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  ‘  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons” 
the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  6,  1958  (Public  Law  85-931),  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons” 
the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs”. 

Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  donated  for 
school-lunch  programs  outside  the  United 
States  only  if  the  Secretary  receives  assur¬ 
ance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will  be 
student  participation  in  the  financing  of 
such  programs  on  the  basis  of  ability  to  pay 
comparable  to  that  required  in  school-lunch 
programs  in  the  United  States.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  not  extend  beyond  June  30,  1964. 

Mr.  COOLEY  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  title  II  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  having  been  read  and  open  for 
amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no 
amendments  to  title  II,  the  Clerk  will 
read  title  III. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  HI - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

Subtitle  A — 1963  feed  grain  program 

Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  striking  out  of 
subsection  (a)  the  figure  “65”  and  insert¬ 
ing  “50”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  the  following  new  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6) : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the 
1963  crop  of  corn  shall  be  established  by 
the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be 
made  available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal 
production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm 
based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the 
1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“(6)  The  Secretary,  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the 
1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  bar¬ 
ley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  bar¬ 
ley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary:  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting 
barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
such  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  if  such  producer  has  previous¬ 
ly  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley, 
plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 
variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  aver¬ 
age  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subsection: 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law — 

“(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and 
carry  out  a  special  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1963,  without  regard  to  provi¬ 
sions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regu¬ 
lar  agricultural  conservation  program,  un¬ 
der  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conserva¬ 
tion  payments  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall  be 
made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from 
the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and 
increase  their  average  acreage  of  cropland  de¬ 
voted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil- 
conserving  crops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal 
amount:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may 
permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to 
the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field 
crops  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when 
such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  di¬ 
verted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall 
be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 
payment  exceed  one -half  the  rate  which 
would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acre¬ 
age  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage.  Such  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  shall  require  the  producer  to 


take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acre¬ 
age  free  from  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents. 
The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or 
in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such 
conservation  program  shall  be  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  in  the  crop  years  1959 
and  1960  or  up  to  twenty-five  acres,  which¬ 
ever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or  in 
kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates 
for  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963 
.are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on 
an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of 
45  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on 
the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
Payments  in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  30  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960. 
Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support 
rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time 
payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  re¬ 
flect  any  changes  between  the  national  sup¬ 
port  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an 
amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on 
the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments 
in  acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  cor¬ 
rect  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make 
such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields 
since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as 
the  result  of  the  adoption  or  the  im¬ 
provement  of  an  irrigation  system  if 
such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such 
irrigation  system  was  made  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  sentence  but  such  adjust¬ 
ment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments 
with  respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to 
the  requirements  of  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  To  the 
extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual 
acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations.  The 
Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  determination  of  performance. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
subsection  (g)(1),  barley  shall  not  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  program  for  a  producer  of 
malting  barley  as  described  in  section  105 
(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who 
participates  only  with  respect  to  corn  and 
grain  sorghums  and  does- not  knowingly  de¬ 
vote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acre¬ 
age  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 
and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
this  section  16(g).  Obligations  may  be  in¬ 
curred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  in  connection  with  such 
program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be 
incurred  in  carrying  out  section  303  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 


“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  sharing  of  payments  under 
this  subsection  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in 
keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the 
issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem 
for  feed  grains  and,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit' 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist 
the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  cer¬ 
tificates  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act. 
In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date 
of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage 
and  other  carrying  charges,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending 
with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for  re¬ 
demption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate.  * 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  may  place  such 
limits  on  the  extent  that  producers  may  par¬ 
ticipate- in  the  special  feed  grain  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act 
as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an 
emergency  created  by  drought  or  other  dis¬ 
aster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a 
shortage  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley. 

Subtitle  B — -1963  wheat  program 

Sec.  310.  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (3) 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  as  deter¬ 
mined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national 
acreage  allotment  for  fifty-five  million  acres 
shall  be  reduced  by  10  per  centum.” 

Sec.  311.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(1)), 
the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  the  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop ‘of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 
marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such 
crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  estab¬ 
lishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on 
the  farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so 
established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  based  upon  the  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm : 
Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  not  be  larger  than  the  amount 
by  which  the  actual  production,  so  estab¬ 
lished,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)). 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  iat.o 
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crop  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  har¬ 
vested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (3)),  the  follow¬ 
ing  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat : 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If 
the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is 
adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  twice  the 
normal  production  and  as  computed  on  ac¬ 
tual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  al¬ 
lowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  ad¬ 
justment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to 
make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure 
to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United 
States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  di¬ 
vert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7.  U.S.C. 
1340  (7)),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not 
exceed  fifteen  acres:  Provided,  however. 
That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1962 
and  1963  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable 
to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat 
exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  thirteen  and  five- 
tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of 
acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years 
1959,  1960,  or  1961." 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1336) , 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  "Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  pro¬ 
duced  in  excess  of  thirteen  and  five-tenths 
acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of  the  years 
1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  be  eligible  to 
vote  in  the  referendum  conducted  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for 
the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1963.” 

Sec.  312.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop 
of  wheat  shall  be  made  available,  as  provided 
in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators, 
only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
for  the  crop  of  wheat*  wheat  of  such  crop 
shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if 
the  producers  on  the  farm  on  which  the 
wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers 
on  any  farm,  except  a  farm  on  which  a  new 
farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for  the 
crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area 
shall  be  entitled  to  paymetns  determined  as 
provided  in  subsection  (b)  upon  compliance 
with  the  conditions  hereinatfer  prescribed: 


(1)  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the 
production  of  wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  either  (i)  10  per  centum  of  the 
highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years 

1959,  1960,  or  1961:  Provided,  That  such  acre¬ 
age  in  each  of  such  years  did  not  exceed 
fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
which  would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  re¬ 
duction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c) 

(3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and 
such  measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  di¬ 
verted  acreage  free  from  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may 
permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  other  annual 
field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for  which 
price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax, 
when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply 
and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b) 

(4)  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided 
above  and  acreage  diverted  under  the  spe¬ 
cial  program  for  feed  grains,  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer-fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm 
in  1959  and  1960.  Certification  by  the  pro¬ 
ducer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the 
foregoing  provision.  The  total  average  acre¬ 
age  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including 
summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 

1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the 
extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other 
factors  affecting  production,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  changes 
in  the  constitution  of  the  farm,  participation 
in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to  give 
effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to 
release  and  reapportionment  or  preservation 
of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (i)  of  this 
subsection  (a),  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this 
subsection  (a),  the  farm  shall  be  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

(b)(1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  condi¬ 
tions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers 
on  the  farm  shall  be  entitled  to  payments 
which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45 
per  centum  of  the  value,  at  the  estimated 
basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for 
Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which 
the  farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for 
the  administration  of  farm  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels  equal 
to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for 
the  farm,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  di¬ 
verted  acres  other  than  acres  devoted  to 
castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or 
sesame,  other  annual  field  crops  except  table 
vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not 
made  available,  or  flax,  payment  for  which 
shall  be  computed  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (b)  (4)  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjust¬ 
ments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  correct 
for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 


and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make 
such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields 
since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the 
result  of  the  adoption  or  the  improvement 
of  an  irrigation  system  if  such  improvement 
or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
sentence  but  such  adjustment  in  yields  shall 
apply  only  to  payments  with  respect  to 
acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended. 
To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years,  such  yields  shall  be  used 
in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  sharing  of  payments  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments 
are  made  in  wheat,  the  value  of  the  payments 
in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat  at  the 
market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  re¬ 
ceived  as  payment-in-kind  may  be  marketed 
without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acre¬ 
age  devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower, 
sunflower,  sesame,  other  annual  field  crops, 
except  table  vegetables  for  which  price  sup¬ 
port  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2) 
of  this  section,  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment 
exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were 
devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage. 

(c)(1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on 
the  farm  under  subsection  (a)  may  divert 
additional  acreage  on  the  farm  not  in  excess 
of  the  larger  of  four  times  the  amount  di¬ 
verted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage 
as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  to 
ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the  total  acreage 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i) 
the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years 
1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten  acres 
or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  the  acreage  diverted  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  : 
Provided,  That  (i)  50  per  centum  shall  be 
substituted  for  45  per  centum  in  computing 
the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be 
added  to  and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (a)  for  the  purposes  of 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection 
(a)  is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (i)  of  said  sub¬ 
section,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced  be¬ 
low  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by  the  total 
amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection 
(a)  and  this  subsection  (c),  or,  if  the  diver¬ 
sion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made  pursuant 
to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c)  below 
whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the 
larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the 
crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  ex- 
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cept  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided 
in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  but  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  to  conservation  uses  for 
which  payment  is  made  under  the  program 
formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
in  addition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made 
under  any  other  Federal  program  except  that 
the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making 
of  cost-sharing  payments  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  or  the  Great 
Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses  under  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjust¬ 
ing  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  this  section  may 
be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
this  section  may  include  such  terms  and 
conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically 
provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a 
marketing  quota  penalty  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon 
acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (c)  above, 
and  in  determining  production  of  the  crop 
of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat 
from  storage  on  account  of  underproduction 
the  normal  yield  of  the  acres  diverted  from 
the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be  actual 
production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying 
out  this  section  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating 
to  increased  allotments  for  durum  wheat,  is 
amended — - 

(l)  by  striking  out  "after  reduction  in  the 
case  of  the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section 
334(c)(2)”  and  inserting  the  following: 
“after  reduction  as  required  by  section 
334(c)  (2)  or  (3)”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  124 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961”  and  insert¬ 
ing  the  following:  “the  special  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section 
329  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of 
1962”. 

(1)  Section  334(i)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating 
to  increased  allotments  in  the  Tulelake  area 
in  California,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  Inserting  the  following  sentence 
immediately  following  the  seventh  sentence 
thereof:  “The  special  wheat  program  form¬ 
ulated  under  section  329  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  applica¬ 
ble  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  al¬ 
lotment  under  this  subsection.”;  and 


(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the 
following:  “or  1963”. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  320.  The  current  rate  of  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  in  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  is  such  as 
will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  sup¬ 
plies  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  the  means  by  which  they  can 
on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily  adjust 
their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal 
demand  and  thus  reduce  Government  pur¬ 
chases  under  its  price  support  program,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
to  carry  out  for  the  period  ending  June  30, 
1963,  an  emegency  dairy  surplus  reduction 
payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  321.  The  Community  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  to  producers  in  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who 
agree  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more 
quarterly  marketing  periods  starting  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1963,  their 
marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10 
per  centum  or  (ii)  more  than  the  larger  of 
25  per  centum  or  seven  thousand  five  hun¬ 
dred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  322  of  this  Act  for  each  such  quarterly 
marketing  period:  Provided,  That  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so 
as  not  to  effect  adjustments  in  any  dairy 
district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum  of  the 
estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers 
in  such  district  during  the  preceding  mar¬ 
keting  year.  For  this  purpose,  the  Secretary 
shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts 
each  having  therein  approximately  the  same 
proportion  of  total  milk  production.  Such 
payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum 
butterfat  content,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  effectuate  volun¬ 
tary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers, 
or  (iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in 
the  form  of  dairy  products  had  such  milk 
been  marketed.  A  producer  who  fails  to  re¬ 
duce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required 
by  his  agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payment  on  the  quantity  by 
which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided 
he  reduces  by  as  much  as  10  per  centum  of 
his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the  amount 
of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what 
would  have  been  the  payment  on  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may 
contain  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus 
reduction  payments  program  and  to  assure 
that  a  producer’s  reduction  in  marketings 
is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of  his  milk 
cows  to  another  producer  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  322.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
normal  marketing  level  for  each  producer  in 
the  continental  United  States,  excluding 
Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pursuant  to  section  321  of  this  Act.  Such 
normal  marketing  level  shall  be  the  number 
of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of  pounds 
of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the 
administration  of  this  subtitle  which  is  the 
lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  marketings  during 
the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secretary’s 


estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a 
calendar  year  by  the  producer  based  on  the 
rate  of  his  marketings  when  he  enters  into 
the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corp¬ 
oration,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In 
establishing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the 
Secretary  shall  make  such  adjustments  in 
the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he  deems 
necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd, 
personal  health,  or  other  abnormal  condi¬ 
tions  affecting  production  or  marketing,  in¬ 
cluding  the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after 
January  1,  1961.  A  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  the  marketing  year  shall  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance 
with  the  producer’s  marketing  pattern  in 
1961,  subject  to  such  adjustments  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  manage¬ 
ment  plans  for  the  marketing  year.  The 
quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quarterly 
marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  323.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
conversion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary 
for  use  in  determining  the  quantity  of  milk 
marketed  by  producers  who  market  their 
milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream, 
butterfat,  and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  324.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by 
a  producer  pursuant  to  his  agreement  under 
this  Act  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  mar¬ 
keting  history  under  any  farm  program  in 
which  such  history  may  become  a  factor. 
A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to 
another  and  there  engages  in  the  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  may  take  with  him 
all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  325.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  are  necessary  for  the 
enforcement  and  the  effective  administration 
of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  borne 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  326.  Whenever  normal  marketing 
levels  are  established  under  this  subtitle, 
notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937 
(7  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.) ,  any  order  issued  under 
section  8c  thereof  may  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  in  section  8c  (5)  and  (7)  con¬ 
tain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the 
uniform  price  for  producers  receiving  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  for  marketings  be¬ 
low  their  normal  marketing  level.  JJnder 
such  provisions  the  total  payments  to  such 
producers  under  an  order  shall  be  equal  to 
(1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by  their 
normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest 
class  price  under  the  order  multiplied  by 
the  amount  by  which  such  producers  have 
reduced  marketings  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level.  In  the  computation  of  the 
uniform  price  there  shall  be  included,  at 
the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume  of  milk 
upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to 
marketing  adjustment  payments.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  section  a  producer’s  normal 
marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on  a 
monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer, 
part  of  whose  normal  marketing  level  is 
based  on  marketings  which  were  not  subject 
to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the 
representative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  ap¬ 
portion  such  producer’s  normal  marketing 
level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the 
reduction  in  deliveries  from  the  amount  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  marketing  area  shall  be 
considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform 
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price  and  payment  under  such  order.  The 
incorporation  of  provisions  in  an  order  here¬ 
under  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  proce¬ 
dural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  pro¬ 
visions  under  section  8c. 

Sec.  327.  No  person  engaged  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  or  handling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy 
products  shall  discriminate  against  any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  not  purchase  dairy  products 
from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  practices  such  discrimination.  The 
several  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this 
section,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in 
controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and  restrain  any 
person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or 
conspiring  to  discriminate  against  any  pro¬ 
ducer  in  violation  of  this  section. 

Sec.  328.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  whenever  any  price  support  or 
surplus  removal  operation  for  milk,  butter- 
fat,  or  the  products  of  such  commodities  is 
carried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on 
the  products  of  milk  or  butterfat,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  such 
purchase  or  loan,  certification  that  the  milk 
or  butterfat  from  which  such  product  was 
made  was  acquired  from  producers  at  not 
less  than  the  support  price  therefor. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  13,  line  7,  strike  out  “65"  and  in¬ 
sert  “90”,  strike  out  “50”  and  insert  “80”, 
and  following  “by”  insert  “striking  out  the 
colon  and  the  proviso  thereof  and  by”. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Latta  to  the 
committee  amendment:  Page  13,  line  7, 
strike  out  the  figure  “80”  and  insert  the 
figure  “90”. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  amendment  that  I  discussed  under 
general  debate.  It  merely  eliminates  the 
figure  of  80  percent  which  appears  for 
the  1964  feed  grain  crop  and  inserts  in 
lieu  thereof  the  figure  90.  I  would  pro¬ 
vide  90  percent  of  the  previous  3-year 
average  market  price  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  the  price  support  rather 
than  80  percent.  Permit  me  to  recall 
a  little  history.  Mr.  Benson  advocated 
90  percent  and  was  condemned  for  it 
by  the  Democrats.  Now  these  same 
Democrats,  with  the  support  of  the 
Democratic  administration,  ask  that  this 
90  percent  figure  be  reduced  to  80  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  simple 
amendment,  but  I  think  the  record 
ought  to  show  that  80  percent  means 
about  84  cents  a  bushel  price  support 
for  corn  or  about  52  percent  of  parity, 
and  that  under  my  amendment  90  per¬ 
cent  would  mean  price  support  of  94 
cents  per  bushel  or  58  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  In 
other  words,  the  gentleman  feels  that 
58  percent  of  parity  is  low  enough. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  would  put  it  in  an¬ 
other  way,  that  52  percent  of  parity  as 
proposed  in  the  present  bill  is  too  low. 


Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
gentleman  is  absolutely  correct.  Even 
58  percent  is  pitifully  low. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  not  intended  to 
speak  on  this  bill,  because  I  thought  we 
had  made  some  progress.  When  we  were 
considering  the  farm  bill  before  this 
House  a  few  weeks  ago,  we  were  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  realistic  proposition 
that  if  we  had  no  legislation,  we  would 
revert  to  the  1958  Agricultural  Act,  oth¬ 
erwise  known  as  the  Benson  feed  grain 
program,  which  provides  for  unlimited 
production  with  a  guaranteed  support 
price  of  65  percent  of  parity  or  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  3  previous  years, 
whichever  is  higher. 

Under  the  1958  act  you  would  have 
unlimited  production,  which  would  per¬ 
mit  a  grower  to  use  all  that  he  could 
produce  and  then  store  and  sell  to  the 
Government  the  remainder  of  the  crop. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  committee  Mr. 
Findley  of  Illinois  felt  that  this  was  too 
high.  The  Farm  Bureau  organization 
has  felt  down  over  the  years  that  we 
should  not  have  a  rigid  program,  that  we 
should  have  a  flexible  program,  and  they 
provided  that  it  should  be  90  percent 
of  the  average  of  the  three  past  years. 
Putting  it  another  way,  it  would  be  10 
percent  less  than  the  year  before. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  felt  that  that  was 
too  high  and  that  it  should  be  80  percent, 
or  20  percent  less  than  the  average  of 
the  previous  3  years.  If  we  are  going  to 
have  controls,  then  we  should  have  sup¬ 
port  prices.  If  we  have  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction  we  should  not  have  supports 
and  ask  the  taxpayers  to  pick  up  the 
tab.  That  is  exactly  what  has  happened 
under  the  1958  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  assumed  office,  the  biggest 
worry  he  had  at  that  time  was  the  fact 
that  we  were  going  to  have  surplus  corn 
and  wheat  and  feed  grains  stacked  out 
all  over  this  country  for  which  we  would 
not  have  warehouse  facilities  to  take 
care  of  the  unlimited  production  with 
the  guaranteed  support  price. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  able  to 
reverse  that  trend  with  a  temporary  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  been  voluntary,  that 
has  worked  for  2  years,  but  which  in 
itself  is  self-defeating  if  carried  on  over 
an  extended  period.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Find¬ 
ley],  which  I  seconded,  earned  in 
the  committee.  This  amendment  is 
presently  in  the  bill  and  provides  for 
80  percent  of  the  average  of  the  past 
3  years.  Now  it  is  true  that  will 
bring  us  down  to  about  52.5  percent  of 
parity  starting  in  1964.  But  you  cannot 
have  your  cake  and  eat  it  too.  That  is 
exactly  what  the  amendment  calls  for 
which  has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Latta]. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 
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Mr.  ABBITT.  I  would  like  to  say  that 
I  concur  in  what  the  gentleman  is  say¬ 
ing  about  this  provision  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
in  my  opinion  this  provision  in  the  bill 
is  one  of  the  provisions  in  the  bill  that  is 
a  step  in  the  right  direction  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  solve  the  storage  problem. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  This  is  one  of  the  main 
provisions  in  the  bill  so  far  as  making 
a  start  looking  toward  reducing  the 
storage  bill. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  most  of 
the  Members  have  received  a  letter  from 
the  great  Farm  Bureau  organization. 
They  say  it  is  too  drastic.  They  oppose 
this  amendment  because  it  would  make 
the  transition  from  the  present  costly 
and  ineffective  programs  to  a  free  and 
prosperous  agriculture  more  difficult. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  the  point 
of  view  taken  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings],  and  I  am  going 
to  support  the  committee  on  this  bill  and 
oppose  all  amendment,  even  though 
there  are  amendments  that  I  would  like 
to  offer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  must  keep 
in  mind  what  we  are  trying  to  do  here. 
First,  with  respect  to  feed  grains,  and 
second,  with  respect  to  wheat.  Now 
what  is  the  situation  with  respect  to 
feed  grains?  We  have  a  permanent  law 
on  the  books  known  as  the  1958  act  which 
guarantees  65  percent  of  parity,  or  a 
little  over  a  dollar  a  bushel,  for  unlim¬ 
ited  production  of  com  and  feed  grains. 

The  provision  in  the  committee  bill 
does  not  curtail  production  but  it  does 
two  things  that  I  think  are  important. 
In  the  first  place,  it  discourages  excess 
planting  because  it  says  to  the  farmer 
who  grows  an  excessive  amount  of  wheat 
that  he  is  going  to  get  less  than  he  would 
get  under  the  1958  act.  I  think  it  is 
consistent  with  what  has  happened  un¬ 
der  many  programs  that  as  the  support 
price  is  lowered  the  incentive  to  plant 
excessively  is  reduced. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there  is  ex¬ 
cess  production  and  if  the  Government 
does  have  to  take  over  a  portion  of  the 
crop  the  cost  to  the  .Government  will  be 
less.  It  is  simple  arithmetic  that  when 
the  Government  takes  over  grain  at  65 
percent  of  parity  it  will  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  more  than  it  would  cost  to  take 
over  the  same  grain  at  52  percent  of 
parity. 

What  is  the  situation  with  respect  to 
wheat?  We  have  a  permanent  law  on 
the  books  with  respect  to  wheat  that 
allows  commercial  wheat  growers  to 
plant  a  national  allotment  of  55  million 
acres.  The  ability  of  the  wheat  farmer 
to  produce  wheat  on  an  acre  of  land 
since  that  law  went  on  the  books  has 
increased  by  at  least  20  percent.  The 
national  allotment  is  too  high.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  we  have  a  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  which  allows  any  farmer,  whether 
he  has  ever  planted  wheat  before  or  not, 
to  plant  15  acres  and  to  put  that  wheat 
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into  the  market  in  competition  with 
wheat  planted  under  acreage  allotments. 

This  bill  is  a  long  step  in  the  right 
direction.  It  requires  a  mandatory  cut 
of  10  percent  in  acreage  allotments. 
Even  though  the  support  price  for  this 
1-year  period  will  be  higher,  the  take¬ 
over  will  be  less.  It  does  not  make  any 
difference  what  the  price  is,  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  not  have  to  take  over  any 
wheat  it  does  not  cost  the  Government 
anything.  The  important  thing  is  that 
we  are  cutting  down  production,  we  are 
cutting  down  the  need  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  take  over  the  excess  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  This  is 
one  of  the  most  important  things  that 
this  Congress  can  do  for  the  American 
farmer  and  for  the  American  taxpayer. 

I  hope  sincerely  that  all  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  the 
interest  of  sound  government  will  sup¬ 
port  this  bill  without  any  crippling 
amendments,  and  let  us  be  on  our  way 
in  an  effort  to  try  at  least  to  take  a  step 
toward  solving  this  very  important  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
listened  to  most  of  the  debate  this  after¬ 
noon.  I  have  not  heard  what  we  may 
expect  if  this  bill  is  passed  and  goes  to 
conference,  and  I  wonder  whether  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  can  tell  us 
whether  or  not  we  may  be  confronted 
later  on  with  the  bill  that  was  defeated 
some  2  weeks  ago? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
quite  certain  that  we  will  not  be  faced 
with  that  bill  or  anything  like  it.  I  said 
in  my  opening  statement  that  I  did  not 
anticipate  that  we  would  bring  any  such 
bill  as  that  back  to  the  House.  We  shall 
do  the  best  we  can  to  sustain  the  bill  as 
it  goes  out  of  this  House.  But  everyone 
must  appreciate  that  we  cannot  go  to 
conference  unless  the  Senate  takes  some 
action.  Whether  they  will  take  action 
on  this  bill  or  not,  I  do  not  know.  I  as¬ 
sume  they  will.  But  if  the  Senate  does 
not  take  action,  we  have  discharged  our 
responsibility  to  the  farmer  and  to  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  pleased  to  have 
that  assurance  from  the  gentleman,  and 
I  thank  him.  I  understand  that  he  can¬ 
not  speak  for  the  conference,  but  it  is 
reassuring  to  know  that  if  this  bill  is 
passed  the  House  will  not  likely  be  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  one  that  was  defeated 
here  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
every  reason  to  believe  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  sus¬ 
tain  the  position  of  the  House  if  and 
when  this  bill  is  passed.  Under  the 
parliamentary  procedure,  the  Senate  bill 
having  been  tabled  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  there  is  nothing  to  go  to 
conference  on  at  the  present  time.  It 
will  be  necessary  for  the  other  body  to 


act  upon  the  House  version  of  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  bill 
will  be  laid  on  the  Vice  President’s  table, 
and  one  objection  will  prevent  it  from 
being  taken  up.  So  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  the  bill  of  necessity  must  be 
referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  then  they 
can  work  their  will.  I  am  very  hopeful 
that  the  committee  in  the  other  body 
will  accept  the  House  version.  If  they 
do  not,  then  the  bill  will  go  to  confer¬ 
ence.  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  that 
the  House  conferees  will  sustain  the 
position  of  the  House  if  this  bill  is  passed 
in  its  present  form.  • 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  statement  and  his  assurance. 

Speaking  for  myself,  I  intend  to  hold 
my  nose  and  vote  for  this  bill  as  the 
lesser  of  the  evils.  It  would  be  my  hope 
that  the  day  will  come  soon  when  we 
have  a  farm  bill  that  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  American  farmers  to  obtain  the 
fair  share  of  the  national  income.  I 
want  to  see  a  cost-of -production  farm 
bill  with  limitations  upon  pounds  and 
bushels  with  cost-of -production  prices 
paid  in  the  market  places  as  consumers 
pay  for  all  other  products.  I  want  to  go 
back  to  the  old  McNary-Haugen  bill  and 
bring  it  up  to  date.  It  was  twice  passed 
by  Congress,  and  twice  vetoed,  I  regret 
to  say,  by  a  Republican  President.  I  say 
to  you,  if  the  McNary-Haugen  bill  had 
been  in  effect  in  the  late  1920’s  this  Na¬ 
tion  would  never  have  been  plunged  into 
the  depths  of  the  depression  of  1932.  I 
am  talking  about  the  American  farmer 
being  paid  cost-of -production  prices,  and 
in  the  market  places,  for  that  portion  of 
his  production  necessary  to  feed  and 
clothe  the  people  of  this  Nation.  Today 
he  continues  to  sell  on  a  buyer’s  market 
and  he  buys  on  the  seller’s  market.  This 
bill  will  not  provide  the  farmer  with  his 
rightful  share  of  the  national  income 
but  I  am  convinced  it  is  preferable  to  a 
return  to  the  1958  act. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Latta]  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
probably  the  last  major  farm  legislation 
to  be  considered  in  the  87th  Congress. 
As  a  freshman  Member  of  this  body,  I 
considered  it  a  privilege  and  an  honor 
to  be  assigned  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

I  am  one  of  four  freshman  Republi¬ 
cans  on  the  committee,  and  I  am  sure  I 
speak  for  all  four  in  expressing  our  sin¬ 
cere  appreciation  to  the  senior  minority 
member  of  the  committee,  the  Honorable 
Charles  B.  Hoeven,  of  Iowa. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoev¬ 
en]  has  assisted  freshman  members  of 
the  committee  far  beyond  the  call  of 
duty,  and  has  opened  the  door  of  op¬ 
portunity  to  us.  This  is  particularly  true 
in  my  case.  He  has  given  me  opportuni¬ 


ties  which  he  could  quite  properly  have 
reserved  to  a  more  senior  member  of  the 
committee  including  himself.  I  take  this 
means  of  saying  thanks,  a  very  sincere 
one. 

Although  this  bill  contains  modifica¬ 
tions  I  myself  offered  in  committee,  I 
voted  against  approval  in  the  committee 
because,  in  total,  I  feel  it  is  bad  for  the 
farmers,  bad  for  our  private  enterprise 
system  in  merchandising  grain,  bad  for 
those  who  love  freedom  and  oppose  sup¬ 
ply  management,  and  bad  for  all  tax¬ 
payers. 

The  modification  of  the  1958  act  I 
sponsored,  the  amendment  referred  to 
by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Jennings],  leaves  provision  for  1964  in¬ 
complete.  This  modification  would  get 
away  from  artificial  pricing  of  feed 
grains,  and  in  my  opinion — and,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  in  the  opinion  of  most  farmers — 
that  is  desirable.  It  is  a  move  to 
strengthen  the  marketplace  system. 
However,  as  I  stated  in  committee  be¬ 
fore  the  vote  was  taken,  the  Secretary 
would  then  have  the  power  to  release 
our  big  surplus  stocks  at  less  than  mar¬ 
ket  prices.  A  Secretary  committed  to  the 
supply  management  approach,  like  Mr. 
Freeman,  would  thus  have  a  marvelous 
opportunity  to  discredit  the  revised  1958 
act,  and  thereby  weaken  resistance  to  a 
supply  management  proposal  like  the  one 
defeated  by  this  body  June  21. 

In  committee  I  urged  further  revision 
of  the  1958  act  to  avoid  this  hazard.  No 
action  was  taken,  and  that  defect  in 
regard  to  the  1964  program  is  one  of 
the  reasons  I  oppose  this  bill. 

If  the  modified  1958  program  were 
coupled  with  a  surplus  disposal  plan 
similar  to  my  proposal,  H.R.  8306,  we 
would,  I  believe,  have  a  sensible,  direct 
and  effective  way  to  restore  a  market¬ 
place  system  in  feed  grains. 

My  other  reasons  for  opposing  this 
bill  are: 

First.  The  risk  that  Senate  conferees 
may  succeed  yet  this  year  in  putting 
over  a  compromise  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  mandatory  feed  grains  controls  for 
1964,  if  not  for  1963.  The  only  way  to 
avoid  this  risk  is  to  pass  no  general 
farm  bill  this  year.  The  first  session 
of  the  88th  Congress  will  afford  op¬ 
portunity  to  tackle  the  farm  problem 
once  more,  and  perhaps  by  then  the 
forces  of  freedom  will  be  in  a  still 
stronger  position. 

Second.  Extension  of  the  feed  grains 
program  for  1  more  year  will  strengthen 
the  position  of  the  economic  planners. 
It  will  mean  1  more  year  of  a  costly 
boondoggle,  and  will  increase  the  hue 
and  cry  of  those  demanding  a  tough 
strait  jacket  control  bill. 

Third.  One  more  year  of  this  program 
will  prolong  the  misery  of  the  private 
enterprise  merchandising  system  which 
has  served  our  grain  industry  so  well 
through  the  years.  This  misei-y,  caused 
by  the  administration  of  the  feed  grain 
program,  has  become  so  acute  that 
Chicago  longshoremen  union  leaders 
openly  charged  earlier  this  year  there  is 
a  group  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  bent  on  destroying  free  enterprise. 

Fourth.  The  feed  grains  program  is 
excessively  costly.  I  cite  no  less  an  au- 
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thority  than  Secretary  Freeman,  who 
says  it  will  cost  $1.2  billion  if  extended 
for  1963.  If  the  accomplishment  of  this 
program  is  about  the  same  as  it  was  in 
its  first  full  year  of  operation,  taxpayers 
will  have  to  pay  about  $4  for  every  dollar 
gain  in  reducing  surplus  stocks. 

Surplus  reduction  amounted  to  about 
233  million  bushels  in  com  equivalent 
in  1961,  at  a  cost  of  about  $1  billion. 
That  figures  about  $4  for  every  bushel 
cutback,  and  corn  is  worth  about  $1  a 
bushel  on  the  market. 

Fifth.  The  dairy  section  would  get 
the  dairy  industry  in  a  still  worse  mess 
than  feed  grains,  because  of  the  difficulty 
the  Secretary  will  have  in  keeping  track 
of  elusive  dairy  cows.  The  slippage  un¬ 
der  the  feed  grains  pi’Ogram  amounted 
to  $150  million  in  the  first  year  of  opera¬ 
tion,  and  the  slippage  ratio  would  un¬ 
doubtedly  be  still  worse  in  the  proposed 
dairy  section. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  entering  in  the 
final  stages  of  the  consideration  of  farm 
legislation  in  1962.  I  am  fearful  of  the 
consequences. 

H.R.  12391  is  a  hodgepodge  of  ideas, 
time  and  time  again. 

One  June  8,  1962,  the  Friday  before 
the  debate  of  H.R.  11222  by  the  House — 
which  was  defeated  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives — Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Freeman  transmitted  to  every  Member 
of  Congress  a  letter  with  attachments, 
in  which  he  condemned  severely  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  emergency  wheat  and  feed 
grain  programs.  He  inserted  a  table  on 
page  2  of  a  letter  to  Chairman  Cooley — 
which  was  a  part  of  the  attachment — 
showing  that  an  extension  of  the  1961- 
62  emergency  program  would  cost  $2,417 
million,  that  is,  $1,200  million  for  the 
feed  grain  program,  and  $1,217  million 
for  the  wheat  program. 

During  the  debate  in  the  Senate  on 
the  administration  supply-management 
control  program  Senator  Ellender 
pointed  out  time  and  time  again  how 
expensive  and  unsatisfactory  these  tem¬ 
porary  programs  were.  It  is  strange  that 
one  week  Mr.  Freeman  condemned  this 
program  and  the  next  week  he  recom¬ 
mended  its  passage. 

Obviously,  it  is  the  plan  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  forces  to  get  to  conference  with 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  a  simple  1-year 
extension  of  the  emergency  wheat  and 
feed  grain  program  as  contained  in  H.R. 
12391,  with  the  proviso  that  a  permanent 
control  program  for  wheat  and  feed 
grain  be  effective  in  1964  and  thereafter. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  proposed  dairy  section 
will  save  the  Federal  Government  some 
$65  million.  This  is  incredible  when 
one  looks  at  the  facts.  The  provisions 
of  subtitle  C  simply  pay  a  farmer  to  re¬ 
duce  his  milk  production,  but  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  this  same  farmer 
from  selling  his  cows  to  a  neighbor 
where  they  will  stay  in  production.  1716 
chances  are  we  will  come  out  with  more 
milk  at  the  end  of  the  year  under  the 
provisions  of  the  subtitle  than  we  would 
under  the  present  program.  Certainly, 
we  can  expect  the  proposed  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  to  be  more  expensive  than  the  pres¬ 
ent  one. 


One  of  our  colleagues  labeled  this 
provision  the  “rocking  chair  program  for 
dairy  farmers.”  I  hope  that  the  entire 
bill,  H.R.  12391,  is  defeated.  But  we 
must  strike  out  subtitle  C  in  any  event. 

The  primary  reason  for  administration 
support  of  this  provision  is  to  set  up  a 
base  on  every  farm  in  the  United  States 
in  order  to  be  ready  to  move  in  with 
supply -management  control  in  the  dairy 
industry  early  in  1963. 

This  is  a  foot-in-the-door  provision 
and  should  not  be  allowed  to  pass. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Ten¬ 
nessee:  On  page  13,  after  line  9,  insert  the 
following: 

“(1)  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“‘(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1964  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at 
such  level  not  in  excess  of  90  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary 
determines  to  be  appropriate  in  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  factors  set  out  in  section  401(b) 
hereof  and  as  he  determines  will  not  sub¬ 
stantially  increase  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks  of  corn,  grain  sorghum,  and 
barley:  Provided,  however,  That  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  pursuant  to  the  above  that 
the  level  of  price  support  for  corn  would  be 
as  high  as  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
for  any  crop  of  corn,  he  shall  prescribe  acre¬ 
age  allotments  for  such  crop  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley,  and  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  for  such  crop  of  corn  shall  not  be  less 
than  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for. 

“  ‘(b)  Beginning  with  the  1964  crop,  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  to  producers 
for  each  crop  of  barley  and  grain  sorghums 
at  such  level  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as 
the  Secretary  determines  is  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  in  relation  to  the  level  at  which  price 
support  is  made  available  for  corn,  taking 
into  consideration  the  feeding  value  of  such 
commodity  in  relation  to  corn,  and  the  other 
factors  set  forth  in  section  401(b)  hereof. 

“‘(c)  If  acreage  allotments  are  prescribed 
for  any  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  bar¬ 
ley,  a  single  acreage  allotment  known  as  a 
“feed  grain  allotment”  shall  be  prescribed 
and  shall  include  all  three  such  commodi¬ 
ties.’ 

“(2)  Section  401(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  first  sentence  thereof  the 
following:  ‘If  acreage  allotments  are  pre¬ 
scribed  for  any  crop  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  no  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  to  producers  of  such  crop 
who  do  not  comply  with  such  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.’ 

“(3)  Section  330  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  ‘This  provision  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  to  prevent  the  Secretary  from  requir¬ 
ing  compliance  by  the  producer  with  acreage 
allotments  prescribed  pursuant  to  section 
401(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support.’  ” 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  majority  leader. 
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Mr.  ALBERT.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  I  had  at  one  time 
suggested  a  provision  of  this  kind.  I 
think  it  has  a  great  deal  of  merit,  but  I 
hope,  in  view  of  the  almost  unanimous 
support  we  have  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  on  this  bill,  which  is  a  con¬ 
siderable  improvement  over  the  perma¬ 
nent  law — I  hope  the  gentleman  will  not 
pursue  his  amendment  very  diligently  at 
this  time. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
we  have  simply  got  to  recognize  that  we 
are  faced  with  a  situation  that  does  not 
enable  us  to  get  exactly  what  we  want. 
I  am  in  full  agreement  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  as  to  the  desirabil¬ 
ity — not  its  practicability  but  the  de¬ 
sirability — of  eliminating  all  supports 
where  you  do  not  have  any  controls  on 
production.  I  recognize  that  this  bill,  as 
just  amended  by  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  leaves  supports  with  unlimited 
production  of  feed  grains  at  20  percent 
below  the  average  price  for  the  last  3 
years.  That  presently  figures  out  at  52 
percent.  The  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
asked  why  we  did  not  fix  it  at  50  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  We  fixed  it  at  52  per¬ 
cent,  and  in  the  next  few  years  the  drop 
in  the  market  price  will  bring  it  to  at 
least  50  percent  of  parity.  I  will  not 
tell  you  that  50  percent  of  parity  will 
stop  production  moving  into  the  ware¬ 
house.  It  will  slow  it  down,  but  it  will 
not  stop  it.  I  would  rather  see  it  as  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  suggests,  but 
I  know,  and  I  think  this  House  knows, 
we  cannot  pass  that  kind  of  legislation. 
The  committee  passed  on  that  and  de¬ 
feated  it  by  a  vote  of  20  to  11.  The  com¬ 
mittee  rejected  this  amendment  by  a 
2-to-l  vote. 

The  reason  we  rejected  it  is  we  want 
a  bill,  and  I  repeat  what  I  said  a  while 
ago,  we  believe  it  is  extremely  important 
to  get  legislation.  It  is  not  a  question 
of  who  is  right  or  who  is  wrong  here. 
There  are  those  who  do  not  believe  in 
any  controls.  I  do.  There  are  those 
who  do  not  believe  in  them.  There  are 
those  among  us  who  do  not  believe  you 
should  support  unlimited  production  at 
any  price.  I  am  one  of  them,  but  there 
are  those  who  believe  we  should.  In  or¬ 
der  to  get  the  majority  of  this  House, 
we  must  compromise  those  views.  We 
have  compromised  these  divergent  views, 
and  I  think  in  a  very  fair  manner.  We 
have  achieved  within  2  percent  of  what 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  told  you 
we  should  achieve.  We  come  within  2 
percent  of  the  exact  figures  that  he  men¬ 
tioned. 

Is  that  not  pretty  close  to  doing  a 
reasonable  job?  That  puts  additional 
pressure,  maybe  not  enough,  but  it  puts 
additional  pressure  on  every  Member  of 
the  House,  regardless  of  which  State  he 
represents  to  try  to  bring  about  a  new 
bill. 

You  heard  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
say  and  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  say  that  next  year  we  will  try  to 
get  a  complete  revision  of  the  act  of 
1958.  Is  it  not  better  to  make  a  very 
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substantial  step  that  we  can  make  this 
year  and  try  to  take  the  rest  of  the  step 
next  year  than  to  try  to  take  a  long  step 
which  most  of  us  think  you  cannot  take 
this  year?  I  would  rather  get  part  of 
something  than  to  get  all  of  nothing.  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  is 
offering  us  an  opportunity  to  get  all  of 
nothing. 

If  he  attempts  to  get  too  much,  we  are 
not  going  to  get  any  kind  of  a  bill.  You 
are  not  going  to  get  any  modification  of 
the  1958  act.  You  are  not  going  to  make 
any  progress  whatsoever.  Is  it  not  bet¬ 
ter  to  make  reasonable  progress  which 
we  know  we  can  make,  and  make  it  now, 
than  it  is  to  talk  about  getting  some¬ 
thing  which  we  cannot  probably  get  at 
this  time? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  the  gentleman  is  sweeping  many 
of  these  problems  under  the  rug?  If  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  were  adopted,  perhaps 
we  would  have  the  courage  to  come  back 
and  face  the  issue.  Perhaps  we  would 
try  to  do  something  worthwhile,  instead 
of  taking  this  tiny  step  which  does  not 
mean  a  thing,  which  does  not  help  any¬ 
body  from  the  urban  areas  who  are 
being  taxed  for  this  program.  As  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  if  this  amendment  is 
not  adopted,  I  am  going  to  offer  another 
amendment. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  simply  a  matter  of 
judgment  whether  you  can  get  it  or 
whether  you  cannot  get  it.  I  can’t  see 
how  we  can  get  all  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  wants  right  now.  I  think  it 
is  better  to  take  what  we  can  get  now  and 
try  to  get  more  next  year. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  before 
us  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Bass]  was  fully  discussed  in 
committee  and  was  voted  down  by  a  vote 
of  22  to  11.  It  is  a  very  drastic  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  repeal  the  entire  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1958.  It  was  agreed, 
when  this  amendment  was  offered  in 
committee,  that  the  committee  next  year 
would  examine  all  phases  of  farm  legis¬ 
lation,  including  the  act  of  1958.  We 
should  have  full  hearings  in  which  the 
Department  can  be  heard  as  well  as  our 
farm  organizations.  A  drastic  amend¬ 
ment  like  this  must  be  most  carefully 
considered. 

We  should  try  to  work  out  construc¬ 
tive  legislation.  The  amendment  would 
also  reimpose  acreage  allotments  which 
the  House  repealed  in  1958  as  being  ab¬ 
solutely  unworkable.  Whether  or  not 
they  should  be  reinstated  can  only  be 
determined  after  full  and  adequate  hear¬ 
ings. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  is  so 
distressed  about  the  act  of  1958,  let  me 
call  to  his  attention  that  this  legislation 
was  enacted  by  a  Democratic-controlled 
Congress. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  agree  with 
you  that  it  was  enacted  by  a  Democratic 
Congress,  but  we  only  adopted  this  legis¬ 
lation  after  a  Republican  President  had 
vetoed  five  good  farm  bills.  This  was 
the  last  resort  and  my  amendment  was 
first  adopted  by  our  committee  by  a  vote 
of  22  to  9. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  responsibility  is 
still  on  the  Democratic-controlled  Con¬ 
gress  which  passed  the  legislation. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  had  the  other 
farm  bill  here  a  few  weeks  ago,  which 
I  opposed,  I  expressed  the  opinion  then 
that  the  1958  act  should  be  repealed; 
that  we  should  go  back  to  a  system  of 
acreage  allotments  and  a  level  of  price 
support  somewhat  similar  to  that  con¬ 
tained  in  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee.  But,  I  have 
to  be  realistic  about  this  situation  and 
the  prospects.  The  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman,  I  will  very  frankly 
say,  makes  good  sense,  but  when  you 
wean  a  calf — and  we  have  one  to  wean — 
you  cannot  wean  him  in  a  day. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  am  afraid 
this  is  an  old  cow;  not  a  calf. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  The  gentleman 
may  be  right.  But,  whether  a  cow,  calf 
or  whatnot  there  is  some  weaning  to  be 
done. 

I  am  just  as  strong  for  the  position 
taken  by  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  as  he  is  and  as  is  the  gentleman  from 
California.  But  may  I  remind  you  of 
what  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr. 
Poage,  said  a  few  minutes  ago.  I  would 
rather  have  a  little  bit  of  something  than 
a  whole  lot  of  nothing.  We  can  get 
something  by  passing  this  bill  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form.  We  will  eventually  get  nothing 
if  the  amendment  is  adopted  because  it 
would  stalemate  the  legislation  and  re¬ 
sult  in  its  eventual  defeat. 

We  discussed  this  proposal  in  com¬ 
mittee.  It  was  strongly  opposed  and 
overwhelmingly  defeated.  It  cannot  be 
made  law  in  this  Congress;  have  no 
doubt  about  that. 

Inasmuch  as  we  cannot,  where  will 
that  leave  us  if  we  approve  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole? 
It  will  defeat  the  bill  on  final  passage. 
Then  we  will  be  stuck  with  a  horrible 
program  which  has  been  on  the  statute 
books  since  1958. 

What  would  it  do  to  us?  In  1959,  the 
first  year  of  the  1958  act,  315  million 
bushels  of  surplus  feed  grains — corn  and 
grain  sorghum — went  into  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation.  In  1960  342  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  went  into  the  warehouses 
and  into  title  of  the  CCC.  If  we  per¬ 
petuate  that  act,  which  I  think  we  will 
do  if  we  pass  this  amendment,  because 
it  will  in  the  end  defeat  the  bill,  we  go 
right  back  to  purchasing  and  adding  to 
CCC  stocks  300  to  400  million  bushels  of 
surplus  feed  grain  each  and  every  year 
hereafter. 


Mr.  Chairman,  have  no  doubt  about  it. 
This  bill  while  not  perfect  goes  a  long, 
long  way  toward  correcting  a  horrible 
surplus  situation,  and  I  want  to  correct 
it.  I  want  to  correct  it  as  much  as  any 
Member  of  this  House.  If  I  thought 
there  was  a  chance  in  the  world  for  this 
amendment  to  become  law  in  this  Con¬ 
gress,  without  it  pulling  the  bill  down 
to  defeat,  I  would  support  it  whole¬ 
heartedly.  I  know  what  the  situation  is. 
I  know  what  the  temper  is  here  today 
and  I  think  you  know. 

If  we  pass  the  bill  as  is  we  will  in¬ 
deed  have  taken  a  major  step  in  solving 
a  difficult  problem.  I  hope  the  Members 
will  support  our  committee  in  its  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  amendment  as  well  as  on 
the  bill. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was' 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  so  sure  that 
I  am  really  altogether  opposed  to  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  for  I  certainly 
concur  in  what  he  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  say  relative  to  their 
feeling  that  it  is  about  time  we  face  up 
to  the  long-term  proposition.  We  are 
simply  procrastinating  again  today,  as 
we  have  done  since  World  War  H.  We 
are  not  facing  up  to  the  issue  four¬ 
square. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  fully  appreciate 
the  temper  of  the  House  and  the  number 
of  Members  who  have  obviously  com¬ 
mitted  themselves  on  this  bill.  I  am  not 
so  naive  as  to  think  what  I  say  here  is 
going  to  change  any  appreciable  number 
of  minds.  But  seeing  so  many  of  my 
stalwart  conservative  friends  going  along 
with  this  proposition  and  no  suggestion 
being  made  of  cost,  I  think  we  ought  to 
ask  a  few  questions  relative  to  what  this 
program  will  cost. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley], 
when  he  made  his  opening  remarks  said 
that  the  bill  which  was  defeated  several 
weeks  ago  would  have  saved  $1  billion. 
I  think  we  pretty  well  exploded  that 
estimate  during  the  course  of  the  debate 
on  that  bill. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
said  further  in  his  opening  remarks  on 
this  bill  that  it  would  save  one-half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  over  the  current  program. 
Now,  I  would  simply  ask  upon  what  basis 
do  we  arrive  at  these  figures,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  advise  him  that  we  arrive  at 
these  figures  from  the  testimony  given  to 
our  committee  by  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary 
himself,  as  well  as  other  representatives. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  May  I  remind  the 
gentleman  that  based  upon  testimony 
given  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  the  feed  grain  program — the  one 
which  you  propose  to  extend — in  the 
year  1961 — this  is  payments  alone  to 
farmers  for  not  growing — cost  $782  mil¬ 
lion.  I  do  not  think  I  can  be  challenged 
on  those  figures. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  suppose  that 
the  gentleman  would  like  to  have  an 
increased  participation  in  the  year  1962. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  figures  show  a 
3 -percent  increase  this  year,  and  the 
figure  will  probably  approximate  $900 
million;  will  it  not? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  that  may  be  right. 
But  for  that  program  our  losses  would 
have  been  far  greater  than  that.  We 
have  the  figures  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  the  effect  that  we  would 
save  $1  billion  under  the  bill  which  was 
defeated.  I  read  into  the  Record  today 
a  statement  wherein  he  says  as  of  now 
it  cannot  be  estimated  with  any  degree 
of  accuracy  as  to  what  the  cost  would 
be  or  what  the  savings  would  be.  But 
at  least  we  are  reducing  the  surplus  by 
150  million  bushels  in  the  last  year.  The 
Government  expenditure  over  the  next 
9  months  will  be  approximately  $600 
million  less  because  of  the  lower  level  of 
the  feed  grains  carryover. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  does  not  reflect 
itself  in  lower  storage  costs  or  lower 
carrying  charges  so  far  as  funds  re¬ 
quested  before  our  committee  are  con¬ 
cerned.  The  point  that  I  am  making  is 
that  there  has  been  some  concern  ex¬ 
pressed  about  our  going  back  to  the  1958 
act.  But  if  we  did  go  back  to  the  1958 
act  what  we  would  wipe  out  automati¬ 
cally  would  be  some  $700,  $800,  or  $900 
million  of  direct  payments  to  the  farm¬ 
ers,  which  must  be  regarded  as  a  saving. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  no;  you  certainly 
would  not  do  that.  If  you  go  back  to  the 
1958'  act  you  would  be  supporting  un¬ 
limited  production  of  corn  at  a  high 
level. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  But  the  support  price 
would  not  be  $1.20,  it  would  be  about 
$1.05,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  would  be  about  $1.05 

Mr.  MICHEL.  And  there  would  not 
be  any  compensatory  payments  to  any 
farmer  for  not  growing  anything? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Then  I  cannot  see  the 
logic  of  the  argument  that  going  back 
to  the  1958  act  will  cost  more. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Under  the  1958  act,  if 
we  go  back  to  that,  the  Government 
would  support  every  bushel  of  feed 
grain  grown,  and  that  would  be  nearly 
5  billion  bushels.  Under  this  act,  even 
if  the  price  is  $1.05,  that  is  about  right; 
but  the  cost  to  the  Government  under 
that  act  where  every  bushel  is  supported 
will  naturally  be  tremendous. 

Under  this  act  only  that  grain  which 
is  grown  by  cooperators  will  be  entitled 
to  any  support  whatsoever.  That  will 
amount  to  say  two-thirds  of  the  total 
produced  or  nearly  2  billion  bushels  will 
be  grown  without  supports.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  a  stupendous  saving  in  this 
kind  of  a  program  as  compared  with  a 
^program  that  supports  every  bushel. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  But,  Mr.  Chairman, 
concern  has  been  expressed  about  what 
additional  corn  or  feed  grains  would  go 
into  storage,  and  I  think  that  concern  is 
ill-founded,  because  that  amount  which 
we  find  in  storage  today,  76  percent  of  it, 
was  accumulated  before  the  enactment 


of  the  1958  act.  I  will  admit  that  under 
our  own  Secretary,  when  he  pegged  the 
price  at  $1.06  for  noncompliers  it  was  a 
bad  omen  but  I  did  not  buy  that  kind  of 
proposition.  Some  fears  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed  here  about  going  back  to  the 
1958  act.  I  do  not  have  that  fear.  As 
several  of  the  gentlemen  have  suggested, 
we  ought  to  be  going  forward  with  a 
long-range  program  that  would  really 
come  to  grips  with  the  problem,  and  the 
1958  act  would  be  a  good  starting  point. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  during  the 
course  of  this  debate  somebody  spilled  a 
little  powdered  milk  down  here.  But  to 
get  away  from  these  rural  analogies  of 
the  calf  and  the  cow,  I  would  like  to  get 
to  a  little  city  analogy.  This  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  is  a 
kind  of  a  teaser.  It  promises  much  but 
offers  very  little.  In  effect,  it  allows  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  support  the 
price  of  feed  grains  from  zero  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  as  contrasted  with  the 
formula  which  we  propose  which  is  80 
percent  of  3-year  market  average,  which 
ties  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  so  that 
he  cannot  go  as  high  as  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  would  per¬ 
mit.  I  think  he  is  being  a  little  bit  speci¬ 
ous,  because  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  the  price  supports  on  many  crops 
are  too  high  and  Secretary  Freeman  has 
raised  them  on  all  of  them.  A  much 
more  productive  amendment  would  be 
to  lower  the  minimum  price  support  for 
wheat.  As  the  majority  leader  has  sug¬ 
gested,  the  minimum  acreage  for  wheat 
will  produce  a  surplus  every  year  and 
there  is  a  higher  minimum  price  for 
wheat  specified  in  the  law  than  would 
be  specified  for  feed  grains  under  this 
committee  amendment  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  seeks  to  change. 
So  I  say  he  is  being  a  little  bit  specious. 
We  have  settled  this  issue  in  our  com¬ 
mittee.  We  are  trying  to  pass  a  bill 
which  will  help  the  farmer  and  save 
Uncle  Sam  money.  I  hope  the  committee 
is  supported  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  an  excellent  point.  Un¬ 
der  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  could  fix  the  price  support  on 
corn  at  a  considerably  higher  level  than 
he  could  under  the  committee  bill;  is  not 
that  correct? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Exactly. 
That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Regardless 
of  what  the  Secretary  sets  the  price  sup¬ 
port  at,  if  it  is  above  50  percent  of  parity 
he  must  control  the  production.  That 
is  the  key  to  the  whole  thing.  He  can 
support  it  at  100  percent  of  parity,  as 
•long  as  you  do  not  overproduce. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  The  price 
support  would  be  available  only  to  those 
who  would  cooperate,  but  if  you  made 
it  high  enough,  say  90  percent  of  parity. 
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you  would  get  85  percent  of  participation 
and  a  great  loss  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  understand  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment.  It  clothes  the  Secretary  with 
authority  to  support  corn  and  feed 
grains  from  zero  to  90  percent  of  parity, 
a  ceiling  much  higher  than  was  con¬ 
tained  in  the  committee  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  for  a  division. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  there  were — ayes  40,  noes  156. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
32,  following  line  6,  add  the  following: 

“(m)  If  with  respect  to  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat,  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  acreage 
allotments  of  farms  producing  any  kind  of 
wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind 
of  wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the 
wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  for 
each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is 
capable  of  producing  such  kind  of  wheat, 
and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of  wheat 
for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or 
more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested, 
shall  be  Increased  by  such  uniform  per¬ 
centage  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide 
for  such  quantity.  No  increases  hall  be 
made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  for  such  crop 
if  any  wheat  other  than  such  kind  of  wheat 
is  planted  on  such  farms  for  such  crpp.  Any 
increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  National,  State,  and  county  wheat 
acreage  allotments  and  such  increases  shall 
not  be  considered  in  establishing  future 
State,  county,  and  farm  allotments.  The 
provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law 
74,  77th  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6) )  and  sec¬ 
tion  326(b)  of  this  Act  relating  to  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall 
apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  estab¬ 
lished  without  regard  to  this  subsection,  and 
not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this 
subsection.  The  land  use  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  313  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
receiving  an  increased  allotment  under  this 
subsection,  and  the  producers  on  such  farms 
shall  not  be  required  to  comply  with  such 
provisions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support.” 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  offer¬ 
ing  an  amendment  here  which  would 
permit  the  Secretary  to  exempt  classes 
of  wheat  if  he  finds  ^hey  are  in  short 
supply.  The  amendment  provides  that 
whenever  the  Secretary  finds  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  for  farms  producing  any  kind 
of  wheat  that  would  be  inadequate,  the 
wheat  acreage  allotments  can  be  in¬ 
creased  in  such  amount  as  to  make  it 
adequate.  No  increase  would  be  given  to 
farmers  who  raise  any  kind  of  wheat 
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which  is  not  of  that  type  which  might 
be  in  short  supply.  This  will  not  in  any 
way  take  away  acreage  from  anyone  be¬ 
cause  of  the  National,  State,  or  county 
allotment.  It  also  will  not  increase  the 
history  on  any  farm.  It  just  permits  the 
Secretary  in  1963,  if  he  finds  that  some 
type  of  wheat  might  be  in  short  supply, 
to  require  a  reduction  in  the  production 
only  of  the  types  of  wheat  in  surplus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  offering  this 
amendment  because  in  the  committee  I 
offered  it,  but  was  asked  to  withdraw  it 
and  offer  it  on  the  floor  of  the  House  in¬ 
stead.  This  I  agreed  to  do.  This  is  the 
same  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]  offered  to 
the  bill  last  month,  which  amendment 
was  carried.  This  is  an  amendment 
which  will  protect  the  consumers  of  types 
of  wheat  that  might  be  in  short  supply. 
For  instance,  in  the  Dakotas  and  in 
Montana  and  Minnesota  1961  was  a  dry 
year,  a  drought,  and  the  production  was 
less  than  half.  The  drawdown  being 
what  it  was  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks,  another  year  like 
that,  would  cause  a  short  supply  in  Hard 
Spring.  This  could  happen  to  the  Soft 
wheat  in  the  Midwest  as  well. 

To  give  you  an  idea  that  wheat  is  not 
just  wheat  and  that  there  are  different 
classes  and  varieties  of  wheat,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  Hard  Red  Spring 
wheat  is  grown  in  the  Dakotas,  Montana, 
and  Minnesota. 

Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  is  grown  in 
the  Great  Plains  area,  Kansas  and  ad¬ 
jacent  States. 

The  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  is  grown 
in  the  Central  States  from  Illinois  on 
east. 

The  Soft  White  wheat  is  grown  out  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 

The  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  and  the 
Hard  Red  Spring  wheat  is  used  for  flour 
for  baking  bread. 

The  Hard  Spring  wheat  is  in  such  de¬ 
mand  because  it  has  a  high  protein  con¬ 
tent  and  is  needed  for  baking,  mixed 
with  the  lower  protein  Hard  Winter 
wheat  which  is  in  such  surplus. 

The  Soft  Red  wheat  and  the  White 
wheat  is  mainly  used  for  pastry  and 
crackers.  If  they  are  in  short  supply, 
then  there  would  be  a  short  supply  of 
those  commodities. 

Durum  is  used  in  macaroni  and  spa¬ 
ghetti  and  in  the  past  2  years  there  has 
been  similar  legislation  as  this  amend¬ 
ment  for  Durum  wheat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  neces¬ 
sary  amendment  which  should  be 
adopted  because  when  you  look  at  the 
wheat  that  is  in  surplus,  you  see  that 
1,138  million  bushels  or  82  percent  of  the 
total  carryover  is  Hard  Red  Winter 
wheat. 

Hard  Spring  wheat  amounts  to  177 
million  bushels  which  is  a  little  less  than 
13  percent  of  the  stocks,  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  kinds  of  wheat  are  hardly  signifi¬ 
cant. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  support  this  amendment 
which  the  House  has  already  adopted 
once  before.  All  we  would  be  doing 
now  is  to  adopt  the  same  amendment  to 
this  bill.  It  is  a  highly  necessary  amend¬ 
ment  in  order  to  protect  the  consumers 


of  the  types  of  wheat  that  might  be  in 
short  supply. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota.  This  is  exactly 
the  same  amendment  I  offered  when  the 
farm  bill  was  before  the  committee  a 
few  weeks  ago.  It  was  accepted  at  that 
time.  I  think  it  is  a  good  amendment. 
It  does  not  give  the  Secretary  undue 
power;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  does  not 
give  him  nearly  the  powers  that  we 
gave  him  in  the  sugar  bill.  I  see  noth¬ 
ing  wrong  with  it.  It  does  not  add  to 
the  history  for  growing  purposes;  it  does 
assure  bakers  and  confectioners  that 
they  will  have  sufficient  quantity  of  the 
wheat  they  need.  . 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  want  to  point  out  that  this  will  not 
reduce  the  acreage  of  the  Hard  wheat 
growers  in  the  Plains  States.  No  one 
will  take  any  acreage  away  from  them 
next  year  or  any  year  thereafter. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chah-man,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  we  have  a 
big  surplus  of  wheat  in  Government 
warehouses  is  because  we  have  had  so 
many  leakages  in  the  program.  We  have 
had  a  national  allotment  that  is  too  big. 
We  have  had  a  15-acre  exemption,  which 
is  too  big.  We  have  had  exemptions  for 
noncommercial  States,  that  have  been 
too  big.  As  a  former  chairman  of  the 
wheat  subcomittee  during  the  last  ad¬ 
ministration  it  was  my  privilege  to  con¬ 
duct  hearings  on  this  very  subject. 
Appearing  before  the  subcommittee  was 
a  former  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Marvin  McLean.  He  testified 
that  the  reason  there  was  at  that  time 
no  surplus  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat 
was  that  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  had 
been  shipped  out  of  the  country  under 
the  Public  Law  480  program  to  the  tune 
of  some  100  million  bushels  within  the 
previous  12  months.  Now  we  are  either 
going  to  cut  down  on  these  programs  or 
we  are  going  to  continue  to  fill  Govern¬ 
ment  warehouses. 

I  hope  this  amendment  like  all  other 
amendments  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join 
with  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
in  asking  for  the  defeat  of  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
majority  leader  and  the  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

I  might  point  out  that  this  matter  is 
very  complicated.  I  happen  to  repre¬ 
sent  a  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  area. 
Our  wheat  farmers  have  already  been  cut 
down  to  29  percent  in  many  areas.  This 
amendment  would  have  an  adverse  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat 
areas,  if  the  law  provides  for  more  Soft 
Red  Winter  wheat  we  are  naturally  going 
to  use  less  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas.  It  has  been 


demonstrated,  I  think,  fairly  conclu¬ 
sively,  that  the  reason  there  is  no  sur¬ 
plus  of  Soft  wheat  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  because  it  deteri¬ 
orates  more  rapidly;  therefore,  they 
ship  it  overseas  almost  immediately.  It 
is  the  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  that  is  re¬ 
tained  and  it  is  in  surplus  supply  for 
this  reason. 

Mr.  QUIE.  This  amendment  takes 
care  of  the  need  for  Soft  Red  wheat.  It 
is  true  that  the  Soft  Red  winter  wheat 
is  exported  in  a  very  great  amount. 
Soft  Red  wheat  is  the  kind  of  wheat 
produced  in  the  eastern  part  of  the 
country.  That  is  consumed  in  this 
country.  Very  little  of  it  is  exported. 
There  is  a  short  supply  of  Hard  Spring 
wheat. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

(Mr.  SHORT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize 
it  is  late  in  the  afternoon  and  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  are  tired,  and  that  this 
is  not  an  opportune  time  to  bring  up  that 
I  consider  is  a  very  important  aspect  of 
farm  legislation.  It  is  well  to  remember 
this  provision  is  incorporated  in  the  bill 
that  the  Senate  •passed  a  few  weeks  ago. 
This  at  long  last  is  one  of  the  first  steps 
that  has  ever  been  taken  to  recognize 
the  difference  in  the  degrees  of  use  of 
different  classes  of  wheat.  One  of  the 
greatest  inequities  that  has  ever  existed 
in  any  agriculture  legislation  has  been 
the  lack  of  any  provision  to  recognize 
the  varying  degrees  of  usages  for  the 
various  classes  of  wheat.  I  think  it  is 
fitting  and  long  overdue  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  given  favorable  consideration 
here  today.  The  amendment  does  not 
go  as  far  as  I  would  like  it  to,  but  at 
least  it  is  recognition  of  the  need  for 
this  principle  in  wheat  legislation.  This 
is  not  a  crippling  amendment  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination.  This  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  take  anything  away  from 
anyone.  I  think  we  can  all  accept  it  on 
that  basis.  This  is  a  provision  that 
should  have  been,  as  I  mentioned  a 
moment  ago,  written  into  the  first  wheat 
legislation  ever  passed  by  the  Congress. 
If  we  are  to  have  production  regulations 
in  the  interest  of  helping  wheat  farmers 
maintain  a  decent  price  for  their  prod¬ 
uct  and  to  prevent  the  buildup  of  sur¬ 
pluses,  it  must  be  recognized  that  some 
classes  of  wheat  are  not  in  surplus,  and 
some  classes  are  in  much  greater  de¬ 
grees  of  surplus.  Also,  the  use  made  of 
certain  classes  of  wheat  must  be  recog¬ 
nized,  and  whether  there  is  a  dollar  ex¬ 
port  demand,  the  percentage  of  the 
wheat  used  for  domestic  purposes  and 
the  percentage  of  production  exported 
under  Public  Law  480. 

Let  me  give  you  some  figures  to  clarify 
the  situation. 

During  the  10-year  period  from  1952 
to  1962,  here  is  what  happened  to  the 
carryover  from  year  to  year. 

In  1952  there  was  a  carryover  of  97 
million  bushels  of  Hard  Red  Winter 
wheat.  That  is  the  kind  grown  in  the 
southern  Great  Plains.  In  1962,  and  this 
is  just  an  estimate,  but  I  assure  you  it 
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is  close,  the  estimated  carryover  will  be 
1,127  million  bushels. 

In  other  words,  the  carryover  in  this 
10 -year  period  of  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat 
has  multiplied  by  about  11  times. 

In  1952,  the  supply  of  Soft  Red  Winter 
wheat,  the  kind  that  is  grown  in  the 
Eastern  States,  used  for  crackers  and 
that  sort  of  thing,  was  16  million 
bushels.  This  is  a  small  item  in  the  total 
supply.  In  1961  this  had  declined  to  12 
million  bushels,  but  in  1962  it  had  in¬ 
creased  to  30  million  bushels. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  before  I  run  out  of  time 
that  if  his  farmers  in  Kansas  are  re¬ 
stricted  to  planting  30  percent  of  their 
acreage  to  wheat,  the  wheat  farmers  in 
North  Dakota  are  restricted  to  planting 
about  25  percent  of  their  total  acreage 
to  wheat. 

On  Hard  Red  Spring  wheat  the  variety 
raised  in  the  Northern  Great  Plains  and 
mostly  in  my  State  of  North  Dakota,  in 
1952,  10  years  ago,  the  supply  was  117 
million  bushels.  In  19S2,  10  years  later, 
that  supply  had  increased  to  only  171 
million  bushels.  It  had  increased  by 
about  one-third,  or  about  54  million 
bushels.  Thirty  some  percent  compared 
to  about  1,100  percent  for  Hard  Red  Win¬ 
ter  wheat. 

Durum  wheat  in  1952 — this  again  is 
rather  a  nominal  amount — the  supply 
was  15  million  bushels.  In  1962  it  was 
down  to  2  million  bushels.  We  passed 
special  legislation  last  year  enabling  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  increase  the 
allotments  of  those  producing  Durum 
wheat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  statis¬ 
tics  I  could  quote  in  reference  to  this 
matter,  but  we  do  not  have  time  to  go 
into  them  adequately,  unfortunately.  I 
would  hope  that  the  amendment  might 
be  agreed  to,  because  I  do  not  think  it  is 
going  to  adversely  affect  anyone  and 
would  not  restrict  production  of  the 
varieties  of  wheat  which  are  not  in  sur¬ 
plus  supply. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  join  my  com¬ 
mittee  chairman  and  the  majority  leader 
in  their  remarks  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  there  are 
iy2  billion  bushels  of  wheat  in  storage 
today,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should 
open  up  the  floodgates  for  other  classes 
of  wheat. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Avery], 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  being  recognized  to  join  my  other 
colleagues  from  Kansas  in  opposing  this 
amendment.  I  think  the  reasons  recited 
by  the  majority  leader  are  about  the 
same  as  I  submitted  when  we  had  the 
this  amendment  before  the  House  3 
weeks  ago  on  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1962. 

The  principal  objections  have  already 
been  stated,  but  I  would  like  to  add  just 
one  more.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  this  year  approved  a  new 
method  for  the  grain  trade  for  evaluat¬ 
ing  potential  milling  qualities  of  wheat. 
They  call  it  a  sedimentation  test.  Now 
that  we  have  distinguished  betwen  vari¬ 


eties  of  wheat,  and  a  competitive  mar¬ 
ket  price  is  established  on  each  variety 
in  direction  relationship  to  the  milling 
qualities  of  that  variety.  Therefore  I 
see  no  need  for  this  amendment  be¬ 
cause  of  the  differential  and  premium 
that  will  ultimately  be  offered  on  the 
desirable  varieties.  The  farmers  in 
these  various  areas  now  will  divert  their 
acres  from  varieties  in  overproduction 
to  those  varieties  that  are  short,  if  they 
are  short,  in  order  to  receive  that  pre¬ 
mium  price. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat 
of  this  amendment.  It  is  just  another 
hodgepodge  approach  to  solving  a  very 
serious  farm  problem.  Let  us  pass  the 
bill  as  it  is.  And,  if  we  look  at  this 
whole  question  again — and  I  know  we 
will  look  at  it  next  year — if  this  pro¬ 
posal  has  merits  it  can  be  included  in 
a  bill  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
for  the  consideration  of  this  body  in 
the  next  session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  an 
effort  to  agree  on  time,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  all  debate  on  the  title  now 
under  consideration  be  concluded  in  25 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  object,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  title  close  in  45  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  have  a 
copy  of  the  bill  before  me.  Does  this 
particular  title  encompass  both  feed 
grain  and  wheat  and  that  is  all? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  how  many 
amendments  are  there  at  the  desk? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  no 
idea  how  many  amendments  will  be 
offered. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  object,, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  may  I 
make  a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Would  such  a 
unanimous-consent  request  preclude  5 
minutes  for  the  maker  of  a  motion  on 
a  substitute  to  the  amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  time  is 
limited  to  5  minutes  on  this  amendment, 
that  would  apply  to  a  substitute. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Then,  I  object, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
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this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  does  that  mean  that  an 
amendment  to  any  amendment  offered 
in  this  limited  time  would  then  be  under 
a  limitation? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Then,  I  regret  I  will 
have  to  object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  15  min¬ 
utes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Langen]. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  as  pre¬ 
sented  by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  QuieL  I  do  so  for 
two  very  specific  reasons.  I  think  that 
this  amendment  will  strengthen  the  bill 
in  the  two  points'  that  it  is  primarily 
designed  to  accomplish;  namely,  that  it 
does  not  further  aggravate  the  surplus 
problem  and,  secondly,  that  it  would 
alleviate  the  problem  to  the  farmers,  to 
the  consumer,  and  to  the  taxpayers. 
Why  do  I  say  that  this  is  true  I  say  it 
for  these  reasons;  That  any  legislation 
that  is  going  to  deal  with  the  surplus 
problem  has  to  be  versatile  enough  so 
that  it  will  permit  our  agricultural  fac¬ 
tory  or  our  agricultural  production  abil¬ 
ity  the  opportunity  of  producing  what 
our  needs  are. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  most  essential  that 
our  agricultural  programs  be  versatile 
enough  so  that  it  is  able  to  respond  to 
the  needs  of  the  Nation.  Remember, 
this  amendment  deals  only  with  a  sit¬ 
uation  in  the  event  that  there  is  not  a 
surplus  and  there  is  a  need.  If  you 
cannot  respond  to  those  needs,  then 
what  happens?  You  find  that  this  sit¬ 
uation  will  materialize:  Either  imports 
come  in  and  take  away  the  market  or 
some  kind  of  a  susbtitute  grain  is 
brought  in  which  again  takes  away  the 
market.  Once  you  have  lost  the  market 
you  cannot  get  it  back.  Then  you  move 
into  further  surplus  problems  and 
further  aggravation  of  the  problem  about 
which  we  are  talking  today. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  shall  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
as  well  as  those  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  observations  and  I  am  pleased 
to  note  that  he  has  recognized,  as  I 
have,  what  the  exact  need  for  this 
amendment  is.  In  view  of  these  points 
I  recommend  to  the  House  that  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  will  in  its 
entirety  improve  the  bill  in  such  a  man¬ 
ner  that  it  will  be  more  adaptable  to  pro¬ 
viding  a  solution  to  the  problem  of  sur¬ 
pluses  and  the  burdens  of  farmers,  con¬ 
sumers,  and  taxpayers. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Roosevelt]  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  substitute  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Roosevelt  as 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  Quie:  Page  36,  after  line  6,  insert  the 
following: 

“(a)  No  program  for  acreage  allotments 
or  marketing  quotas  for  tobacco,  corn,  wheat, 
cotton,  rice,  or  peanuts  shall  be  carried  out 
under  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  during  crop  years  after 
the  1963  crop  year. 

“(b)  No  price  support  for  any  agricultural 
commodity  shall  be  provided  under  title  I, 
title  II,  or  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  after  December  31,  1963.” 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  this  amendment  in  all  seriousness. 
What  it  says  is  this:  Go  ahead  and  pass 
this  bill.  Let  us  try  this.  Let  us  improve 
things  a  little  bit.  Let  us  not  ask  for 
any  other  amendments.  But  one  year 
from  December  31,  1963,  all  agricultural 
programs  come  to  a  halt.  That  means 
you  have  1  year  to  get  together  and 
write  a  farm  bill  that  makes  sense,  and 
one  which  we  can  pass  without  all  this 
patchwork  that  we  get  every  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  for  the  very 
simple  reason  that  I  come  from  an  ur¬ 
ban  area.  I  have  supported  every  farm 
bill  since  I  came  to  the  Congress,  and 
that  is  7-plus  years  ago.  But  I  think 
we  in  the  urban  areas  have  a  right  to 
say  that  we  are  getting  a  little  tired  of 
never  having  anyone  face  up  to  these 
problems.  They  never  will  face  up  to 
them  until  you  give  them  a  deadline  at 
which  time  everything  is  off  the  books 
and  they  have  to  write  a  brand  new  bill. 
That  is  all  my  amendment  does.  It  does 
not  violate  the  precept  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader,  because  he  can 
have  his  bill  this  year,  but  by  next  year 
he  had  better  get  to  work  and  write  a 
decent  bill. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Roosevelt],  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  because  I  believe  this  amendment 
provides  an  eminently  fair  and  effective 
approach  to  an  increasingly  serious  na¬ 
tional  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  very  blunt  terms, 
nothing  will  be  solved  or  resolved  by  the 
legislation  before  us  today  unless  such 
an  amendment  is  adopted.  The  pattern 
of  overproduction,  of  huge  farm  sur¬ 
pluses,  of  billions  of  dollars  for  farm 
subsidies  will  remain  and  can  only  in¬ 
crease  under  its  provisions.  We  would 
be  enacting,  in  brief,  a  mere  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  present  patchwork  program 
of  Federal  farm  laws  which  are  a  classic 
example  of  futility,  frustration,  and  in¬ 
effectiveness. 

I  believe  it  is  important  to  point  out 
that  this  amendment  would  in  no  way 


effect  the  distribution  of  surplus  farm 
commodities  under  Public  Law  480,  or 
the  soil  bank  and  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
grams. 

It  would,  however,  give  us  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  clear  away  the  existing  maze 
of  farm  controls  and  price  supports.  It 
would  give  us  an  opportunity  to  see  the 
forest  from  the  trees — the  problem  from 
the  existing  complex  of  programs.  On 
this  basis  we  could  start  anew.  We  could 
start  anew  to  build  a  program  that  would 
be  fair  and  effective  for  both  farmers 
and  for  consumers,  and  which  would  add 
to  the  productivity,  health,  and  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  our  economy  and  our  way  of 
life. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  associate  myself  fully 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
California,  and  I  urge  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Collier]. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Collier  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Roosevelt:  Strike 
out  “1963”  following  the  words  “crop  years 
after”  and  insert  therein  “1966”. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  to  the 
amendment  is  obvious,  and  I  hasten  to 
admit  that  I  do  not  propose  to  be  in 
any  way  an  expert  in  this  field.  But 
one  does  not  have  to  be  a  charter  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League  to  smell 
a  spoiled  mackerel.  I  think  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  have  also  become  quite  con¬ 
vinced  over  these  past  three  decades 
that  neither  the  Congress  nor  the  ex¬ 
perts  in  the  field  of  agriculture  have  been 
able  to  contribute  anything  to  a  per¬ 
manent  solution  of  the  problem  which 
the  farm  economy  has  been  plagued  with 
over  these  past  30  years.  We  have  tried 
every  kind  of  anesthesia,  dope,  and  even 
surgery  on  the  farm  economy,  and  the 
patient  is  just  as  sick  today  as  he  was 
30  years  ago. 

However,  I  think  that  to  totally  with¬ 
draw  these  programs  within  the  period 
of  1  year  is  entirely  unrealistic.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  the  proper  ap¬ 
proach  to  this  problem  would  be  to  put 
the  farmers  of  this  Nation  on  notice 
that  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
we  hope  to  eliminate  the  controls,  high 
price  supports,  production  and  market¬ 
ing  controls,  and  so  forth,  and  return  the 
farm  economy  of  this  country  to  a  basic 
law  of  supply  and  demand.  At  the  same 
time,  while  I  realize  this  I  might  result 
in  fewer  farmers  in  the  country,  those 
who  survive  would  enjoy  a  better  shake 
than  the  farmers  of  the  country  gener¬ 
ally  have  had  under  Government  con¬ 
trols  of  the  past. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Pucinski]. 

(Mr.  PUCINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Roosevelt  amendment. 
This  amendment  provides  that  all  sub¬ 
sidies  shall  end  by  1964.  I  certainly 


concur  in  the  statement  made  earlier 
today  that  in  supporting  this  amend¬ 
ment,  what  we  are  doing  is  merely  serv¬ 
ing  notice  that  next  year  Congress  must 
come  up  with  a  more  workable  bill. 
Everybody  I  have  heard  here  this  after¬ 
noon  spoke  about  the  shortcomings  in 
this  bill.  But  the  committee  has  put  us 
in  a  position  here  today  where  either  we 
support  this  particular  legislation  before 
us  today  or  force  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  to  go  back  to  the  policies  of 
1958,  which  everybody  knows  were  to¬ 
tally  unworkable.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
fair  to  put  Members  of  Congress  in  this 
position,  and  therefore,  while  I  intend  to 
support  the  bill  today,  I  think  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Roosevelt]  is  de¬ 
sirable  because  it  serves  notice  that  next 
year  we  have  no  intention  of  being  faced 
with  the  same  illogical  situation  which 
confronts  us  today.  We  are  not  going 
to  have  a  decision  of  not  accepting  legis¬ 
lation  and  going  back  to  1958  or  accept¬ 
ing  makeshift  legislation  next  year  if 
we  adopt  this  amendment  today.  There 
are  at  least  302  Members  in  this  House 
who  have  good  reason  to  support  the 
Roosevelt  amendment,  and  perhaps 
many  more. 

We  should  adopt  the  amendment  and 
then  proceed  to  approve  the  committee 
bill  mindful  of  the  fact  that  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  tries  to  put  us  in  the  same  posi¬ 
tion  as  it  did  this  year  next  year  by 
reporting  a  bill  which  will  not  do  the 
job  sufficiently,  at  least  we  can  vote 
against  next  year’s  bill  without  return¬ 
ing  to  the  1958  farm  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  supporting  this 
amendment  because  it  offers  me  the  only 
opportunity,  under  the  legislative  proc¬ 
ess,  to  serve  notice  on  the  agricultural 
committee  that  a  revolt  is  brewing 
against  farm  legislation  among  those  of 
us  who  represent  consumers  in  large 
cities.  This  whole  concept  of  farm  sub¬ 
sidies  was  adopted  in  the  early  thirties 
to  help  increase  the  purchasing  power  of 
our  Nation’s  rural  community.  It  may 
have  worked  well  in  the  late  thirties  but 
certainly  it  is  not  working  today.  The 
small,  poor  farmer,  is  getting  poorer  and 
the  large,  rich  farmer  is  getting  richer 
under  the  1958  farm  plan.  The  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  1958  bill  adopted  last  year, 
which  we  are  being  asked  to  support 
today  at  least  offers  a  little  bit  of  relief 
in  that  it  provides  for  some  production 
control — but  it  just  does  not  go  far 
enough.  I  believe  the  consumer  in  large 
cities  is  getting  weary  of  supporting  these 
farm  programs  especially  since  the  num¬ 
ber  of  farmers  has  been  steadily  decreas¬ 
ing.  The  cost  of  the  farm  program 
keeps  going  up  while  the  number  of 
farmers  keeps  decreasing.  Tragically, 
farmers  leaving  the  farms  are  moving 
into  large  urban  areas  and  because  they 
frequently  lack  special  industrial  skills, 
they  become  a  burden  on  the  city  tax¬ 
payer.  This  cannot  go  on  any  longer. 
I  hope  the  Roosevelt  amendment  will  be 
adopted  so  that  next  year  the  committee 
will  report  a  more  workable  bill  or  be 
faced  with  the  prospect  of  enacting  no 
new  legislation,  in  which  event,  if  this 
amendment  carries  today,  all  subsidies 
would  end  automatically  in  1964. 
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Permit  me  this  comparison:  They  are 
talking  about  going  to  the  moon  by  using 
a  piggyback  method.  They  are  going  to 
have  a  two-phase  operation,  using  one 
rocket  to  help  another  get  to  the  moon. 
That  is  what  we  ought  to  do  here.  We 
should  give  notice  today  that  next  year 
all  farm  subsidies  come  to  an  end  if 
they  do  not  come  up  with  a  good  bill. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  committee 
could  not  have  given  us  a  workable  bill 
this  year  except  that  apparently  they 
felt  they  could  not  get  it  through  the 
House.  Our  Republican  friends  are  not 
kidding  anyone  in  opposing  the  Freeman 
bill  2  weeks  ago  and  now  supporting  this 
bill.  They  cannot  lose.  If  this  bill  is 
defeated  the  Nation  goes  back  to  the 
1958  law — which  everyone  knows  was  a 
windfall  only  for  the  big  farming  syndi¬ 
cates.  The  irony  is  that  our  Republican 
colleagues  complain  about  big  spending 
and  deficit  Government  and  then  pro¬ 
ceed  to  force  upon  the  Nation  a  farm  bill 
which  rapidly  is  becoming  the  largest 
single  nondefense  item  in  the  budget. 
This  is  why  we  should  adopt  the  Roose¬ 
velt  amendment  today  so  that  next  year 
the  choice  will  be  between  a  legitimate 
farm  bill  or  no  subsidies  at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
O’Hara]. 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  it  is  not  very  often  that  I  have  the 
opportunity  to  support  an  amendment 
offered  by  my  friend  from  Minnesota. 
This  time  we  do  agree,  and  I  do  not  want 
to  miss  the  opportunity  to  state  my 
agreement  with  him. 

Before  we  got  off  the  track  we  were 
talking  about  an  amendment  sponsored 
by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  that 
is  identical  to  the  one  put  into  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  by  Senators  from  North  Dakota, 
Michigan,  and  Minnesota.  It  is  an  ex¬ 
cellent  amendment.  It  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  upon  which  Members  from  many 
different  sections  of  the  country  can 
agree. 

It  is  not  true,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  one 
kind  of  wheat  is  just  like  another,  any 
more  than  bread  is  just  like  cake.  It 
is  not  true  that  any  kind  of  wheat  can 
be  grown  in  any  part  of  the  country. 
Soil  and  climate  must  both  be  taken 
into  account.  I  hope  that  after  the 
substitute  and  the  amendment  to  the 
substitute  are  disposed  of,  and  if  the  sub¬ 
stitute  is  defeated,  the  House  will  favor¬ 
ably  consider  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  friend  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  support  the  Quie 
amendment.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  sound 
business  to  recognize  in  our  agricultural 
statutes  that  there  are  different  kinds 
of  wheat.  In  our  part  of  the  country 
we  raise  Soft  White  wheat,  which  is  not 
in  substantial  surplus,  which  is  sold  in 
large  part  for  U.S.  dollars  on  the  world 
market,  very  little  going  under  the  title 
480  program.  This  amendment  would 
encourage  dollar  sales  and  would  allow 


the  Secretary  to  adjust  production  up¬ 
ward  whenever  the  demand  for  this 
particular  type  of  wheat  exceeds  the 
supply. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  both  the  substitute  and 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  it  is 
rather  ridiculous  for  news  to  go  out  over 
the  country  that  we  are  seriously  con¬ 
sidering  abandoning  all  farm  programs. 
We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  taking  the 
Government  off  the  backs  of  the  farmers, 
taking  agriculture  out  of  Government, 
but  Government  will  be  in  agriculture  for 
many  years  yet  to  come.  I  do  not  think 
it  is  fair  for  us  to  frighten  nor  try  to 
terrify  the  farmers  because  apparently 
we  have  not  been  able  to  get  together 
here  in  Congress  and  agree  upon  a  better 
program.  We  had  a  program  here  just  3 
weeks  ago.  We  thought  it  was  a  good 
program,  but  it  was  rejected.  Now  we 
are  back  here  with  another,  and  we  will 
be  back  next  year  with  another  and  still 
another.  I  do  not  think  we  should  let 
the  city  fellows  come  in  and  tell  us  they 
are  going  to  run  the  farm  program  from 
now  on.  That  is  what  this  means. 
They  have  their  programs  and  we  have 
ours.  We  are  doing  the  best  we  can. 
We  need  their  votes  and  they  need  ours. 
I  am  not  ready  to  throw  up  the  white 
flag  and  say  we  do  not  have  sense  enough 
to  solve  the  farm  problem  in  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  and  I  reem¬ 
phasize  that  the  bill  before  us  is  the  best 
we  can  do  under  the  circumstances 
created  by  the  defeat  of  the  first  farm 
bill  by  this  body  3  weeks  ago.  Our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  has  worked  hard 
and  long  hours,  in  developing  this  bill 
which  is  now  nearing  a  vote.  I  want  to 
commend  the  members  of  the  committee 
who  have  worked  so  hard,  in  a  spirit  of 
cooperation  and  unity,  to  bring  this  bill 
to  the  House,  and  I  am  confident  that 
this  body  will  approve  this  legislation  in 
full  recognition  of  our  responsibilities  to 
the  farmers  and  to  all  the  people  of  the 
Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Collier]  to  the 
substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Roose¬ 
velt], 

The  amendment  to  the  substitute  was 
rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  now 
is  on  the  substitute  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Roosevelt]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Roosevelt)  , 
there  were — ayes  74,  noes  107. 

So  the  substitute  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (the  Chair  being  in  doubt) , 
there  were — ayes  95,  noes  117. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Temiessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Ten¬ 
nessee:  Page  19,  line  20,  insert: 

"Sec.  305.  Whoever,  being  a  warehouseman 
or  other  person,  pays  or  receives  any  fee, 
commission,  rebate,  compensation,  gift  or 
gratuity,  or  grants  or  receives  any  discount 
in  connection  with  any  sale  as  an  induce¬ 
ment  for  or  acknowledgement  of  the  storage 
of  any  agricultural  product  or  commodity  in 
any  warehouse  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  ten 
years,  or  both.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  insist  on  a  ruling  on  the  point  of 
order  before  I  speak  if  it  is  going  to  be 
made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  will  state  his  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  ger¬ 
mane  to  the  section  to  which  it  is  offered. 
The  section  has  no  reference  whatever 
to  any  warehouseman,  or  warehousing, 
or  warehousing  problem  or  process,  and 
it  provides  no  penalty  for  any  violation 
of  any  section  of  the  law.  This  amend¬ 
ment  sets  out  a  criminal  offense  in  this 
particular  program  which  is  not  related 
to  any  warehousing.  Furthermore,  it 
does  not  say  what  it  amends,  it  just  says 
an  amendment  is  offered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  remind  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  that  the  amendment  is  not  to 
amend  the  section  but  to  add  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  to  title  III. 

The  Chair  would  be  pleased  to  hear 
from  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  Chair¬ 
man  is  making  my  argument  for  me.  I 
will  let  him  go  ahead. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

If  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
will  examine  the  feed  grains  program, 
title  III  in  its  entirety,  he  will  find  many 
sections  in  existing  law  and  also  in  the 
title  which  make  the  amendment  ger¬ 
mane  to  this  title. 

The  Chair  overrules  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Clerk  may  again 
read  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  reread  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  is  recognized  on  his 
amendment. 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposit;on  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  has  offered  this  amendment 
in  good  faith.  He  offered  it  to  the  other 
bill.  It  was  approved  at  that  time. 

Here  is  what  I  would  like  to  say  about 
his  amendment.  Let  us  look  at  it  for  a 
moment.  It  applies  to  all  types  of  ware¬ 
houses,  not  just  grain,  it  applies  to  to¬ 
bacco  warehouses  and  cotton  warehouses. 

Let  us  see  what  it  says: 

Whoever  being  a  warehouseman  or  other 
person  pays  or  receives. 

Here  is  a  farmer  who  goes  up  to  a  cot¬ 
ton  compress  with  his  cotton.  The  cot¬ 
ton  compress  warehouseman  offers  him  a 
Coca  Cola  or  a  cup  of  coffee  or  a  sand¬ 
wich;  he  is  subject  to  a  penitentiary 
offense  and  a  fine  of  up  to  $10,000  and 
up  to  10  years  in  the  penitentiary  or 
both. 

What  do  you  mean  by  “gratuities”? 
What  do  you  mean  by  “paying  or  re¬ 
ceiving”?  Receive  or  pay  and  you  are 
subject  to  a  fine  of  up  to  $10,000  or  10 
years  in  a  Federal  penitentiary. 

There  comes  the  end  of  the  year,  and 
the  compress  will  send  out  some  calen¬ 
dars  to  their  customers.  Would  they  be 
violating  the  law  by  sending  out  those 
calendars? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  might  ac¬ 
cept  an  amendment  eliminating  calen¬ 
dars  and  things  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  What  about  a  situ¬ 
ation  like  this?  What  about  sending 
out  a  little  pen  or  a  little  pencil  with  your 
name  or  advertisement  on  it,  would  that 
be  a  gratuity  or  a  gift?  Let  us  see  what 
the  amendment  says : 

Whoever  being  a  warehouseman  or  other 
person  pays  or  receives  any  fee,  commission, 
rebate,  compensation,  gift,  or  gratuity — 

And  so  forth. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  •  . 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  What  about  cooperative 
dividends,  where  co-ops  have  been  stor¬ 
ing  commodities  and  paying  dividends? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  They  do  that. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Is  that  prohibited  by 
law? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  would  subject 
them  to  a  penitentiary  offense. 

Here  is  another  situation.  These  cot¬ 
ton  compresses  down  in  the  Southland 
sometimes  have  a  barbecue  once  a  year. 
They  have  a  big  celebration.  Everyone 
in  the  community  comes  and  a  big  time 
is  had  by  all.  Anyone  who  would  eat 
that  barbecue,  under  this  amendment 
here,  is  subject  to  a  fine  and  imprison¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa*  For  example,  a 
chicken  farmer  may  take  some  grain  to 
the  elevator.  He  leaves  it  there  until 
needed  and  then  brings  it  back  in  the 
form  of  feed.  That  has  nothing  to  do 
with  Government  programs.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  amendment  would 


make  him  subject  to  a  fine  and  imprison¬ 
ment  if  they  were  not  charged  for  hous¬ 
ing  the  grain.  While  the  amendment 
may  have  worthy  objectives,  it  actually 
encompasses  a  great  deal  more  than  ap¬ 
parently  intended. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Well,  that  is  a  little 
remote  but  may  be  applicable. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  There  are  thou¬ 
sands  of  such  “grain  banks.” 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
think  we  have  yet  touched  on  the  most 
serious  aspects  of  this  amendment.  If 
this  amendment  were  adopted,  actually 
what  we  would  be  doing  is  to  legalize 
minimum  warehouse  rates;  it  is  just  as 
simple  as  that.  It  says:  Commission, 
fee,  rebate,  compensation,  gift,  or  gratu¬ 
ity.  There  are  2  classes  of  elevators :  the 
country  elevators  and  the  reconcentra¬ 
tion  elevators.  Now,  we  are  not  talking 
in  this  instance,  as  I  understand,  about 
reconcentration  elevators,  as  they  do 
business  almost  entirely  with  commodity 
credit.  This  would  mean  if  a  country 
warehouseman  had  a  rate,  say,  of  IV2 
cents  a  bushel  a  month,  a  published  rate, 
and  a  large  consignment  of  wheat  was 
offered  for  storage,  this  would  preclude 
him  from  even  giving  a  discount  to  a 
client  even  on  a  volume  basis,  and  even 
though  it  may  apply  to  other  similar  cus¬ 
tomers  as  well. 

I  am  in  sympathy  with  the  intention 
of  the  gentleman.  I  can  support  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  amendment,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  his  amendment  is  prepared 
to  accomplish  what  he  seeks  to  accom¬ 
plish  without  penalizing  a  regularly  ac¬ 
cepted  operation  in  the  warehouse  in¬ 
dustry.  Further,  fraud  statutes  exist  in 
every  State  and  should  be  ample  to 
prosecute  a  fraudulent  act.  Prohibition 
of  special  treatment  with  a  Government 
agency  is  a  matter  of  administration 
not  further  legislation. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  wholeheartedly.  Practices 
that  are  customary  in  the  usual  opera¬ 
tion  of  storage  facilities  to  get  business 
would  have  to  be  discarded  or  eliminated. 
I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be  re¬ 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass!. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bass  of 
Tennessee),  there  were — ayes  66,  nc-es 
111. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  title  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
title  III  close  in  30  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 


Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  how  many 
amendments  are  there  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  amendments  at  the  desk,  but,  of 
course,  that  does  not  give  us  any  evi¬ 
dence  of  how  many  will  be  offered. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  object,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  title  III  close  in  40 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
under  the  procedure  just  adopted  does 
this  provide  that  all  Members  who  were 
standing  and  who  were  on  their  feet 
at  the  time  the  motion  was  adopted  will 
have  a  certain  number  of  minutes  in 
which  to  speak  and  to  discuss  any 
amendment  which  they  offered  and,  if 
so,  would  the  Chair  advise  as  to  what  the 
length  of  time  would  be? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  try 
to  divide  the  time  equitably.  It  is  very 
difficult,  but  the  Chair  will  try  to  divide 
the  time  in  an  equitable  manner. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Harding]. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Harding:  Page 
13,  line  5,  strike  out  lines  5  through.  24,  strike 
out  all  of  pages  14  through  18  and  strike 
out  lines  1  through  20  on  page  19  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsections  (a)  and  (b),  and 
substituting  the  following: 

“‘(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1963  crop,  no  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  for  any  crop  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghum,  barley,  oats,  or  rye.’ 

“Sec.  302.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“  ‘Beginning  January  1,  1963,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  dispose  of 
its  stocks  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  barley, 
oats,  and  rye  at  market  prices  at  an  annual 
rate  equal  to  one-fifteenth  of  such  stocks 
on  hand  on  January  1,  1963:  Provided,  That 
in  disposing  of  such  stocks  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  barley,  oats,  and  rye,  the  corpora¬ 
tion  shall  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable  pursue  a  domestic  sales  policy  which 
will:  (1)  insure  the  retention  of  only  the 
highest  quality  stocks  of  such  feed  grains 
in  its  inventory,  and  (2.)  have  a  minimum 
adverse  effect  on  market  prices  of  such  feed 
grains.’  ” 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  very  simple.  We  have 
heard  a  lot  of  talk  from  Members  who 
did  not  like  the  act  of  1958.  We  have 
heard  further  talk  from  people  who 
think  that  the  emergency  programs  are 
too  expensive.  Today,  we  have  abso¬ 
lutely  no  controls  on  feed  grains.  All 
my  amendment  proposes  to  do  is  to 
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abolish  all  price  supports  on  feed  grains 
and  provide  for  the  orderly  distribution 
of  CCC  stocks  over  the  next  15  years,  at 
a  rate  of  one-fifteenth  per  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  people  who 
are  really  interested  in  getting  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  out  of  agriculture,  here  is  a  rare 
opportunity  to  do  so.  We  have  several 
segments  of  our  agricultural  economy; 
namely,  the  livestock  industry,  the  potato 
industry,  the  fruit  industries  including 
the  citrus  fruit  industry,  and  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  agriculture  that  are  surviving 
and  often  prospering  without  either  con¬ 
trols  or  price  supports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  month  this  House 
decided  that  it  did  not  want  controls 
on  feed  grains.  However,  when  we  look 
at  the  situation  in  1952  and  find  that 
the  541  million  bushels  of  feed  grains 
in  storage  which  today  has  grown  to 
2,784  million  bushels  of  feed  grains  in 
storage.  When  we  consider  that  the 
value  of  these  commodities  has  increased 
from  $740  million  in  1951  to  over  $3.27 
billion  today.  When  we  realize  it  is  cost¬ 
ing  us  over  $1  million  a  day  just  to  store 
these  feed  grain  surpluses  and  that  it 
has  cost  us  nearly  $3  billion  in  the  last 
10  years,  it  becomes  evident  that  now 
is  the  time  to  act.  A  vote  for  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  vote  for  free  enterprise,  for 
economy,  and  for  a  program  which  is 
fair  to  the  farmers,  consumers,  and  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
King]. 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Harding  amend¬ 
ment,  which  will  remove  all  price  sup¬ 
ports  from  feed  grains. 

I  feel  that  the  present  basic  farm  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  hybrid  one,  whose  paternity 
no  Member  of  this  body  will  acknowledge. 
Its  record  is  a  record  of  failure.  Over 
the  past  8  or  10  years,  farm  prices  have 
fallen  more  than  20  percent.  Farm  debt 
has  risen  almost  30  percent.  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  farm  surplus  stocks  have 
increased  from  $2.4  billion  to  $9  billion. 
The  cost  of  administering  the  program 
has  more  than  doubled,  and  during  the  8 
years  ending  in  1961,  this  cost  was 
greater  than  the  cumulative  cost  of 
operating  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  the  entire  period  since  its  creation, 
90  years  before. 

And  yet,  no  one  will  take  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  this  unsatisfactory  perform¬ 
ance,  because  no  one  will  take  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  program  which  sired 
it. 

For  years  we  have  been  stalled  on  dead 
center.  Each  year  we  march  up  the 
hill;  we  agree  that  Conditions  call  for  im¬ 
mediate  action;  we  make  proposals  which 
are  designed  to  get  us  off  dead  center; 
we  disagree  on  those  proposals,  and  then 
march  back  down  the  hill,  with  nothing 
done. 

A  few  weeks  ago  the  administration 
bill  was  before  us.  I  supported  it  be¬ 
cause  I  felt  that  it  would  help  to  get  us 
moving,  and  would  materially  cut  into 
our  surplus  stocks  and  cut  the  excess 
acreages  which  are  causing  us  so  much 
misfortune. 

It  was  the  will  of  this  body  that  that 
bill  should  not  pass.  The  argument 


raised  by  its  opponents  was  that  it  moved 
in  the  wrong  direction;  that  we  should 
get  the  Government  out  of  the  farming 
business,  and  not  deeper  into  it. 

My  position,  at  this  time,  therefore,  is 
that  since  the  House  made  its  will  known 
that  it  wanted  less  controls,  I  feel  obli¬ 
gated  to  give  it  an  opportunity  to  vote 
for  an  amendment  which  will  move  in 
the  desired  direction. 

I  will  adopt  no  dog-in-the-manger  at¬ 
titude.  Since  the  administration  plan 
had  more  opponents  than  friends,  I  will 
be  glad  to  support  the  plan  of  these  oppo¬ 
nents,  rather  to  leave  us  stalled  indef¬ 
initely  on  dead  center.  I  invite  all  those 
who  opposed  the  administration’s  bill  a 
few  weeks  ago  to  give  this  proposition  the 
most  serious  consideration,  for  it  accom¬ 
plishes,  in  one  bold  stroke,  in  the  area  of 
feed  grains,  what  those  opponents  almost 
unanimously  agreed  should  be  done. 

I  feel  that  it  is  morally  wrong  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  a  program  that  will 
continue  to  pile  up  scandalous  surpluses 
at  the  taxpayers’  expense,  without  mak¬ 
ing  a  reasonable  effort  to  escape  this  im¬ 
passe  which  now  confronts  us. 

We  have  heard  here  today  that  in 
spite  of  the  billions  of  dollars  that  have 
been  pumped  into  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  the  surpluses  continue  to  increase, 
and  the  real  profiteers  from  the  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Billie  Sol  Esteses,  continue  to 
thrive  and  flourish. 

I  believe  that  it  is  unfair  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  America  to  ask  them  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  pay  price  supports  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  any  commodity  who  are  not 
willing  to  attempt  to  bring  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  their  commodity  into  line 
with  the  ability  of  the  Nation  to  con¬ 
sume.  I  could  not  face  the  farmers  of 
Utah,  if  I  did  not  at  least  give  this 
amendment  a  fair  chance  of  enact¬ 
ment. 

Many  of  my  farmers  have  been  cry¬ 
ing  for  freedom  and  the  elimination  of 
Government  controls  and  price  supports. 
Many  segments  of  agriculture  in  my 
State  are  completely  free  of  controls. 
Our  livestock  industry,  our  alfalfa  hay 
producers,  potato  producers,  producers 
of  canning  vegetables,  tomatoes  and 
cherries,  and  other  fruits  which  dot  the 
Wasatch  landscape,  are  operating  with¬ 
out  Government  controls  and  without 
Government  price  supports. 

I  feel  that,  if  we  continue  this  pro¬ 
gram  of  paying  high  price  supports  to 
producers  of  feed  grains  with  the  great 
amount  of  surpluses  we  have  at  the 
warehouses,  we  are  doing  a  disservice, 
not  only  to  the  American  taxpayer,  but 
also  those  farmers  who  are  producing 
commodities  on  the  basis  of  a  free  agri¬ 
cultural  economy.  For  this  reason  I  am 
going  to  support  the  amendment  to  re¬ 
move  price  supports  from  feed  grains  and 
return  the  producers  of  feed  grains  to 
an  uncontrolled  and  non-price-supported 
market  where  they  will  compete  with 
other  segments  of  American  agriculture 
in  a  free  market  which  many  of  them 
have  expressed  to  me  as  being  their 
desire. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Joelson]. 
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(Mr.  JOELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment,  and  I 
hope  that  the  distinguished  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  will  allow  a  city  slicker 
the  presumption  of  talking  on  a  farm 
bill.  I  think  all  those  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  are  constantly  talking 
about  free  enterprise  will  now  get  their 
chance  to  cast  their  vote  for  free  enter¬ 
prise,  and  those  who  talk  about  rugged 
individualism  and  self-reliance  will  have 
the  chance  to  put  their  vote  where  their 
mouth  is  and  vote  for  self-reliance  and 
rugged  individualism. 

When  a  man  in  the  city  wants  to  in¬ 
sure  himself  against  the  ills  of  old  age 
you  tell  him,  “Don’t  be  dependent, 
stand  on  your  own  feet,  be  self-reliant.” 
Well,  I  think  we  should  afford  the 
American  farmer  that  same  privilege. 

We  hear  talk  about  featherbedding 
regarding  the  worker  who  wants  4  hours 
of  pay  for  2  hours  of  work.  If  you  are 
against  featherbedding,  and  I  am,  why 
should  you  allow  a  farmer  to  get  from 
his  Government  4  acres  of  pay  for  2 
acres  of  production?  I  say  that  it  is 
time  the  Government  got  out  of  this 
program  which  has  grown  and  grown 
and  is  as  fantastic  now  as  the  most  bi¬ 
zarre  chapter  in  “Alice  in  Wonderland.” 

I  urge  support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  support  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position,  but  I  just  wonder  why 
the  gentleman  did  not  include  wheat 
along  with  feed  grains;  probably  because 
of  $1.2  billion  of  capital  restoration  of 
the  CCC,  $600  million  has  got  to  be 
charged  to  wheat  and  not  feed  grains. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Joel¬ 
son]  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Harding], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Harding)  there 
were — ayes  101,  noes  62. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Harding  and 
Mr.  Poage. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  79, 
noes  111. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Smith], 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa : 
On  page  17,  starting  on  line  17,  eliminate  the 
sentence  beginning  with  the  word  “To”  and 
ending  with  the  word  “determinations”  on 
line  20  and  in  lieu  thereof,  insert  as  follows: 

“Any  person  who  in  any  year  knowingly 
exceeds  a  farm  acreage  allotment  determined 
for  the  farm  for  any  commodity  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  any  nonrecourse  loans  or  price 
supports  on  any  agricultural  commodity,  or 
for  any  payment  with  respect  to  such  farm 
for  such  year,  under  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
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Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  or  for  a  storage  facility  loan  dur¬ 
ing  such  year  under  section  4(h)  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act.’’ 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  majority  leader  said,  we  want  to 
tighten  up  these  programs  instead  of 
making  them  looser.  That  is  exactly 
what  this  does.  I  guarantee  you  it  will 
save  money  for  the  taxpayers  and  make 
the  bill  more  equitable  for  the  producers. 
What  it  does  is  this.  It  says  we  will  ad¬ 
just  these  allotments  so  that  they  are 
fair  to  start  with,  and  then  we  will  say, 
if  you  do  not  stay  within  your  allotment 
you  do  not  get  any  financial  support 
from  the  Government.  There  are  some 
people  who  had  a  good  crop  history  in 
1959  and  1960,  on  the  whole  farm,  some 
even  had  a  100-percent  base.  Now  they 
can  put  in  80  percent  and  get  paid  for 
diverting  20  percent  even  though  the  80 
percent  is  probably  really  above  the 
production  they  should  have  to  start 
with.  So  we  are  paying  something  for 
almost  nothing.  They  should  have  had 
them  below  that  production  without 
receiving  a  dime.  There  is  a  waste  of 
Government  money  and  there  is  in¬ 
efficiency  in  this  bill  that  can  be  cor¬ 
rected  by  this  amendment.  Some  of  the 
farmers  had  their  whole  farm  in  soy¬ 
beans  and  they  had  no  allotment  at  all 
in  those  years  so  it  is  unfair  to  them. 
What  is  happening  is  that  some  of  them 
are  exceeding  their  allotments  on  some 
crops  and  getting  price  supports  on 
others.  This  causes  slippage  in  effec¬ 
tiveness. 

Another  thing  is  that  some  of  them 
have  been  exceeding  their  feed  grain 
allotment.  Some  go  out  and  build  a 
bin  with  some  help  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  put  in  surplus  corn  over  and 
above  their  allotment. 

Another  thing  is  that  some  ACP 
money  is  going  to  people  who  are  not 
staying  within  their  allotments.  I  do  not 
see  how  anybody  can  argue  that  we 
should  not  make  those  do  something 
who  receive  Government  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  will  help  this  bill 
and  make  it  more  efficient.  It  should 
have  been  this  way  all  the  time.  When 
we  originally  passed  the  bill  by  virtue 
of  an  amendment  proposed  by  me  the 
authority  was  in  it  to  adjust  allotments 
but  the  department  did  not  have  the 
time  to  adjust  the  allotments  in  1961 
because  the  bill  was  not  signed  until 
corn  planting  time;  but,  when  it  was  ex¬ 
tended  last  fall  a  little  amendment  was 
put  in  which  prevented  this  from  work¬ 
ing. 

Although  the  temper  of  the  House  is 
to  take  no  amendments  and  I  know  the 
vote  will  not  reflect  the  real  feeling  of 
the  House  under  these  circumstances. 
I  hope  the  conference  committee  will 
seriously  consider  the  provisions  of  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]  . 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa) 
there  were — ayes  14,  noes  93. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hemphill:  On 
page  32,  line  7,  strike  out  all  of  “Subtitle  C — 
Dairy”  including  lines  7  through  25,  all  of 
pages  33,  34,  35,  36,  37,  and  lines  1  through 
12  on  page  38. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  is  recognized  on  his 
amendment. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  McIntire 
yielded  his  time  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  is  recognized  for  4 
minutes. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  this  amendment  does  is  to  strike 
the  dairy  provisions  out  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  At  a  time  when  we  are  worry¬ 
ing  about  the  cost  of  the  other  programs 
we  find  here  this  costly  legislation,  which 
is  the  dairy  program,  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  as  far  as  I  can  de¬ 
termine,  has  not  made  a  specific  recom¬ 
mendation  for.  In  the  hearings  before 
the  Agriculture  Committee  I  find  noth¬ 
ing  which  says  this  is  a  good  program, 
this  is  a  needed  program,  this  is  a 
wanted  program;  not  only  that,  but  we 
are  engaging  in  this  new  program  with¬ 
out  any  estimate  of  the  cost,  not  only 
the  cost  of  the  program  itself  but  with¬ 
out  any  estimate  of  the  cost  of  admin¬ 
istration.  So  what  we  are  doing  is  to 
open  the  door  here  to  the  same  situation, 
creating  the  same  situation  which  exists 
in  other  programs  which  are  so  expen¬ 
sive  today. 

What  this  dairy  program  would  do 
would  be  to  put  the  little  dairy  farmer 
out  of  business  down  in  my  country, 
put  the  family  farmer  out  of  business. 
If  this  dairy  provision  is  in  here  it  is 
going  to  put  the  family  dairy  farmer 
out  of  business.  It  is  going  to  put  him 
out  of  business  in  Wisconsin  as  well  as 
down  in  South  Carolina  and  in  all  the 
other  places  where  dairying  is  followed. 
That  is  one  of  the  reasons  this  was  put 
in  here,  because  it  would  put  the  small 
fellow  out  of  business. 

They  say  that  the  program  is  volun¬ 
tary.  Look  a  little  further  in  the  bill 
and  you  find  language  which  says  that 
the  Secretary  shall  prescribe  many 
things,  he  shall  prescribe  the  conversion 
factors,  he  shall  administer  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  charge  the  cost  against  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

It  just  does  not  make  sense  for  us  to 
•go  into  the  dairy  business  in  this  legis¬ 
lation  when  there  are  many  of  us  here 
who  want  to  get  out  of  the  farm  financ¬ 
ing  business  in  so  many  other  areas. 

The  sole  purpose  of  my  amendment  is 
to  keep  us  from  starting  on  a  new  pro¬ 
gram.  I  know  people  are  going  to  say. 
Oh,  it  is  voluntary;  it  will  not  amount 
to  much.  They  said  the  same  thing 
about  all  these  other  programs,  the  feed 
grain  program  and  others. 

I  ask  that  my  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
gentleman  on  his  stand  and  associate 
myself  with  his  view. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina.  Title  III  as 
I  understand  it,  would  extend  a  revised 
version  of  the  present  emergency  feed 
grain  programs  through  1963  and  pro¬ 
vides  a  so-called  milk  production  plan 
in  which  farmers  would  be  paid  up  to 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  for  not  pro¬ 
ducing  under  certain  conditions. 

The  farmers  want  to  make  their  own 
decisions  as  to  the  number  of  acres  they 
grow  and  the  number  of  cows  they  should 
milk  to  adequately  support  their  fami¬ 
lies.  Last  year  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  raised  supports  for  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  thus  helping  to  create  a  new  glut  in 
dairy  products.  Again  this  year  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  was  asked  to 
compound  last  year’s  error.  I  am  happy 
that  the  committee  in  its  wisdom  did 
not  see  fit  to  extend  these  supports  at 
artificial  and  unwise  levels. 

The  dairy  situation  wras  improving  un¬ 
til  price  supports  were  raised  and  pro¬ 
posals  for  milk  quotas  caused  many  pro¬ 
ducers  to  expand  production  simply  for 
base-building  purposes.  We  all  know 
that  dairy  supports  were  reduced  begin¬ 
ning  April  1  of  the  present  year.  Let  us 
stop  tinkering  with  the  support  level. 
Let  us  not  adopt  an  unworkable  program 
which  moves  in  the  direction  of  com¬ 
pulsory  milk  quotas. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  urge  the  Members  of  the  House 
to  support  his  amendment. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Johnson]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  2  minutes. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  will  tell  you  the  people  who 
want  this  section  knocked  out  of  the 
bill,  and  that  is  the  processors.  I  have 
a  list  of  some  360  of  them  that  sold  to 
the  Government  last  year  and  got  a 
guaranteed  price.  They  are  afraid  that 
if  this  amendment  goes  through  there  is 
going  to  be  less  milk  to  process. 

The  processor  makes  so  much  a  pound, 
regardless  of  howT  much  the  farmer  gets. 
They  do  not  want  this  bill  because  they 
are  going  to  make  so  much  overage  and 
sell  it  to  the  Government  and  they  are 
afraid  there  will  be  less  milk  to  process. 

I  have  before  me  a  list  showing  a  few 
of  the  CCC  purchases  of  dairy  products 
to  support  prices  of  milk  and  butterfat 
for  the  year  1961. 

This  list  follows: 
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A  few  of  CCC  purchases  of  dairy  products  to  support  prices  of  milk  and  biUterfat,  calendar 

year  1961 


Company 

Butter 

Cheese 

Milk,  extra  grade 

tr.s. 

grade  A 
or  higher 

tr.s. 

grade  B 

TJ.S. 
grade  A 
or  higher 

Process 

Spray 

Boiler 

Armour  <fe  Co.,  Chicago,  HI _ 

Pounds 

13, 393, 812 
21, 184, 070 
65, 075, 063 

Pounds 

37, 933 
129, 162 
1, 735, 831 

Pounds 

1, 201, 363 

Pounds 
672, 000 

Pounds 
7,259, 107 
8, 414, 515 

Pounds 

4,  247, 136 
28,  266,  909 

1, 598, 246 
34,  286 
8,  545, 120 

14, 616, 000 
17,  438,  400 

4, 359, 600 

L.  D.  Sehreiber  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill . . . . . 

10, 592, 636 
6, 241, 720 
5,  543,  928 

14, 761, 430 

1, 511, 669 
2,  461,  033 
335, 232 

420,268 

Sugar  Creek  Creamery,  Omaha,  Nebr_ 

107,  400 

Weinberg  Bros.  <fc  Co.,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill 

Total . 

126, 792, 665 

6,631,118 

43,  893,  060 

37, 086, 000 

15, 781, 022 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  this  proposal  we 
pay  the  farmer  for  reducing  his  produc¬ 
tion  and  the  farmer  gets  the  money.  The 
Government  saves  $1.70  on  every  100 
pounds  of  milk  that  is  not  made  into 
cheese  or  dried  milk  or  butter. 

In  a  letter  to  me  as  chairman  of  the 
Dairy  Subcommittee,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  estimated  there  could  be  a 
saving  of  $54  million.  If  you  want  to 
save  some  money,  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  vote  against  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Stafford], 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  colleague,  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Carolina.  As  I 
stated  on  the  House  floor  on  June  20,  I 
was  not  at  all  happy  with  the  omnibus 
farm  bill  then  under  discussion,  and 
I  must  say  here  today  that  I  am  not 
much  happier  with  the  substitute  bill 
being  considered  now. 

The  hodgepodge  bill  which  wTas  re¬ 
committed  a  month  ago  was  a  govern¬ 
mental  straitjacket  for  all  agriculture. 
Subtitle  C,  of  title  III  of  the  present  bill 
is  a  rabbit  punch  for  just  one  segment 
of  agriculture — the  dairy  industry. 

It  is  now  not  only  bad  legislation — it 
is  unfair  and  discriminatory  legislation. 

What  is  proposed  in  this  bill  is  a  double 
blow  to  the  dairy  producers  of  my  State 
and  of  our  country.  The  extension  of 
the  costly  temporary,  feed  grain  pro¬ 
visions  for  another  year  assures  dairy 
farmers  in  grain  deficit  areas  of  having 
to  pay  continued  high  prices  for  feed. 
Then  it  seeks ‘in  subtitle  C  to  establish 
what  is  obviously  the  first  step  toward 
strict  governmental  controls  of  dairy 
production  by  again  attempting  to  set 
quotas  based  on  1961  production  as  a 
basis  for  payments  for  voluntary  reduc¬ 
tions  in  1962-63. 

We  have  already  seen  what  this  move 
will  really  lead  up  to,  because  the  original 
proposal  of  the  administration  was  the 
imposition  of  rigid  controls  over  dairy 
production  and  the  exaction  of  stiff 
penalties— even  including  jail  sent¬ 
ences — for  production  in  excess  of  the 
1961  base  quota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  dairy  farmers  in 
my  part  of  the  country  still  believe  in 
doing  for  their  country  rather  than  in 
seeing  how  much  their  country  will  do 


for  them.  They  do  not  want  something 
for  nothing.  They  do  not  want  a  dairy 
dole  for  producing  less  milk.  They  do 
not  want  this  Congress  to  take  the  first 
step  toward  a  dairy  dictatorship.  They 
do  want  an  opportunity  under  the  free 
enterprise  system  to  produce  milk  in  any 
quantity  to  meet  such  market  demand 
as  they  are  able  to  develop. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  Hemphill 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hemphill], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hemphill) 
there  were— ayes  92,  noes  133. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Qtjie]. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  reserve  my  time,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota, 
[Mr.  Nelsen], 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nelsen:  On 
page  18,  line  21,  insert  the  following: 

“(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  in  apportioning  the  base  acreage  of 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  farms 
under  the  special  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1963  the  Secretary,  through  the 
county  committees,  shall  apportion  such 
base  acreage  to  farms  on  the  basis  of  the 
historical  acreage  of  such  feed  grains  dur¬ 
ing  the  five-year  period  1956  through  1960, 
giving  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage, 
crop-rotation  practices,  types  of  soil  and 
topography.” 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  real-/ 
ize  that  it  is  a  very  difficult  job  to  got 
any  amendment  adopted  at  this  point, 
but  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  we  have  discussed  this  base 
period  time  after  time  on  this  floor.  In 
the  last  session  language  in  the  debate 
clearly  indicated  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  had  the  right  to  make  some 
adjustments  in  the  event  that  there  has 
been  an  inequality.  For  example,  in  my 
district  there  is  a  young  man  who  has 
been  denied  the  right  to  even  get  into 
the  feed  grain  program  because  of  his 
crop  history.  The  Secretary  has  assured 
me  that  something  can  be  done.  The 
Assistant  Secretay  has  said  nothing 
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can  be  done.  Pretty  soon  somebody  else 
comes  up  and  says  we  can  do  something. 
This  has  been  going  on  back  and  forth 
like  a  badminton  game,  and  nothing  has 
been  accomplished.  There  was  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  floor  indicating  that  the 
Secretary  has  failed  to  act  and  had  sent 
no  word  out  to  the  county  committees 
to  give  them  authority  to  make  reason¬ 
able  adjustments  on  farms  where  in¬ 
equalities  existed  and  therefore  I  offer 
the  amendment  for  the  5-year  period, 
which  would  more  fairly  establish  a  base. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  what  he  is  trying  to  do  is 
objective  and  right,  and  everyone  admits 
it  is  right,  but  nothing  is  ever  done 
about  it. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
commend  you  on  your  amendment. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I,  too,  commend  the 
gentleman  because  he  is  absolutely  right. 
It  would  do  a  thing  that  would  bring 
justice  to  the  farmers  of  this  country. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  another  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  desk.  I  may  not  have  time 
to  discuss  it,  but  it  provides  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  not 
be  in  a  position  to  sell  their  surplus  grain 
on  the  competitive  market  at  below  the 
support  price.  If  we  reduce  the  support 
price,  as  we  are  doing  in  this  bill,  and 
if  the  Secretary  wants  to  sell  below  the 
support  price,  we  will  find  the  farmer  in 
a  position  of  being  denied  a  fair  price 
in  the  marketplace  and  a  very  low  sup¬ 
port  price  from  the  Government. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this  House  will 
understand  that  this  is  substantially  the 
same  amendment  that  we  voted  down 
a  while  ago.  This  is  an  effort  to  change 
the  historic  base  which  we  use  in  de¬ 
termining  the  reductions  that  an  indi¬ 
vidual  must  make  in  order  to  qualify 
as  a  cooperator.  Now,  that  acre¬ 
age  for  1959  and  1960  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  great  majority  of  the  farms 
of  the  United  States,  whereas  no  other 
years  have  been  so  established. 

If  you  change  those  2  years,  you  are 
going  to  have  to  take  another  2  years 
in  which  to  work  out  the  bugs  of  any 
new  formula  that  you  adopt.  I  do  not 
care  whether  it  is  the  years  which  Mr. 
Nelsen  or  someone  else  suggests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  present  2 -year  base 
has  been  well  established.  It  has  been 
worked  out.  We  have  worked  out  the 
phantom  acres  that  people  talked  about. 
I  can  understand  if  you  want  simply  to 
kill  a  program,  then  you  would  adopt 
new  years  and  say  that  there  are  phan- 
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tom  acres  in  the  base.  Undoubtedly 
there  would  be  any  new  base — because 
nobody  has  a  record  of  the  planting  of 
feed  grain  for  those  years  prior  to  that 
time  and  it  becomes  a  swearing  match 
in  which  you  invite  everybody  to  mis¬ 
represent  his  acreage.  Of  course,  every¬ 
body  who  has  properly  represented  his 
acreage  naturally  feels  that  he  is  being 
mistreated.  You  will  find  you  take  away 
from  people  acreage  allotments  that  they 
already  have — and  well  established — 
with  which  the  great  masses  of  the 
farmers  are  satisfied,  and  you  change 
those  acres  in  the  meantime  and  every 
one  of  them  is  going  to  be  dissatisfied. 
I  cannot  imagine  an  amendment  which 
would  go  further  toward  disrupting  pub¬ 
lic  confidence  in  a  program  than  this 
one. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Clerk  may  read 
the  amendment  on  which  we  are  to  vote. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Nelsen  moves  that  the  Committee 
do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  seem 
to  find  ourselves  in  this  very  uncomfort¬ 
able,  unfair  position  every  time  we  are 
discussing  a  farm  bill.  Those  of  us  who 
are  not  on  the  committee  have  to  sit 
here  for  days  and  wait.  So  the  only 
chance  we  have  is  to  offer  a  preferen¬ 
tial  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  happen  that  the 
legislation  that  we  pass  in  this  body  is 
important  to  many  of  us  who  happen 
to  be  farmers.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poace]  how 
the  gentleman  would  like  to  have  his 
farm  lose  its  complete  base  because  of 
a  rotation  practice.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who,  in  spite  of  the  fine  help 
your  committee  gave  me  and  the  letters 
that  have  gone  back  and  forth,  has  failed 
to  act,  in  giving  permission  to  the  coun¬ 
ty  committees  to  make  reasonable  ad¬ 
justments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  position  is  this: 
The  only  way  you  can  get  redress  is  to 
have  a  wider  period  on  which  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  base  that  is  fair  to  the  people  that 
are  in  the  farming  business. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  asked 
me  a  question.  Does  the  gentleman 
want  an  answer? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  present  law  pro¬ 
vides  that  your  own  county  committee 
has  the  power — it  does  not  have  to  go 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture — to  give 
you  relief.  They  may  refuse  to  do  it  and 
then  you  will  feel  badly  about  it,  as  I 
am  sure  you  do.  But  the  gentleman 
suggests  if  he  changes  this  base  he  will 
get  relief  and  nobody  else  will  be  hurt. 
The  gentleman  must  know  that  there 
are  others  who  have  rotation  practices 
which  simply  do  not  fit  the  years  that 
the  gentleman  suggests  any  more  than 
the  years  that  were  taken  to  fit  his  rota¬ 


tion  practice.  There  is  no  series  of  years 
that  is  going  to  benefit  everybody,  and 
we  cannot  legislate  simply  for  the  benefit 
of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  want  to  say  that  the 
county  committees  have  the  authority; 
they  say  they  have  the  authority.  You 
say  they  have  the  authority.  Yet  my 
own  county  committee  has  written  to  me 
and  says  that  there  has  been  no  direc¬ 
tive  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  spite  of  the  legislative  history 
that  the  gentleman  so  graciously  helped 
me  4write,  and  there  has  been  no  re¬ 
course. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]  in 
saying  that  there  have  been  some  injus¬ 
tices  that  have  meant  financial  ruin  to 
some  people  because  of  arbitrary  posi¬ 
tions  that  have  been  taken  by  county 
committees  that  just  refused  to  make 
adjustments  to  which  the  farmers  are 
entitled  on  farms  where  there  have  been 
100  years  of  history  as  to  program.  It  is 
tremendously  unfair  and  I  think  we 
should  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  join  the  gentleman  in  support  of  his 
amendment.  I  think  there  is  something 
wrong.  Anyway,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
the  only  reason  they  cannot  do  this  is 
because  of  a  little  sentence  that  the 
committee  put  in  when  they  extended  the 
bill  that  prohibits  your  drawing  down 
on  somebody  that  has  a  100-percent  base. 
Due  to  this  you  create  phantom  acres. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  understand  that  some 
people  have  been  hurt  very  much.  I 
realize  what  the  problem  is,  relative  to 
history  for  base  years,  but  this  seems 
to  be  the  only  way  that  I  can  bring  this 
to  the  attention  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States;  that  is,  through  a  pre¬ 
ferential  motion.  I  have  had  to  get  up 
here  time  and  time  again  to  try  to  write 
a  history  that  would  do  some  good  and 
provide  some  relief  where  it  is  neces¬ 
sary.  In  the  particular  instance  to  which 
I  referred,  a  young  man  bought  a  400- 
acre  farm.  It  had  been  rented  to  a  can¬ 
ning  company  during  those  base  years 
and  he  lost  his  entire  feed  grain  base. 
He  writes  me  and  says,  “I  bought  400 
acres  of  land  and  I  cannot  get  a  feed 
grain  base.  If  the  mandatory  bill  passes 
what  am  I  going  to  do?” 

Think  about  that  a  little  bit  in  your 
discussion  here  today.  I  am  not  blam¬ 
ing  the  chairman  of  the  committee;  I 
am  not  blaming  the  vice  chairman  of 
the  committee.  But  I  do  say  that  as 
Members  of  Congress  we  have  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  do  something  about  in¬ 
equities  that  do  exist.  I  am  not  being 
unfair  or  arbitrary  when  I  say  that.  As 
far  as  my  own  farming  is  concerned  you 
can  forget  about  bases.  I  will  get  along. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
there  are  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
farmers  in  the  same  position  you  are 
in? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  There  are. 


Mr.  JENSEN.  And  in  the  same  posi¬ 
tion  the  young  man  is  in  to  whom  you 
have  just  referred. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  for  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  l  Mr. 
Nelsen], 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  KYL.  How  many  amendments 
are  there  pending  at  this  moment,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  that  is  not  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry.  The  Chair  has  no  way  of  know¬ 
ing  that. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  am  referring  to  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  been  presented.  It  was 
my  understanding  that  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]  had  two 
amendments  that  he  offered  in  his  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
could  offer  only  one  amendment  at  a 
time,  the  Chair  will  state.  However,  at 
the  completion  of  the  time  agreed  upon 
to  end  debate,  the  second  amendment 
will  be  reported  and  voted  on,  but  it  may 
not  be  debated. 

The  question  is  on  the  preferential 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  NelsenI. 

The  preferential  motion  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Stratton:  On 
page  38.  line  12,  after  “therefor,”  insert  a 
new  section  to  be  numbered  “Sec.  329,”  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Section  8c (5)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  is  amended  as  follows:  (1)  by  redesig¬ 
nating  paragraphs  (D),  (E),  (P),  and  (G) 
of  Section  8c(5)  as  (E) ,  (P),  (G),  and  (H), 
respectively,  and  by  inserting  after  para¬ 
graph  (C)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“  ‘(D)  Providing  for  the  payment  by  han¬ 
dlers  (not  otherwise  subject  to  the  pricing 
provisions  of  the  order)  in  an  amount  not 
greater  than  the  difference  between  the 
minimum  prices  based  on  use  classification 
established  pursuant  to  paragraph  (A)  of 
this  subsection  and  the  price  of  milk  in  the 
lowest  use  classification,  for  any  milk  or  milk 
products  sold  by  such  handler  in  the  area 
subject  to  the  order.  Such  payments  shall 
be  made  to  the  fund  established  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (C)  of  this  subsection:  Pro-r 
vidcd,  however.  That  such  payments  shall 
not  be  required  if  a  handler  chooses,  if  so 
eligible,  to  comply  with  all  other  provisions 
of  the  order.  No  payments  shall  be  required 
hereunder  if  any  provision  of  the  order  is 
based  on  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (B)  (i) 
of  this  subsection.’ 

“(2)  Section  8c (5)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  last  paragraph  thereof  the 
following:  *:  Provided,  however,  That  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  not  pre¬ 
vent  the  making  of  payments  under  para¬ 
graph  (D)  of  this  subsection’. 
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“3.  Section  8(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“‘(20)  All  provisions  of  orders  in  effect 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
relating  to  payments  such  as  are  provided  in 
paragraph  (D)  of  subsection  (5),  are  hereby 
validated,  and  shall  have  full  force  and 
effect’.” 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  The  gentleman’s  amendment 
amends  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937.  The  legislation 
which  is  before  us  does  not  amend  that 
act  in  any  way  in  any  section.  This 
particular  amendment  amending  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937  is  not  germane  to  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  D.~es  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  care  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
This  amendment  provides  for  legalizing 
the  compensatory  payments  feature  of 
the  Milk  Marketing  Act,  which  was  in¬ 
validated  on  the  4th  of  June  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and 
which  has  jeopardized  the  incomes  of 
the  dairy  farmers  of  New  York  State. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  not  talking  to  the  point  of 
order.  He  is  speaking  about  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  am  talking  to  the 
point  of  order.  This  amendment  is  de¬ 
signed  to  fulfill  the  need  for  legislation 
which  an  official  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  indicated  in  a  printed  news 
item  which  I  read  earlier  was  desper¬ 
ately  needed.  Title  EH  contains  certain 
provisions  with  regard  to  dairying,  if 
the  provisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision  are  not  eliminated  by  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  legislation,  it  is  very  likely 
that  many  farmers  of  New  York  State 
and  other  parts  of  the  country  will  go 
out  of  business.  Therefore,  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane  to  subtitle  C  of  title 

m. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  if  I  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  purpose  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  is  to  override 
the  Supreme  Court  decision? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  That  is  correct.  It 
is  to  provide  the  legal  basis  for  the  op¬ 
eration  which  has  been  in  effect  for  the 
past  25  years  but  which  was  only  recently 
ruled  invalid  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Walter)  .  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rale. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  contains  a  matter 
which  is  in  no  wise  related  to  the  subject 
matter  of  the  several  sections  under  con¬ 
sideration.  The  point  of  order  is  there¬ 
fore  sustained. 

Mr.  CURTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  which  has  just  been  offered 
by  my  friend  and  colleague  from  New 
York  appears  to  be  the  same  amendment 
which  was  offered  and  defeated  when 
the  last  version  of  the  farm  bill  was 
before  this  committee.  Although  the 
amendment  has  been  ruled  to  be  not  ger¬ 
mane  on  a  point  of  order,  nevertheless  I 
feel  that  the  membership  of  the  commit¬ 


tee  would  be  interested  in  hearing  the 
facts  that  led  up  to  the  same. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  was  to 
permit  compensatory  payments  to  be 
made  a  part  of  milk  marketing  orders 
and  this  action  here  today  results  from 
a  Supreme  Court  decision  handed  down 
last  month.  This  amendment  sought  to 
reverse  that  decision. 

The  litigation  which  was  the  basis  of 
that  decision  originated  in  the  district 
which  I  have  the  honor  to  represent  and, 
therefore,  I  am  completely  familiar  with 
the  facts. 

For  approximately  25  years  the  han¬ 
dlers  of  milk,  much  of  which  was  pro¬ 
duced  in  my  district  and  in  other  parts  of 
nearby  Pennsylvania,  disposed  of  the 
same  in  an  area  in  New  Jersey  which 
was  in  and  around  Phillipsburg,  a  mu¬ 
nicipality  located  on  the  New  Jersey  side 
of  the  Delaware  River.  Then  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  marketing  order  was 
amended  to  increase  the  geographic  area 
that  it  encompassed  and,  in  so  doing, 
took  in  this  area  of  New  Jersey  along  the 
Delaware  River. 

Thereupon,  the  handlers  of  this  Penn¬ 
sylvania  milk,  or  milk  technically  known 
as  nonpool  milk,  were  informed  that, 
to  continue  to  dispose  of  such  milk  in 
that  area,  they  must  thereafter  pay  an 
amount  into  a  fund  for  the  benefit  of 
the  milk  producers  in  the  area  covered 
by  this  marketing  order,  or  the  producers 
of  milk  technically  known  as  pool  milk, 
the  same  to  be  known  as  compensatory 
payments.  The  amount  to  be  so  paid 
was  designated  as  a  blend  price  and, 
was  arrived  at  by  a  rather  complicated 
process  of  using  an  average  of  the  price 
of  the  different  classes  of  pool  milk. 
The  blend  price  was,  in  this  case,  fixed 
at  $2.78  per  hundredweight. 

Now  we  find  that  at  the  time  in  con¬ 
troversy,  which  was  August  1957,  the 
handlers  of  the  nonpool  milk  were 
paying  $6.40  per  hundredweight,  while 
the  handlers  of  the  pool  milk  were 
only  paying  $6.23  per  hundredweight. 
Thus  it  can  be  seen  that  to  handle 
nonpool  milk  the  handler  had  to  pay 
$6.40  per  hundredweight,  plus  the  com¬ 
pensatory  payment  of  $2.78  per  hundred¬ 
weight,  or  a  total  of  $9.18  per  hundred¬ 
weight,  while  the  handler  of  the  pool 
milk  only  paid  $6.23  per  hundredweight. 

The  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress,  in  the  legislation  it 
enacted  on  this  subject,  was  to  prevent 
an  influx  of  cheap  milk  into  an  area,  not 
to  prevent  competition.  Therefore,  this 
amendment  would  have  made  such  type 
of  compensatory  payments  permissible 
as  a  part  of  a  milk  marketing  order.  If 
ever  adopted,  it  would  certainly  be  an 
invitation  for  trade  barriers. 

(Mr.  GOODELL  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Stratton  amendment, 
even  though,  by  a  technicality,  it  has 
been  ruled  not  germane.  I  support  the 
purpose  of  that  amendment.  I  do  so  be¬ 
cause  of  the  confusion  now  surrounding 
this  entire  matter. '  Preferably  this 
should  be  explored  in  hearings  on  a  sepa¬ 
rate  bill.  Nonetheless,  as  Justice  Black 
said  in  dissent  in  the  Lehigh  Valley  case 


that  produced  the  present  problem,  and  I 
quote : 

The  net  result  of  the  Court’s  action  is  to 
leave  the  farmers  in  the  New  York-northern 
New  Jersey  pool,  and  those  in  22  other  pools 
containing  the  provisions  which  the  Court 
strikes  down  today,  completely  defenseless 
against  an  onslaught  of  outside  milk  that  is 
highly  discriminatory  because  the  outside 
milk  bears  none  of  the  burdens  of  pool  milk. 

Under  the  circumstances,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  support  the  purpose  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  in  order  to  avoid  dis¬ 
astrous  immediate  effects  from  the 
Court’s  decision.  The  amendment  might 
have  given  the  dairy  fanners  and  the 
Congress  a  respite  while  the  full  implica¬ 
tions  of  the  Lehigh  case  are  clarified. 

Whatever  the  outcome  would  have 
been  on  this  amendment,  however,  I  op¬ 
pose  this  farm  bill.  It  is  a  far,  far  bet¬ 
ter  bill  than  the  one  rejected  by  the 
House  a  few  weeks  ago,  but  it  is  still 
headed  in  the  wrong  direction.  It  lays 
the  groundwork  for  dairy  controls  next 
year.  It  runs  the  risk  of  reviving  the 
regimented  approach  of  the  original  ad¬ 
ministration  bill  when  it  gets  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  am  beginning  to  feel  that  the 
Agriculture  Committee  as  presently  con¬ 
stituted  is  incapable  of  bringing  forth  a 
farm  bill  that  will  help  the  farmer  back 
to  freedom  from  Government  burdens, 
bureaucracy,  and  subsidies.  I  shall  op¬ 
pose  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
BeermannL 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  heat  of  this  debate  and  discussion 
we  ought  not  to  forget  one  thing,  that 
all  of  the  people  in  the  United  States 
thought  that  on  June  21  we  defeated  the 
farm  bill  for  this  year.  I  also  felt  that 
was  the  case.  Every  letter  that  I  have 
written  since  June  21  on  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  whether  it  was  the  22d,  when  the 
new  bill  was  introduced,  or  later,  was 
that  a  new  bill  was  introduced.  Con¬ 
gress  understood  probably  there  would 
be  another  bill  coming  up  but  not  many 
of  our  constituents  knew  this.  I  do  not 
think  this  is  the  time  to  compromise  and 
enact  a  bill  that  has  not  had  full  hear¬ 
ings.  People  know  nothing  about  it.  I 
think  we  are  letting  the  people  of  our 
country  down  by  voting  a  farm  bill  in 
this  manner. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Mahon]. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
pennission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  sev¬ 
eral  previous  farm  bills,  I  have  sought 
to  secure  amendments  which  would  give 
feed  grain  growers  who  also  raise  cotton 
an  opportunity  to  plant  feed  grains, 
without  penalty,  on  cotton  acreage  that 
has  been  destroyed  too  late  in  the  season 
for  replanting. 

I  have  also  sought  to  secure  passage 
of  an  amendment  which  would  rectify 
the  injustice  which  the  present  legisla¬ 
tion  does  to  cotton  farmers  who  during 
1959  and/or  1960  chose  the  choice  B 
route  in  connection  with  the  cotton 
program. 
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I  wish  to  reemphasize  my  position  on 
these  important  matters.  I  shall  not 
undertake  to  offer  my  amendments  to¬ 
day  as  there  seems  to  be  no  likelihood 
of  success,  but  I  do  want  to  ask  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  to  give  further 
study  to  these  important  problems  with 
a  view  of  approving  appropriate  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Wickersham]  . 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
within  the  next  5  years,  we  may  be  pray¬ 
ing  for  food  and  fiber.  Today,  Russia 
and  China  are  crying  for  food  and  fiber. 
In  America  there  are  fewer  farmers 
every  year,  yet  our  fanners  are  getting 
a  smaller  per  capita  portion  of  the  total 
dollar  income.  In  recent  years  our  farm 
income  has  dropped  60  percent.  The 
farmer  gets  on  the  average  of  about  99 
cents  per  hour  return  for  his  labor,  as 
compared  with  the  minimum  wage  of 
$1.25.  Both  labor  and  the  farmers  are 
entitled  to  pay  for  their  toil  and  sweat 
of  their  brows.  Behind  the  Iron  Cur- 
tion,  collectivization  of  agriculture  has 
obviously  fallen  on  its  face.  In  the 
United  States  1  farmer  feeds  26  people, 
while  in  the  Soviet  Union  1  feeds  only  6. 
We  must  seek  to  keep  farmers  on  the 
farms. 

In  these  days  of  bountiful  harvests 
we  must  never  forget  the  Biblical  days 
when  there  were  7  years  of  plenty — 
which  were  followed  by  7  years  of 
drought  and  pestilence.  The  Lord  has 
been  good  to  us.  The  farm  surplus  may 
someday  be  a  blessing. 

In  the  argument  today,  some  have 
overlooked  the  excellent  work  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
the  Rural  Electric  Administration,  as 
well  as  FFA,  FHA,  and  4-H  club  work. 

Today  there  is  an  average  of  only  3 
inches  of  topsoil  remaining  in  this  world. 
Let  us  preserve  it.  Let  us  not  forget  that 
the  population  is  increasing  throughout 
the  world.  With  the  growing  needs  of 
mankind  and  the  ever-increasing  knowl¬ 
edge  of  farm  technology  the  surplus 
problem  has  actually  become  the  great 
paradox  of  our  times. 

Let  us  never  forget  that  cold  wars  and 
hot  wars  are  won  with  food  and  fiber. 
The  great  productivity  of  the  American 
farmer  is  the  greatest  barrier  that  faces 
the  Communist  system.  I  predict  that 
our  ability  to  produce  such  plenty  will 
be  the  primary  means  by  which  we  win 
the  economic  war  with  international 
communism. 

When  farmers  receive  reasonable 
prices  for  their  products,  they  purchase 
implements,  build  homes,  and  share  in 
the  material  blessings  of  our  society.  In 
the  Sixth  District  of  Oklahoma,  farmers 
are  our  greatest  consumers.  Business 
prospers  when  it  produces  and  sells  to 
the  farmer.  Workers  in  the  towns  and 
cities  purchase  farm  products  and  other 
consumer  items  from  the  businessmen. 

In  view  of  our  abundance,  we  must 
find  the  means  to  trade  from  our  stock¬ 
piles  with  the  peace-loving  nations  of 
the  world.  This  administration  has 
moved  more  directly,  with  greater  speed. 


and  with  less  hesitation  and  waste  than 
its  predecessor. 

Many  of  our  farm  problems  could  be 
solved  if  we  would  maintain  only  a  1- 
year  supply  of  food  and  fiber  in  the 
elevators  and  warehouses  as  insurance 
against  drought,  floods,  famine,  pesti¬ 
lence  and  war.  As  each  new  crop  is 
harvested,  the  old  one  could  be  gradu¬ 
ally  eased  into  trade  or  into  our  food- 
for-peace  program.  The  1-year  sup¬ 
ply  would  be  held  for  emergencies  and 
would  never  be  offered  for  sale  or  trade 
in  the  world  market. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass!. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bass  of  Tennes¬ 
see:  On  page  32,  after  line  6,  insert  the 
following : 

“Sec.  335.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  effective  with  the  1964  crop  of 
wheat  by  striking  therefrom  the  following: 

“  'The  national  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  for  any  year  shall  be  not  less  than 
55  million  acres’.” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  will  not  take  very  much  time.  I 
have  already  had  my  teeth  kicked  in 
twice.  First  I  had  my  teeth  kicked  in 
because  the  House  approved  the  1958 
Feed  Grains  Act.  Then,  I  even  lost  to 
Billie  Sol  Estes.  So  I  am  sure  now  I  am 
going  to  lose  this  one  so  I  will  just  let 
you  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr. 
BattinL 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  only  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  a  question,  if  I  may.  In 
this  extension  of  this  act,  particularly 
dealing  with  the  barley  section  of  the 
feed  grains,  there  is  a  provision  here  I 
note  as  it  was  in  the  original  bill  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  exemption  of  the  malting 
variety  of  barley.  Has  the  gentleman 
had  any  indication  from  the  Department 
as  to  whether  they  intend  to  make  any 
change  in  the  existing  provisions? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  As  to  the  malting  vari¬ 
eties  that  have  now  been  designated,  I 
have  received  no  such  indication  and  I 
do  not  have  any  information  on  the 
subject.  I  assume  that  the  varieties  will 
not  hereafter  be  changed. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Becker]  . 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  debate  here  today  is  very  indicative 
of  what  has  taken  place  each  time  a 
farm  bill  has  been  before  us,  a  great 
number  of  amendments  offered  espe¬ 
cially.  The  same  thing  took  place  a 
couple  of  weeks  ago.  The  same  thing 
has  taken  place  every  one  of  the  10  years 
I  have  been  in  this  House.  It  simply 
proves  one  thing,  that  this  type  of  legis¬ 
lation  'which  tries  to  subsidize  one  seg¬ 


ment  of  the  population  by  a  theoretical 
principle  and  on  a  synthetic  basis  is 
unworkable;  and  every  single  year  the 
promise  has  been  made  that  next  year 
the  cost  would  be  less,  yet  we  see  the 
program  grow  and  become  more  unwork¬ 
able. 

Just  as  I  have  voted  against  it  in  past 
years  to  save  money,  just  as  I  voted 
against  the  farm  bill  we  had  before  us 
some  3  weeks  ago,  I  must  vote  today  to 
protect  both  the  farm  and  the  city  popu¬ 
lation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  is 
recognized. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  al¬ 
though  the  farm  bill  makes  no  change 
in  section  303  of  Public  Law  480  which 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
exchange  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  strategic  or  other  materials  of 
permanent  value  to  the  United  States, 
I  want  to  point  out  that  the  Congress 
has,  time  after  time,  reiterated  its  inten¬ 
tion  that  this  method  should  have  a  pri¬ 
ority  position  in  our  export  program. 
The  Secretary  has  all  of  the  authority 
needed  to  carry  out  this  statutory  obli¬ 
gation  imposed  upon  him  with  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  Public  Law  480  in  1954,  and  con¬ 
tinued  by  each  Congress  thereafter,  and 
in  each  law  that  we  have  passed  relating 
to  the  agricultural  surplus  disposal  pro¬ 
gram. 

Members  of  Congress  are  aware  of  the 
review  now  being  undertaken  by  the 
Symington  committee  of  the  Senate  and 
the  possible  reduction  of  the  Nation’s 
strategic  stockpile.  This  may  have 
caused  some  confusion  as  to  the  basic 
purpose  of  the  Nation’s  stockpiling  pro¬ 
gram,  and  some  Members  may  not  have 
taken  the  time  to  familiarize  themselves 
with  the  laws  enacted  by  the  Congress  on 
this  subject.  Briefly,  therefore,  I  should 
like  to  point  out  that  the  so-called  stra¬ 
tegic  or  national  stockpile  was  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  authority  of  the  Stra¬ 
tegic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling 
Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  acquire  and  stock¬ 
pile  materials  that  will  be  needed  by  this 
country  in  the  event  of  war.  Require¬ 
ments  of  that  stockpile  have  been 
changed  from  time  to  time  as  our  mili¬ 
tary  strategists  have  modified  and  mod¬ 
ernized  their  conception  of  the  type  of 
war  in  which  the  United  States  might 
be  forced  to  engage. 

The  supplemental  stockpile,  on  the 
other  hand,  was  established  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1956  to  hold  for  future  use 
of  the  United  States  materials  of  per¬ 
manent  value  which  are  acquired  as  di¬ 
rected  by  section  303  of  Public  Law  480 
in  connection  with  the  surplus  disposal 
program  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
The  basic  purpose  of  this  program,  as  the 
intent  of  Congress  clearly  shows,  is  that 
the  Secretary  obtain  something  of  ma¬ 
terial  value  to  the  United  States  in  ex¬ 
change  for  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  which  deteriorate  and  are 
costly  to  store  and  which  cannot  be  sold 
abroad  for  hard  dollars.  This  protects 
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the  investment  of  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  by  taking  in  nonperishable 
material  resources  in  exchange  for 
rapidly  deteriorating  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  which  we  have  acquired  under  our 
agricultural  price  support  program  that 
cannot  be  readily  sold  for  dollars. 

Both  Houses  of  Congress,  in  accepting 
the  conference  report  on  last  year’s  farm 
bill,  specifically  approved  as  the  intent 
of  Congress  of  the  United  States  the 
statement  of  policy  which  appears  on 
page  13363  of  the  Congressional  Record 
of  August  2,  1961.  This  policy  state¬ 
ment  makes  it  clear  that  we  have  never 
hesitated  to  make  available  all  of  the 
assets  of  CCC  which  the  executive 
branch  has  requested  for  use  in  effecting 
our  international  policy.  At  the  same 
time,  we  made  it  abundantly  clear  that 
we  did  not  wish  the  executive  branch 
to  overlook  the  direct  benefits  to  the 
American  people,  and  particularly  to 
the  American  taxpayer,  in  favor  of  the 
indirect  benefits  which  might  flow  from 
the  use  of  our  food  supplies  in  the  inter¬ 
national  field.  Particularly,  we  pointed 
out  the  basic  objectives  of  the  Public  Law 
480  program  to  develop  possible  future 
commercial  markets  for  American  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  We  also  said 
that  it  should  “consistently  be  borne  in 
mind  the  policy  that  disposal  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses  should  always  be  made 
in  a  manner  which  will  give  the  greatest 
practicable  return  to  the  United  States.” 

In  accepting  the  conference  report  last 
year  we  expressed  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  following  order  of  priori¬ 
ties  should  govern  our  sales  and  other 
disposal  of  agricultural  commodities: 
Pirst,  sales  for  cash  dollars;  second,  sales 
for  short-term  dollar  credit;  third,  bar¬ 
ter  for  strategic  and  other  material; 
fourth,  sales  on  long-term  dollar  credit 
under  title  IV;  fifth,  sales  for  foreign 
currency;  and,  sixth,  donations. 

I  point  out  to  the  executive  branch 
that  Congress  on  two  occasions  this 
month  has  reiterated  the  importance  of 
fully  utilizing  our  agricultural  surpluses 
in  such  a  way  to  obtain  something  of 
hard  value  to  the  United  States  in  return. 
Pirst,  in  passing  the  Sugar  Act  of  1962, 
and,  second,  in  passing  the  honey  bee 
amendment  to  that  act.  Specifically,  the 
Congress  stated  that  it  intended  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  give  special  con¬ 
sideration  to  foreign  countries  desiring 
to  sell  sugar  in  the  United  States  which 
would  agree  to  purchase  our  agricultural 
commodities  in  addition  to  their  com¬ 
mercial  transactions.  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  apparently  the  President  also  ap¬ 
proves  of  this  principle. 

Therefore,  although  we  have  not  in 
this  1962  farm  bill  found  it  necessary  to 
amend  section  303  of  Public  Law  480, 
there  should  be  no  misunderstanding  as 
to  the  intent  of  this  Congress  which  is 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  make 
full  use  of  the  disposal  facilities  avail¬ 
able  to  him  under  this  section  of  the  act 
and  utilize  good  business  sense  in  ex¬ 
changing  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable  our  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  something  of  hard  value 
where  we  are  not  able  to  dispose  of  these 
commodities  on  a  reasonable  basis  for 
dollars. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  might  well  explore  fully  the  pos¬ 
sibilities  of  utilizing  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  to  pay  for  many  of  their  ac¬ 
quisitions  abroad  in  order  to  reduce  the 
outflow  of  dollars  from  the  United  States 
and  improve  the  U.S.  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments.  It  is  more  important  now  per¬ 
haps  than  any  time  in  our  history  for 
us  to  seek  every  avenue  to  reduce  the 
outflow  of  gold  from  the  United  States 
and  to  provide  in  connection  with  our 
surplus  disposal  program  the  greatest 
return  to  the  taxpayer. 

The  Congress  expects  and  intends  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  follow  the 
guidelines  and  priorities  established  in 
last  year’s  “statement  of  policy”  as 
identified  herein,  in  operating  our  sur¬ 
plus  disposal  programs  and  we  expect 
him  to  conscientiously  exhaust  every 
effort  to  obtain  something  of  hard  value 
for  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States. 

Whether  we  have  an  immediate  need 
for  the  materials  so  acquired  now  or 
whether  they  will  be  needed  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  for  the  economic  survival  of  the 
United  States  is  of  only  passing  interest. 
When  we  are  obtaining  basic  raw  mate¬ 
rials  which  do  not  deteriorate  far  for 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  which 
cannot  be  sold  abroad  on  a  reasonable 
basis  for  dollars  we  are  taking  action  of 
permenent  value  to  the  Nation.  This  is 
the  overriding  consideration  and  Con¬ 
gress  expects  and  intends  that  the  vari¬ 
ous  agencies  of  the  Government,  partic¬ 
ularly  the  Department  of  State  and  the 
Department  of  Defense,  carry  out  the 
directive  of  Congress  and  cooperate  fully 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in 
carrying  out  a  reasonable  program  as 
they  are  specifically  directed  to  do  under 
section  303  of  Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  I  have  expressed 
the  clear  intent  of  this  Congress  and 
there  should  be  no  further  misunder¬ 
standing  on  the  subject  of  the  priority 
which  Congress  has  established  and 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
should  follow  in  disposing  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses.  The  word  “priority” 
should  be  given  its  normal  meaning 
which  is  “order  of  preference”  and  un¬ 
less  given  this  normal  meaning  in  operat¬ 
ing  the  disposal  program,  the  executive 
branch  will  not  be  consistent  with  this 
expressed  intent  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  some  of 
those  who  have  preceded  me  in  this  de¬ 
bate  have  insisted  that  H.R.  12391  is  a 
simple  extension  of  a  temporary  law  and 
that  may  well  be  so.  However,  I  can  re¬ 
port  that  there  was  not  a  little  bicker¬ 
ing  within  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
before  the  bill  was  reported  and  even 
then  not  without  some  veiled  threats  of 
amendments  to  be  undertaken  on  the 
floor.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
your  committee  has  been  occupied  for 
over  4  months  in  working  over  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  farm  recommendations 
and  I  am  sure  that  we  will  all  be  greatly 
relieved  just  to  be  rid  of  it.  Looking 
back,  it  occurs  to  me  that  our  situation 
has  been  akin  to  that  of  the  farmer  who, 
when  asked  what  time  he  got  up  to  go 
to  work,  replied  indignantly,  “I  don’t  get 
up  and  go  to  work,  I  wake  up  right  in 
the  middle  of  it.” 


July  19 

Taking  H.R.  12391,  title  by  title,  we 
find  that  under  title  I,  relating  to  con-  ' 
servation,  as  it  appeared  in  the  recently 
rejected  omnibus  farm  bill,  the  reference 
to  the  development  of  recreational  areas 
has  been  deleted,  to  the  sorrow  of  the 
social  planners  who  bleed  and  die  for  the 
hard-working  city  dweller  who  must  be 
afforded  greater  recreational  opportun¬ 
ities  after  his  arduous  40  hours  of  labor. 

Or  is  it  25?  ■  / 

1  Basic  to  the  ill-fated  H.R.  11222  was 
the  philosophy  of  nationwide  market¬ 
ing  orders  and  the  vote  in  the  House 
rejecting  the  administration’s  insistence 
on  such  authority  was  the  reflection  of 
adamant  grower  resistance  to  such  regi¬ 
mentation.  A  further  reflection  of  the 
attitude  of  farmers  toward  nationwide 
marketing  orders  was  had  in  their  recent 
rejection  of  the  turkey  order  and  re¬ 
sponding  to  this  clearly  voiced  aversion 
4he  House  committee  has  omitted  a  sim¬ 
ilar  potato  order  from  the  measure  now 
before  us. 

In  passing,  it  should  be  noted  that 
tobacco,  cotton,  rice,  and  peanuts  have 
not  been  under  consideration  during  this 
year’s  agricultural  fiasco  and  it  can  only  i 
be  assumed  that  the  growers  of  those  " 
commodities  have  become  so  acclimated 
to  the  restraints  placed  upon  them  that 
they  are  no  longer  interested  in  pro¬ 
ducing  for  the  market  and  it  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  free  enterprise  to  such  produc¬ 
ers  has  become  as  unfamiliar  as  the  wide- 
open  spaces  are  to  a  caged  canary.  I 
would  like,  however,  to  invite  the  tobacco 
growers  from  the  controlled  areas  to  pay 
a  visit  to  Lancaster  County,  Pa.,  where 
we  produce  more  tobacco  than  any  other 
county  in  the  Nation,  make  a  little 
money  at  it,  and  do  it  without  any  sub¬ 
sidies  or  controls  of  any  kind.  And  to 
emphasize  that  our  growers  like  it  that  . 
way,  when  a  referendum  on  quotas  for 
type  41  tobacco  was  held  a  few  months 
back  they  voted  them  down  by  a  ratio 
of  6  to  1. ' 

With  the  elimination  of  the  four  basics 
heretofore  referred  to  we  are  left  with 
only  corn  and  wheat  as  the  remaining  . 
contenders  for  Uncle  Sam’s  favors  and  I 
with  a  little  tinkering  here  and  there  the  " 
bill  we  are  now  debating  would  pretty 
much  seem  to  continue  the  existing  tem¬ 
porary  legislation  for  1  more  year.  Dur¬ 
ing  our  discussion  of  H.R.  12391  in  com¬ 
mittee,  however,  it  became  evident  that 
the  target  of  those  who  took  the  defeat  of 
the  Kennedy-Preeman  bill  so  hard  is  ac¬ 
tually  the  1958  law  and  in  that  attempt 
they  have  been  trying  to  make  it  appear 
that  our  tremendous  buildup  in  corn  took 
place  since  the  act  was  put  on  the  books. 
Actually,  a  bare  24  percent  of  our  pres¬ 
ent  corn  inventory  can  be  charged  to  the 
1958  legislation  and  it  is  the  opinion  of 
many  informed  people  that  that  much- 
maligned  statute  might  not  be  too  bad 
if  it  were  only  given  a  chance  to  work. 

Be  all  that  as  it  may,  it  is  glaringly 
apparent  that  corn  was  in  no  serious 
trouble  so  long  as  we  allowed  the  farmer 
to  feed  it  to  his  hogs  for  the  market. 
But  the  very  moment  that  we  increased 
the  support  price — without  any  really 
effective  controls — thereby  making  it 
profitable  to  produce  corn  commercially, 
then  it  was  that  we  started  accumulat¬ 
ing  a  corn  carryover  that  at  the  end  of 

- 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


13233 


last  year  stood  at  around  2  billion 
bushels. 

Wheat,  the  other  culprit,  will,  in  my 
not  too  well  informed  opinion,  always 
be  in  trouble  so  long  as  we  unrealisti¬ 
cally  keep  our  production  tied  to  a  55- 
million-acre  base  at  a  support  incentive 
that  can  only  result  in  our  raising  more 
than  we  can  possibly  use,  even  with  all 
of  the  outlets  that  may  be  developed 
through  Public  Law  480  and  other  give¬ 
away  devices.  Particularly  irksome  to 
the  farmers  of  my  area  is  the  refusal  to 
recognize  that  Soft  Winter  wheat,  such 
as  we  produce,  is  not  in  oversupply.  For 
instance,  we  have  long  recognized  that 
Durum  wheat  requires  special  treatment 
and  as  a  result  it  is  treated  under  spe¬ 
cial  legislative  provisions.  But  Soft  Win¬ 
ter  wheat,  from  which  pastry  flour  is 
produced,  is  lumped  together  with  the 
hard  varieties  and,  protesting  bitterly, 
our  producers  wind  up  under  a  system  in 
which  they  are  punished  for  sins  they 
did  not  commit.  And,  of  course,  our 
eastern  fanners  will  always  resent  and 
resist  the  imposition  of  any  limitation 
on  that  grain  which  is  consumed  as  live¬ 
stock  feed  on  the  farm  where  it  was 
produced. 

The  dairy  section  has  no  real  place  in 
this  bill  except  as  a  possible  device  to 
be  traded  off  when  a  conference  is 
reached  with  the  other  body.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  does  embody  a  subtle 
threat,  since  voluntary  participation  un¬ 
der  this  section  would  require  quotas, 
which  would  then  be  available  should  the 
administration — by  hook  or  by  crook — 
be  able  to  revive  its  ill-famed  and  ill- 
fated  supply  management  proposal. 

Summing  up,  it  is  my  studied  convic¬ 
tion  that  H.R.  12391  can  only  serve  to 
compound  a  costly  surplus  problem,  and 
I  feel  quite  strongly  that  our  best  move 
would  be  to  revert  to  legislation  already 
on  the  books  and  then  with  some  sensi¬ 
ble  modifications  lessen  the  incentive  to 
overproduce.  In  a  recent  nationwide 
magazine  poll  the  farmers  of  the  North¬ 
eastern  States  indicated  that  they  would 
be  quite  happy  with  the  complete  elimi¬ 
nation  of  both  supports  and  controls, 
and,  while  I  feel  that  a  transformation 
from,  a  managed  to  a  free  economy  can¬ 
not  be  effected  overnight  without  some 
unpleasant  results,  I  continue  to  believe 
that  we  should  keep  that  objective  as  our 
final  goal.  In  the  meantime,  perhaps  it 
would  be  a  good  idea  to  consider  my 
cropland  retirement  bill,  H.R.  10165,  with 
compensation  for  the  acres  thus  set 
aside  to  be  taken  out  of  the  enormous 
surpluses  in  Government  hands  in  the 
form  of  payments  in  kind. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  this 
so-called  watered  down  version  of  the 
administration’s  1962  farm  bill.  We  are 
now  being  asked  to  give  our  approval  to 
the  extension  of  emergency  feed  grain 
and  wheat  programs  for  another  year — 
an  extension  on  which  the  administra¬ 
tion  itself  earlier  this  year  turned  its 
back. 

.  When  the  admittedly  more  drastic 
Kennedy-Freeman  farm  bill  was  given 
to  us  for  consideration,  we  were  told 
that  extension  of  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  costly.  The  chairman 


of  the  Agriculture  Committee  in  the 
other  body  said  that  extension  of  the 
wheat  program  would  cost  taxpayers 
$3.30  for  every  bushel  of  reduction  of 
the  crop. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  told  us 
in  a  memorandum  of  June  8  to  all  Mem¬ 
bers,  while  he  was  still  hoping  for  pas¬ 
sage  of  his  farm  omnibus  bill,  that  the 
cost  of  extending  the  emergency  wheat 
and  feed  grain  programs  for  1963  would 
by  $2,400  million. 

Now  they  are  asking  us  to  forget  what 
they  said  then  and  go  ahead  with  the 
extension. 

The  supply -management  concept  of 
the  original  farm  bill  was  completely  re¬ 
pugnant  to  the  farmers  of  Pennsylvania. 
If  it  had  been  allowed  to  pass,  all  who 
raise  feed  grain  would  have  been  regu¬ 
lated,  despite  the  fact  that  most  of  such 
grains  grown  in  Pennsylvania  is  kept  on 
the  farm  for  the  feeding  of  livestock 
and  never  reaches  the  market.  The 
smaller  producers  would  have  been  ex¬ 
empt  from  acreage  reduction  but  would 
not  have  been  permitted  to  raise  their 
acreage  above  1959-60  production  no 
matter  how  small  they  were. 

Proponents  of  the  original  farm  bill, 
including  the  senior  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  contended  that  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry,  which  is  the  principal  farm  ac¬ 
tivity  in  our  Sate,  would  not  have  been 
affected.  It  is  difficult  to  understand 
how  the  dairy  farmer,  who  depends  so 
much  on  the  production  of  feed  grains, 
would  not  have  been  affected  by  a  farm 
bill  which  proposed  to  regulate  their 
production  of  such  grains. 

This  brings  us  to  the  bill  now  under 
consideration.  It  includes  a  dairy  sec¬ 
tion  which  may  well  lead  to  permanent 
supply  management  and  compulsory 
milk  quotas  for  all  dairy  farmers.  Such 
quotas,  in  fact,  are  specifically  provided 
for  the  first  year  on  a  voluntary  basis. 
Some  farmers  would  be  paid  to  reduce 
their  production,  but  others  could  offset 
this  by  increasing  their  output. 

Under  such  an  arrangement  as  this, 
the  dairy  program  certainly  would  oper¬ 
ate  most  ineffectively  and  the  resulting 
confusion  would  prove  costly  to  both 
the  producers  and  consumers  of  dairy 
products.  The  natural  outgrowth  of 
such  disorder,  without  doubt,  would  be 
pressure  on  the  Congress  next  year  from 
the  administration  for  the  enactment 
of  a  compulsory  milk  quota  program. 

In  opposing  this  bill,  I  stand  with  the 
people  of  Pennsylvania  who  produce 
milk  and  the  people  of  Pennsylvania 
who  consume  it.  It  is  not  at  all  para¬ 
doxical  that  I  also  stand  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  who  told  us  all  in 
his  memorandum  of  June  8  of  this  year 
that  the  extension  program  now  pro¬ 
posed  would  be  costly.  He  said  further 
that  “the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of 
the  House  wisely  rejected  efforts  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  existing  emergency  programs 
in  1963.” 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  morning  I  received  a  statement 
from  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  which  indicated  their  position 
on  H.R.  12391  which  is  before  us  for 
consideration  today. 


I  should  like  to  say  that  I  am  one 
who  believes  that  this  legislation  should 
never  have  been  adopted  originally. 

As  will  be  revealed  later  in  the  state¬ 
ment  that  I  will  file  herewith,  this  leg¬ 
islation  did  not  solve  the  problem  of  sur¬ 
pluses  in  agriculture. 

The  sponsors  of  this  legislation  were 
warned  of  this,  when  it  was  originally 
under  consideration,  by  many  farm  lead¬ 
ers  in  the  Midwest  including  leaders  of 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

It  is  true,  of  course,  that  the  House 
decided,  in  their  wisdom,  to  vote  down 
a  poorly  thought  out  agriculture  bill  re¬ 
cently  and  that  this  fact  did  necessitate 
a  reconsideration  of  the  problem. 

It  is  clear  now  that  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
are  not  interested  in  listening  to  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  those  people  who  have  given 
thorough  study  and  serious  thought  to 
the  problem  and  after  thorough  consid¬ 
eration  of  all  of  the  factors  have  come 
up  with  a  conservation  reserve  program 
or  land  adjustment  act  which  has  been 
only  casually  considered,  if  at  all,  when 
they  were  considering  the  legislation 
that  was  defeated  earlier. 

I  hesitate,  therefore,  to  give  very 
much  encouragement  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  legislation  before  us  now. 
It  is  impossible  for  me,  at  this  point, 
to  go  into  every  detail  and  aspect  of  this 
matter  but  very  much  of  what  I  would 
like  to  say  and  my  reasons  for  indeci¬ 
sion,  if  not  opposition,  to  H.R.  12391 
are  reflected  in  a  statement  from  the 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  I  include 
it  in  the  Record  at  this  point: 

The  latest  version  of  the  farm  bill,  H.R. 
12391,  wiU  shortly  be  before  the  House  for 
consideration. 

Farm  Bureau  opposes  passage  of  this  latest 
version  of  the  farm  bill  for  several  reasons. 
Briefly,  our  most  important  reasons  are: 

1.  The  bill  would  extend  the  “emergency” 
feed  grain  and  wheat  programs  another  year. 
Earlier  this  year  the  administration  aban¬ 
doned  this  approach  to  solving  the  surplus 
problem  for  feed  grains  and  wheat  and  sug¬ 
gested  an  alternative  which  has  been  rejected 
by  the  House.  Apparently  the  “emergency” 
programs  were  abandoned  because  they  were 
considered  to  be  too  costly  and  ineffective. 

Senator  Ellendeb  recetly  told  the  Senate 
that  extension  of  the  1962  “emergency” 
wheat  program  would  cost  taxpayers  $3.30  a 
bushel  for  each  bushel  of  reduction  achieved. 
Secretary  Freeman,  in  a  letter  dated  June  8 
addressed  to  each  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  estimated  the  cost  of  ex¬ 
tending  the  “emergency”  wheat  and  feed 
grain  programs  for  1963  would  be  $2,400 
million. 

2.  The  bill  includes  a  dairy  section  which 
could  well  be  the  beginning  of  supply  man¬ 
agement  and  compulsory  milk  quotas  for  all 
dairy  farmers.  The  proposed  program,  al¬ 
though  voluntary  for  the  first  year,  would 
establish  quotas  for  all  dairy  farmers.  While 
some  farmers  would  be  paid  to  reduce  their 
production,  other  farmers  could  expand  their 
output  as  an  offset.  Thus,  the  program 
would  be  so  costly  and  ineffective  that  it 
most  surely  would  be  followed  by  efforts  to 
enact  a  compulsory  milk  quota  program  next 
year. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  provisions  listed 
above,  there  also  is  a  section  which  modifies 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958  as  it  relates  to 
the  support  prices  of  corn  and  other  feed 
grains  by  (1)  deleting  the  65  percent  of 
parity  floor  for  corn  supports,  and  (2)  pro¬ 
viding  price  supports  on  corn  at  80  percen 
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of  the  previous  3-year  average  market  price 
instead  of  90  percent  commencing  in  1964. 
We  oppose  this  amendment  because  it  would 
make  the  transition  from  the  present  costly 
and  ineffective  programs  to  a  free  and  pros¬ 
perous  agriculture  more  difficult. 

Rather  than  have  this  kind  of  a  bill  be¬ 
come  law,  we  strongly  urge  that  no  new 
farm  legislation  be  passed  this  session.  The 
act  of  1958  would  then  go  into  effect  for 
com  and  other  feed  grains  in  1963.  If  given 
opportunity  to  work,  this  program  would  be 
preferable  to  the  costly  and  ineffective 
“emergency”  feed  grain  program. 

If  no  legislation  is  enacted  and  wheat  sup¬ 
port  prices  are  allowed  to  remain  at  the 
minimum  permitted  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (and  already  announced  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the  1963  crop) , 
there  will  be  a  reduction  in  export  costs  on 
the  order  of  $128  million  in  addition  to 
an  estimated  saving  of  $345  million  from 
the  termination  of  land  retirement  pay¬ 
ments. 

The  dairy  situation  was  improving  until 
price  supports  were  raised  and  proposals  for 
milk  quotas  caused  many  producers  to  ex¬ 
pand  production  for  base-building  purposes. 
Dairy  price  supports  were  reduced  begin¬ 
ning  April  1  this  year.  It  would  be  far  bet¬ 
ter  to  permit  the  program  to  operate  with¬ 
out  further  tinkering  with  the  support  level 
than  to  adopt  an  unworkable  program  which 
moves  in  the  direction  of  compulsory  milk 
quotas. 

Under  present  conditions  the  most  con¬ 
structive  action  that  can  be  taken  is  for  the 
House  to  reject  H.R.  12391. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  vote  for  this  bill, 
it  will  be  with  the  understanding  that 
the  House  conference  committee,  if  any, 
will  stand  firm  against  any  version  of 
the  agriculture  control  bill  recently  de¬ 
feated  by  the  House,  and  that  if  it  is 
passed  and  signed  by  the  President,  that 
the  committee  will  give  consideration 
early  next  year  to  some  more  adequate 
legislation  that  is  based  on  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  a  bill  that  would  en¬ 
vision  an  adequate  conservation  reserve 
program,  make  possible  more  research 
to  find  more  uses  and  more  markets  for 
farm  products,  and  provide  for  a  plan 
that  will  take  productive  land  out  of 
production  either  through  purchase  or 
rentals,  and  also  give  consideration  to  a 
program  which  would  put  large  areas 
of  land  into  new  forest  lands  and/or 
recreation  areas. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  with  re¬ 
gard  to  H.R.  12391,  the  latest  general 
agricultural  bill,  I  think  many  Members 
are  in  doubt. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  was  expiring  on 
June  30  and  11th  hour  legislation  was 
brought  to  the  House,  some  of  us  got 
stampeded.  We  were  told  it  was  a  choice 
of  passing  that  bill  or  chaos.  Ever  since 
the  sugar  bill  was  passed  I  have  been 
apologizing  to  myself.  It  was  the  worst 
vote  I  ever  made  in  this  House  and  I 
blame  it  on  the  rush  way  this  legislation 
was  scheduled. 

In  the  case  of  new  farm  legislation 
following  the  rejection  recently  of  the 
administration's  proposal  of  compulsory 
control  over  grain  production,  I  do  not 
plan  to  fall  for  any  pleas  that  it  is 
necessary  to  pass  this  1-year  emer¬ 
gency  program.  This  time,  if  no  new 
measure  is  enacted,  there  will  not.  be 
chaos.  The  act  of  1958  would  then  go 
into  effect  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
in  1963. 


The  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  therefore 
is  to  decide  how  this  latest  emergency 
version  of  an  agricultural  program  would 
compare  with  the  situation  under  the 
1958  law  and  if  no  new  law  is  passed. 

One  strong  argument  against  passage 
of  a  new  farm  bill  is  that  this  procedure 
would  open  the  door  for  the  Senate  to 
amend  it  and  in  conference  we  would 
get  back  the  same  supply-management 
proposal  with  coercive  controls  which 
the  House  recently  rejected.  I  recog¬ 
nize  this  danger  and  that  under 
terrific  pressure  some  House  Members 
might  change  their  position  under  some 
plausible  excuse. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  prefer  to  decide 
my  position  on  a  comparison  of  the 
merits  or  lesser  of  two  evils  between  the 
bill  before  the  House  today  and  no  bill 
at  all. 

For  example,  the  extended  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs  as  contained  in  this 
bill  have  been  estimated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  cost  $2.4  billion. 
What  is  more  under  that  program  which 
would  be  extended,  I  am  told  the  average 
net  income  of  farmers  in  my  State  of 
Washington  was  down  11  percent  last 
year  over  the  year  before.  I  am  told,  too, 
by  the  Washington  State  Farm  Bureau 
that  wheat  farmers  in  my  State  are  be¬ 
coming  increasingly  concerned  about  in¬ 
efficiencies  imposed  on  them  operations 
as  a  result  of  reduced  quotas  under  this 
program.  The  bureau  has  pointed  out 
that  the  control  of  feed  grains  under  the 
program  has  had  a  detrimental  effect  on 
my  State’s  livestock  and  poultry  industry. 
I  am  told  the  dumping  authority  under 
the  corn  program  has  penalized  three 
out  of  five  producers  who  chose  not  to 
sign  up  with  the  Government. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  if  this  bill 
is  defeated  and  no  new  legislation  is  en¬ 
acted?  If  the  present  program  expires 
and  no  new  farm  legislation  is  enacted 
by  Congress,  I  am  satisfied  consum¬ 
ers  and  taxpayers  will  save  almost  $1.3 
billion  in  direct  payments  to  farmers  and 
added  administrative  expenses. 

Also  additional  savings  would  be  real¬ 
ized  by  the  discontinuance  of  the  policy 
of  selling  grain  at  market  prices  by  the 
Government  to  finance  land  retirement 
payments  and  then  replacement  of  the 
grain  with  new  grain  taken  over  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  at  high 
support  prices. 

This  is  complicated  legislation,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  do  not  pretend  to  un¬ 
derstand  all  provisions ;  but  as  previously 
expressed  by  me,  I  oppose  giving  the 
Government  complete  power  over  our 
farmers.  The  milk  or  dairy  section  of 
this  new  bill,  as  I  understand,  could  well 
result  in  compulsory  milk  quotas  on  all 
dairy  farmers.  I  am  informed  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  says  this  and 
that  the  plan  would  be  costly  and  inef¬ 
fective. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  vote  against 
this  bill.  I  think  no  new  law  would  be 
preferable  and  the  lesser  of  two  evils. 
Certainly,  the  time  is  coming  when  the 
Government  must  allow  the  farmers  of 
this  country  to  manage  their  own  affairs. 
The  $7  billion  cost  of  Government  inter¬ 
vention  and  subsidies  must  end.  Mi*. 
Benson  was  right.  We  must  eliminate 
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the  acerage  and  price  controls  by  degrees 
over  an  extended  period. 

Meanwhile  H.R.  12391  should  be  re- 
jccted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  title  IV. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

TITLE  IV - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  section  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and 
the  following:  “including,  subject  to  all  the 
provisions  of  section  302,  recreational  uses 
and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(a)  after 
the  words  “soil  conservation  practices”  the 
words  “shifts  in  land  use  including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  recreational  facilities”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)(1) 
the  figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the 
words  “and  conservation”  the  words  “includ¬ 
ing  recreational  uses  and  facilities”. 

Sec.  402.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is 
declared  unconstitutional,  or  the  applicabil¬ 
ity  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is 
held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to 
other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
seeking  recognition.  I  wish  to  see  if  we 
can  reach  an  accommodation  as  to  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  did  not 
see  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
before  he  had  recognized  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  consent  request? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Let  me  pro¬ 
ceed  for  2  or  3  minutes,  and  then  I  think 
I  probably  shall. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  will  proceed. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  recent  attempt  was  made  to  find 
out  on  behalf  of  the  taxpayers  and  con¬ 
sumers,  whom  I  primarily  represent,  as 
to  just  what  the  cost  estimates  are  on 
this  bill  that  we  have  before  us,  H.R. 
12391,  and  what  the  cost  estimates  of  the 
farm  program  are  if  no  bill  were  passed. 
Th  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel] 
asked  a  question  of  the  Chairman  about 
the  cost  estimates  and  was  referred  to 
the  committee  report  on  H.R.  10010.  I 
have  looked  at  the  entire  hearings  the 
committee  held  on  this  bill.  The  only 
data  at  all  apparently  is  something  that 
was  placed  in  the  record  on  which  the 
committee  did  not  even  see  fit  to  interro¬ 
gate  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  It  ap¬ 
pears  at  pages  129  and  130  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  The  estimates  were  that  there 
would  be  about  a  $500  million  saving,  on 
the  particular  bill  that  was  before  the 
committee,  which  was  H.R.  10010.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  debate  on  H.R.  10010  and  after 
the  many  amendments  to  it  the  House 
at  no  time  was  given  any  estimate  what¬ 
soever  as  to  what  the  costs  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  farm  bill,  as  amended  or  other¬ 
wise,  would  be  in  respect  to  what  the 
cost  of  no  farm  legislation  would  be. 
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The  questions  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  are  these : 

Were  the  cost  estimates  of  this  bill 
now  before  us  over  the  present  farm 
program  made?  Was  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  requested  to  make  such  cost 
estimates  on  this  bill  and  if  so,  what  are 
the  estimates? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  information  given 
to  us  indicated  that  if  this  bill  were  en¬ 
acted  into  law  the  program  would  result 
in  a  net  saving  of  a  half  billion  dollars 
to  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  That  is  the 
estimate  that  was  given  in  connection 
with  the  other  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  would  have  re¬ 
sulted  in  net  savings  of  $1  billion  or  a 
total  of  $4  billion  for  4  years,  but  that 
bill  was  defeated. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  believe 
the  record  does  not  indicate  that.  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman.  The  estimates  are 
on  page  129  and  130  of  the  hearings. 
Let  me  read  what  Secretary  Freeman 
said  on  page  129: 

This  program  would  cut  the  cost  the  first 
year  about  $500  million,  as  you  will  note  in 
the  President’s  budget,  and  in  the  next  4 
years  will  result  in  a  savings  of  about  $5 
billion  over  the  present  level  of  spending. 
And  when  we  have  gotten  our  reserve  stocks 
down  to  manageable  levels,  we  would  esti¬ 
mate  that  it  will  cost  us  about  $1.5  billion 
a  year  for  price  support  and  related  income 
programs  as  distinguished  from  close  to  $3 
billion  this  year. 

That  is  the  previous  program'  un¬ 
amended  as  presented  by  the  Secretary. 
Let  me  refer  to  the  House  the  committee 
report  on  the  bill  before  us,  H.R.  12391, 
page  11,  and  that  implies  only  to  the  feed 
situation.  Page  11,  item  5,  reads  “the 
taxpayers  will  benefit  by  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.”  What  kind  of  an  estimate  is  that? 
How  many  million?  Five,  20,  or  100? 

Then  the  last  line  on  page  11. 

Government  expenditures  over  the  next  9 
years  will  proximate  $600  million  less. 

Which  is  a  little  better  than  $60  mil¬ 
lion  a  year,  a  far  cry  from  the  one-half 
billion  figure  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  first  gave  to  me  in  response  to 
my  question. 

The  point  is  that  this  bill  obviously 
has  not  been  carefully  studied  from  the 
standpoint  of  cost  to  both  the  taxpayers 
and  the  consumers.  Until  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  is  ready  to  come  in 
and  present  a  bill  where  we  have  some* 
idea  of  what  it  is  going  to  cost,  it  would 
seem  to  me  to  be  well  to  vote  this  down. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  letter  I  have  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  indicates  it 
was  not  possible  for  him  to  estimate  with 
a  satisfactory  degree  of  accuracy  the 
cost  of  the  program  because  you  do  not 
know  what  the  participation  will  be. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  It  is  a  dif¬ 
ficult  thing  to  estimate,  but  there  were 
estimates  made  here  on  the  previous  bill. 
One  thing  I  would  expect  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  to  do  is  to  interrogate 
these  Government  witnesses  on  how  they 
do  make  these  estimates  so  that  those  of 
us  who  are  not  on  the  committee  may 
have  some  opportunity  of  going  over 
these  estimates  and  knowing  what  we  are 
doing.  It  is  the  failure  to  do  this  in  the 


past  that  has  created  this  situation 
where  the  farm  programs  are  costing 
way  beyond  what  we  were  told  they  were 
going  to  cost  in  the  beginning.  Now  we 
find  on  this  bill  they  do  not  even  make 
an  estimate  any  more.  It  would  be  fool¬ 
hardy  for  us  to  vote  for  a  new  farm 
program  as  contained  in  this  bill  with¬ 
out  some  cost  estimates.  Indeed  we  are 
better  off  with  no  new  farm  legislation. 
Costly  as  the  present  legislation  is,  and 
unnecessarily  and  burdensomely  so,  at 
least  we  know  its  cost.  This  kind  of 
leaping  from  the  frying  pan  into  the 
fire  does  not  do  credit  to  this  great  leg¬ 
islative  body. 

LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  REMARKS 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Dague],  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Van 
Zandt],  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Schwengel],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Pelly],  may  extend 
their  i-emarks  at  the  point  in  the  Record 
before  title  IV  was  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  BROOMFIELD  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Goodell)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  H.R.  12391  because 
I  believe  this  bill  is  simply  more  of 
the  same  medicine  which  has  failed  so 
miserably  in  the  past. 

A  short  time  ago,  the  House  rejected 
the  approach  of  tight  controls,  high 
subsidies,  and  higher  food  and  export 
costs. 

Instead  of  coming  up  with  an  ap¬ 
proach  toward  freedom,  an  approach 
toward  less  governmental  interference 
on  the  farm  and  in  the  marketplace,  the 
administration  has  come  forth  with  a 
plan  which  its  officials  themselves  previ¬ 
ously  publicly  rejected. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  of 
Tuesday,  July  17,  in  an  interesting  edi¬ 
torial  on  this  subject  of  farm  legislation, 
points  out  very  graphically  the  waste, 
the  folly,  the  senseless  pursuit  of  a  lem¬ 
ming  like  policy  which  can  only  lead  to 
the  eventual  destruction  of  our  free 
economy  and  a  way  of  life  which  is 
acknowledged  to  be  the  best  in  the 
world. 

The  best  thing  we  can  do  for  the 
farmer  is  to  get  the  Government  off  his 
back.  The  quickest  and  surest  way  we 
can  solve  the  farm  problem  is  to  take 
the  advice  of  the  Research  and  Policy 
Committee  for  Economic  Development 
and  start  thinking  in  terms  of  people 
rather  than  acres. 

Our  history  is  one  of  migration,  of 
movement,  of  adaptation  to  changing 
circumstances.  I  have  enough  faith  in 
our  people  to  believe  that  they  can  adapt 
to  changes  in  their  way  of  life,  that 
they  can  start  new  lives  and  work  for 
the  good  of  their  families  and  their 
country. 

One  of  the  reasons  our  Nation  has 
flourished  so  in  freedom,  in  living  stand¬ 


ards,  in  industry  and  business  is  be¬ 
cause  of  the  ability  of  our  people  to 
accept  change,  to  live  with  change,  to 
take  up  new  lives,  new  skills,  new  pro¬ 
fessions  and  come  out  the  better  for  the 
experience. 

We  have  had  much  talk  of  new  fron¬ 
tiers  in  recent  months.  I  believe  in  new 
frontiers,  too,  but  I  try  not  to  put  the 
label  “new  frontier”  on  an  area  that 
has  already  been  thoroughly  explored, 
fully  tried,  and  still  found  wanting. 
The  least  the  Congress  can  do,  the  least 
this  administration  can  do,  is  to  place 
some  trust  in  our  people,  place  some 
trust  in  their  ability  to  meet  new  con¬ 
ditions  with  confidence  and  with  suc¬ 
cess. 

In  years  past,  our  farm  community  has 
been  rendered  almost  immobile  by  the 
arthritis  of  new  redtape,  by  the  rheu¬ 
matism  of  governmental  regulation. 

Let  us  try  a  new  approach  to  the  farm 
problem,  an  approach  based  upon  the 
farmer  rather  than  fann  acres.  Only 
then  will  we  start  solving  this  problem. 
Only  then  will  we  wean  the  farmer  away 
from  Federal  subsidies  and  give  our  citi¬ 
zens  an  even  break  in  the  marketplace 
and  at  the  tax  window. 

May  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  study 
carefully  the  editorial  which  follows: 

Farm  Policy;  Adaptation,  Not  Controls 

For  many  years  this  newspaper  and  nu¬ 
merous  other  observers  have  commented 
that  the  heart  of  the  so-called  farm  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  United  States  is  not  acres  nor 
bushels  nor  silos  but  people. 

A  thoughtful  study  by  the  research  and 
policy  committee  of  the  Committee  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  concludes  that  American 
agriculture  is  using  too  much  in  the  way  of 
resources,  especially  human  resources,  for 
its  own  good.  Hence,  the  basic  objective 
should  be  to  permit  and  induce  a  large,  rap¬ 
id  movement  of  resources,  notably  labor,  out 
of  agriculture. 

But  these  workers  have  to  have  something 
gainful  to  do.  Hence  a  solution  must  envis¬ 
age  a  better  rate  of  employment  in  the  non¬ 
farm  sector  of  the  economy.  And  industry 
has  been  absorbing  migration  from  the  farms 
at  such  a  rate  that  rural  workers  now  consti¬ 
tute  only  one-twelfth  of  the  total  labor  force, 
compared  with  one-fifth  of  it  only  30  years 
ago. 

Yet  productivity  in  agriculture  has  risen 
so  phenomenally  that  1  worker  on  the  land 
feeds  not  only  his  own  family  and  the  fami¬ 
lies  of  11  urban  toilers,  but  farmers  have  sold 
the  Government  $9  billion  worth  of  accumu¬ 
lated  surpluses  for  which  it  pays  $1  billion 
a  year  in  storage  costs. 

The  admistration  recently  proposed  a 
choice  between  rigid  controls  and  a  virtually 
laissez-faire  market.  On  these  terms,  mar¬ 
keting  controls  would  have  been  almost  im¬ 
perative.  But  the  CED  points  out  another 
possible  course,  one  of  adaptation. 

It  would  immediately  substitute  an  ad¬ 
justed  price  for  the  present  artificially  sup¬ 
ported  ones  in  wheat,  rice,  cotton,  and  feed 
grains.  The  adjusted  price  would  aim  at  in¬ 
ducing  no  more  production  than  the  markets 
would  absorb.  Five-year  programs  of  crop¬ 
land  adjustment,  income  protection,  and  a 
temporary  soil  bank  would  cushion  the 
change  in  a  hope  that  the  families  remaining 
in  agriculture  would  have  a  better  income 
after  that  time  than  before. 

This  is  an  ambitious  program.  It  needs  to 
be.  It  should  be  supplemented  by  changes 
in  educational  policies  and  employment  serv¬ 
ices  which  the  CED  committee  describes. 
But  it  points  the  most  rational  way  out  of 
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the  morass  Into  which  farm  subsidies  have 
sunk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  727,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  McIntire  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  12391  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  229,  nays  163,  not  voting  43, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  166] 

YEAS— 229 


Abbltt 

Bonner 

Daniels 

Abernethy 

Brademas 

Davis,  John  W. 

Albert 

Bray 

Dawson 

Alexander 

Breeding 

Delaney 

Andersen, 

Bromwell 

Denton 

Minn. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Diggs 

Andrews 

Buckley 

Dingell 

Anfuso 

Burke,  Ky. 

Dole 

Ashley 

Burke,  Mass. 

Donohue 

Ashmore 

Burleson 

Downing 

Aspinall 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Doyle 

Avery 

Cannon 

Dulski 

Ayres 

Celler 

Edmondson 

Bailey 

Chelf 

Elliott 

Barrett 

Coad 

Ellsworth 

Battin 

Cohelan 

Everett 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Colmer 

Evins 

Berry 

Cook 

Farbstein 

Blatnik 

Cooley 

FasceU 

Boland 

Corman 

Finnegan 

Bolling 

Daddario 

Flynt 

Forrester 

Lankford 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Fountain 

Lennon 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Friedel 

Lesinski 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Gallagher 

Libonati 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Garmatz 

Loser 

Rodino 

Gary 

McFall 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Gathings 

McMillan 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Gilbert 

McVey 

Rooney 

Gonzalez 

Macdonald 

Roosevelt 

Granahan 

MacGregor 

Rosenthal 

Green,  Oreg. 

Madden 

Rostenkowski 

Green,  Pa. 

Magnuson 

Roush 

Griffiths 

Mahon 

Rutherford 

Gross 

Marshall 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Matthews 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Miller,  Clem 

St.  Germain 

Hansen 

Miller, 

Santangelo 

Harris 

George  P. 

Schwengel 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Mills 

Scott 

Healey 

Moeller 

Selden 

Hechler 

Montoya 

Shelley 

Hemphill 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Sheppard 

Henderson 

Morgan 

Short 

Hoeven 

Morris 

Shriver 

Holifleld 

Morrison 

Sikes 

Holland 

Moss 

Sisk 

Horan 

Multer 

Slack 

Huddleston 

Murphy 

Smith,  Iowa 

Hull 

Murray 

Smith,  Miss. 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Natcher 

Smith,  Va. 

Inouye 

Nedzi 

Springer 

Jarman 

Nelsen 

Steed 

Jennings 

Nix 

Stephens 

Jensen 

Norrell 

Stratton 

Johnson,  Calif.  Nygaard 

Stubblefield 

Johnson,  Wis. 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Sullivan 

Jones,  Ala. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Taylor 

Jones,  Mo. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Judd 

O’Konskl 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Karsten 

Olsen 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Karth 

O'Neill 

Thornberry 

Kastenmeier 

Patman 

Toll 

Kee 

Perkins 

Trimble 

Keogh 

Peterson 

Tuck 

Kilgore 

Pfost 

Ullman 

King,  Calif. 

Pilcher 

Vanik 

King,  Utah 

Poage 

Vinson 

Kirwan 

Powell 

Walter 

Kitchin 

Price 

Watts 

Kluczynski 

Pucinski 

Weaver 

Kornegay 

Purcell 

Whitener 

Kowalski 

Quie 

Whitten 

Kyi 

Rains 

Wickersham 

Landrum 

Randall 

Young 

Lane 

Reifel 

Zablocki 

Langen 

Reuss 

NAYS— 163 

Zelenko 

Adair 

Dominick 

Lipscomb 

Addabbo 

Dooley 

McCulloch 

Alger 

Dorn 

McDonough 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Dowdy 

McDowell 

Arends 

Durno 

McIntire 

Ashbrook 

Dwyer 

Mack 

Auchincloss 

Fallon 

Martin,  Mass. 

Baker 

Feighan 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Baldwin 

Fenton 

Mathias 

Baring 

Findley 

Meader 

Barry 

Fino 

Michel 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Fisher 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Bates 

Fogarty 

Milliken 

Becker 

Ford 

Minshall 

Beckworth 

Frelinghuysen 

Monagan 

Beermann 

Fulton 

Moore 

Belcher 

Gavin 

Moorehead, 

Bell 

Glenn 

Ohio 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Goodell 

Morse 

Betts 

Goodllng 

Mosher 

Bow 

Grant 

Norblad 

Brewster 

Gray 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Broomfield 

Griffin 

Osmers 

Brown 

Haley 

Ostertag 

BroyhiU 

Hall 

Passman 

Bruce 

Halleck 

Pelly 

Cahill 

Halpern 

Philbin 

Carey 

Harding 

Pike 

Casey 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Pillion 

Cederberg 

Harsha 

Pirnie 

Chamberlain 

Herlong 

Poll 

Chenoweth 

Hiestand 

Ray 

Chiperfield 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Reece 

Church 

Hosmer 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Clancy 

Joelson 

Riehlman 

Clark 

Johansen 

Robison 

Collier 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Conte 

Jonas 

Roudebush 

Corbett 

Kearns 

Rousselot 

Cramer 

Keith 

St.  George 

Cunningham 

Kilburn 

Saylor 

Curtin 

King,  N.Y. 

Schadeberg 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Knox 

Schenck 

Dent 

Kunkel 

Scherer 

Derounian 

Laird 

Schneebeli 

Derwinski 

Latta 

Schweiker 

Devine 

Lindsay 

Seely-Brown 

Shipley 

Tupper 

Wharton 

Slbal 

Udall,  Morris  K.Widnall 

Siler 

Van  Pelt 

Williams 

Smith,  Calif . 

Waggonner 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Stafford 

Wallhauser 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Weis 

Wright 

Teague,  Tex. 

Westland 

Younger 

Thomas 

Whalley 

NOT  VOTING— 43 

Alford 

Giaimo 

Riley 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gubser 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Blitch 

Hardy 

Saund 

Boggs 

Harrison,  Va. 

Scranton 

Bolton 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Spence 

Boykin 

Hays 

Staggers 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hubert 

Taber 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Thompson,  La. 

Dague 

Kelly 

Tollefson 

Davis, 

McSween 

Utt 

James  C. 

Mailliard 

Van  Zandt 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Mason 

Willis 

Flood 

May 

Winstead 

Frazier 

Merrow 

Yates 

Garland 

Moulder 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Hays  for,  with  Mr.  Hubert  against. 

Mrs.  Riley  for,  with  Mr.  Alford  against. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  for,  with  Mr. 
Staggers  against. 

Mr.  Hardy  for,  with  Mr.  Gubser  against. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Van 
Zandt  against. 

Mr.  Frazier  for,  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New 
Hampshire  against. 

Mr.  Yates  for,  with  Mr.  Scranton  against. 

Mr.  Boggs  for,  with  Mr.  Merrow  against. 

Mrs.  Kelly  for,  with  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wis¬ 
consin  against. 

Mr.  Spence  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

Mr.  Roberts  of  Alabama  for,  with  Mr.  Cur¬ 
tis  of  Massachusetts  against. 

Mr.  Giaimo  for,  with  Mrs.  Bolton  against. 

Mr.  Flood  for,  with  Mr.  Dague  against. 

Mrs.  Blitch  for,  with  Mr.  Mailliard  against. 

Mr.  Moulder  for,  with  Mr.  Garland  against. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Mason  against. 

Mr.  Saund  for,  with  Mr.  Taber  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Winstead  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan. 

Mr.  SHIPLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  BRAY  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  vote  was  announced  as  above  re¬ 
corded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


\GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

mK.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  haVe  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extendN<heir  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.  \ 

There  was  no  olsjection. 


AMENDING  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
ACT  OF  19«I 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  thX  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  mwe  until 
midnight  Friday  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill,  S.  2996.  \ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  rep6rted  agriculture  "Appropriation  bill.  House  re¬ 
ceived  conference  report  on  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Williams, 
<^el.,  charged  there  was  shortage  of  grain  in  Estes  warehouses.  Sen.  Curtis  critici- 
-_id  handling  of  Estes  case/'  Sen.  Keating  charged  USDA  plays  politics  in  drought  re¬ 
lief  assistance.  Sen.  Ro)*ertson  urged  elimination  of  55  Trillion  national  wheat  acre 
age  allotment.  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 
Senate  passed  Labor-HEW'  appropriation  bill.  Rep.  Michel  criticized  REA.  House  re¬ 
ceived  conference  report  on  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Rep.  Henderson  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed /bill  to  compensate  Flue-cured  tobacco  farmers  for  natural  dis¬ 


aster  losses. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM/  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  charged  that  there  was  a  sh>>rtage  of  over 
68,000  buynels  of  grain  stored  in  Estes  warehouses  and  inserted\.everal  items 
relating^ to  this  matter,  pp.  13310-15 

Sen/  Curtis  charged  that  the  Estes  cotton  allotment  transfers  "w^re  clearly 
illegal  and  fradulent,"  and  inserted  recent  testimony  by  Walter  J.  Arb^te  re¬ 
gaining  the  transfers,  pp.  13362-5 

Sen.  Keating  criticized  the  announcement  made  by  the  Democratic  candidate 
4or  Governor  of  N.  Y.  that  this  Department  was  making  drought  relief  assistance 
available  to  farmers  in  N.  Y.,  and  charged  that  the  Department  had  been  evasive 
to  his  request  for  such  assistance,  pp.  13315-6 

Sen,  Robertson  urged  that  the  farm  bill  be  amended  to  eliminate  the  55  mil¬ 
lion  national  wheat  acreage  allotment  and  to  give  the  Secretary  discretionary 

authority  to  reduce  wheat  acreage,  p.  13294 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

j^eceivecj  the  tarm  bill,  H.  r7  12391,  as  passed  by  the  House.  Sen.  Dir  sen 


objected  to  the  second  reading  of  the  bill.  p.  13303 


2.  "FOREIGN  AID.  By  a  vote  of  56  to  27,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2991 
tye  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  pp.  13280,  13293-300,  13302-5 


3.  LABOtyHEW  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H. 
10904\  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  13305,  13316-59 


Rejected  "the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen/  Proxmire,  24  to  59,  to  reduce  the  amounts  in  the  bill  by y$247,105,(XX 
which  he  stated  was  the  level  requested  by  the  Administration,  pp/  13316-23 
By  Sen.  Dlrksen,  33  to  39,  to  provide  that  none  of  the  funds  snail  be  used 
to  increase  employment  above  the  level  of  June  30,  1962.  pp.  13346-8 

By  Sen.  Cooper,  30  to  43,  to  provide  that  each  appropriation  in  the  bill, 
with  certain  exceptions,  shall  be  reduced  by  5  percent,  pp.  /13355-8 


4.  INSECTICIDES;  PESTICIDES.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  concern  /ver  the  "alarming 
situation  involving  rhe  excessive  use  of  powerful  pesticides,"  and  inserted  an 
article  discussing  the\situation.  pp.  13280-1 


5.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Hayden  criticized  the  proposed  "210/day,  35  week  limitation^ 
on  employment  of  Mexican  nationals  on  farms,"  and  inserted  several  items  dis 
cussing  the  proposed  limitation,  pp.  13359-61 


SAMOA.  Conferees  were  appointeil  on  H.  R.  10062/  to  extend  the  application  of 
certain  laws  to  American  Samoa.  \House  conferees  have  already  been  appointed, 
p.  13293 


7.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  6374,  to  clarify  thV  application  of  the  Government  Employees 
Training  Act  with  respect  to  payment  of/expenses  of  attendance  of  Government 
employees  at  certain  meetings,  was  made\the  unfinished  business,  p.  13361 


8.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Commit/ee  approved  the  following  watershed  pro¬ 
jects:  Hurricane  Creek,  Ala.;  Town  Creek,  Ala. ;  Marbury  Creek,  Ga. ;  Middle 
Fork  Broad  River,  Ga. ;  Upper  Blu/  River,  Okl\;  and  Thicketty  Creek,  S.  C. 
p.  D615 


9,  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed  the  rumination  of  Anthony ty  Celebrezze  to  be  Secret? 
of  HEW.  p.  13277 

The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  the  domination  of  H.  Gardiner 
Ackley  to  be  a  member  otythe  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  p.  13277 


10.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Backing  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  3066,  to  authorize  a  study  of  methods  of  helping  to  provide  financial 
assistance  to  victims  of  flood  disasters  (S.  Rept.  1747).  p.  13278 


11. 


ELECTRIFICATION.  /  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  3153,  to  guarantee  electric  consumers  in  the  Pacific  Northeast 
first  call  o^electric  energy  generated  in  Federal  plants  in  thac\region  and 
to  guarantees  electric  consumers  in  other  regions  reciprocal  priority  (S.  Rept. 
1748).  p./l3278 


12. 


TAXATION,/  Sen.  Byrd,  Va.  ,  inserted  an  announcement  of  the  Finance  Committee  of 
actior/ taken  by  the  Committee  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962. 
With/respect  to  tax  treatment  of  cooperatives  and  patrons  the  announcement 
contains  the  following  statement:  "The  committee  tentatively  agreed  to  require 
that  in  order  for  a  cooperative  to  receive  a  deduction  for  qualified  script, 

(t  least  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  patronage  dividend  (including  qualifi^ 
script)  must  be  paid  in  cash.  The  staffs  were  instructed  to  review  the  consent 
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thh  overwhelming  majority  of  the  Amer- 
icai^people,  including  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  people  of  Pennsylvania, 
are  nobanuch  interested  in  flag  waving 
against  communism.  They  would  like  to 
see  hungry,  people  fed.  They  would  like 
to  see  the  President  with  adequate  flexi¬ 
ble  authoritjNto  utilize  the  power  of  the 
United  States Nvhere  he  believes  it  can 
best  be  utilized  in.  order  to  diminish  Rus¬ 
sian  power  through  helping  the  nations 
of  Eastern  Europe  \n  their  efforts — and 
the  people  of  those  iiations  are  almost 
unanimous  in  those\  efforts — to  free 
themselves  from  the  Communist  yoke. 
The  action  we  took  in  the  Senate  2  or 
3  weeks  ago  was  immature.  I  do  not 
believe  it  was  in  the  national  interest. 
I  am  happy  to  vote  in  favor  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  direct  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  with  respect  to 
section  251,  subparagraph  (c) ,  for  rhe 
information  of  the  Senate.  The  laiA 
guage  I  refer  to  is  contained  on  page' 
13170  of  the  Congressional  Record. 
That  paragraph  starts: 

No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this 
)  act  to  the  government  of  any  country  which 
is  indebted  to  any  United  States  citizen  or 
person  for  goods  or  services  furnished  or 
ordered — 

And  so  forth.  There  are  other  places 
later  in  that  section  where  the  words  “or 
person”  are  found. 

The  question  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  why  the  words 
“or  person”  were  inserted  in  that  para¬ 
graph  where  they  did  not  exist  before. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  shall  be  very  glad 
to  respond  to  the  Senator’s  question. 
Upon  examining  the  language  that  was 
in  the  bill,  in  both  the  Senate  and  House 
versions,  we  realized,  after  some  discus¬ 
sion,  that  the  word  “citizen,”  which  was 
used  in  both  versions,  might  not  and' 
probably  did  not  cover  as  broad  a  ground 
as  the  term  “person.” 

The  Senator  knows  that  under  the 
14th  amendment  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  the  word  “person”  has  been  con¬ 
strued  to  include  corporations.  We  felt 
)  that  the  word  “citizen”  did  not  include 
corporations.  I  call  the  Senator’s  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  in  another  place/ 
we  use  the  word  “entity.”  We  felt  th£ 
we  wanted  the  individual,  the  corpoi 
tion,  and  the  partnership  covered.  Pc  is 
our  intention  to  use  language  that  legally 
will  accomplish  our  objective. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Therefore,  by  using 
the  word  “person,”  we  intend yto  include' 
a  corporation,  a  partnership,  and  an 
association  that  is  substantially  owned 
by  U.S.  citizens? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  T^iat  is  correct. 
As  I  said,  in  another  jilace  we  also  use 
the  term  “entity,”  bgfcause  we  felt  that 
term  should  be  usep 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  /The  same  intention 
prevails  in  that  /regard? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


Mr. 

the  Senatg 
Mr.  SI 
Mr. 


I  yield. 

I  merely  wish 


offered,  it  was  my  view,  obtained  from 
legal  counsel,  that  the  word  “citizen” 
would  be  adequate.  However,  on  careful 
examination  and  after  we  had  a  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  matter  in  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  it  was  felt  that  in  order  to  remove 
any  doubt,  any  ambiguity,  any  uncer¬ 
tainty,  the  word  “person,”  which  as  a 
legal  base  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  and  in  international  courts - 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  And  in  the  statutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  felt  it  should 
be  used  so  that  there  would  be  no  doubt 
that  it  includes  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  and  individuals. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S.  2147)  for  the  relief  of  Felipe 
O.  Pagdilao. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
mse  had  agreed  to  the  amendments  of, 
th^s.  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7727)  tjz 
amend  title  10,  United  States  Code, , 
permit, members  of  the  Armed  Forces  to 
accept  \fellowships,  scholarship^;  or 
grants. 

The  message  further  announ6ed  that 
the  House  had  disagreed  to  tj/e  amend¬ 
ments  of  theNSenate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11289)  making\appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  E>efense/ior  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1903,  and  for  other 
purposes;  agreed  to  che  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the\disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Mahon,  Mr.  Sherpard,  Mr.  Cannon,  Mr. 
Ford,  and  Mr.  Taber  were  appointed  man¬ 
agers  on  the  jefart  of  the  Hquse  at  the 
confers 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to 
improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the 
Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain 
reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  in 
which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 


®HREY.  Mr.  President  will 


to 


yield? 
tKMAN. 

3HREY. 

associate  myself  with  the  interpretation 
m  by  the  Senator  from  Alabama.  I 
wa£  the  author  of  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment.  At  the  time  the  amendment  was 
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to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  prod¬ 
ucts  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  l’esources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  bill  (H.R.  12391)  was  read  the 
first  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  second  reading? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  object. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Objection  is 
heard.  Under  the  rule  the  bill  will  go 
over  for  a  day.  


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  enrolled  bill  (S.  46)  to  provide  for 
the  establishment  and  administration 
of  -basic  public  recreation  facilities  at 
the  Elephant  Butte  and  Caballo  Reser¬ 
voir  Areas,  N.  Mex.,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  it  was  signed  by  the  Vice 
President. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF 
1962— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

e  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  /he  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
wo  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2996)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
fully  satisfied  with  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  foreign  aid  program.  There 
are  some  provisions  in  it  which  I  believe 
could  be  improved  and  some  things  that 
could  be  left  out.  There  are  undoubted¬ 
ly  some  things  that  could  be  added. 
However,  I  do  want  to  say  that  we  can¬ 
not  run  the  l-isk  of  suddenly  cutting  our¬ 
selves  off  from  the  rest  of  the  world  in 
these  programs.  I  can  express  the  hope 
that  the  administration  of  these  pro- 
grams  will  be  better  than  it  has  been  for 
the  last  2  or  3  years.  It  appears  now 
that  this  is  the  best  agreement  that  we 
san  reach  between  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

On  some  points  we  were  quite  wide 
apai't.  For  instance,  the  House,  by  a 
vote  of  277  to  4,  approved  giving  the 
Pi’esident  authority  to  deal  with  Yugo¬ 
slavia.  The  Senate  was  not  as  tolerant 
or  as  lenient  as  that.  However,  I  be- 
eve  we  have  reached  the  best  arrange- 
nt  that  we  can  reach,  and  whether 
it  ^satisfactory  or  not,  it  is  better  than 
to  discard  the  entire  program  at  this 
stage  of  the  game. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montar 

Mr.  MANS^ELD.  I  associate  myself 
with  the  statement  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont.  He  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  arid  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper] 
were  the  Republican  members  of  the 
Senate  committee  attending  the  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 
Since  the  foreign  aid  program  has  been 


in  operation,  I  have  never  been,  fully  sat- 
Tisfied  with  it.  As  a  matter  of  fdct,  I  have 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  impi’ove  and  protect  fai’m  in¬ 
come,  to  reduce  costs  of  fai’m  programs 


been  perhaps  dissatisfied  on  mof^  occa¬ 
sions  than  I  have  been  satisfied. \  It  is 
an  impossibility  to  develop  a  perfect 
program.  It  is  impossible  to  meet  the 
objections  or  criticisms  of  every  Memb( 
of  the  Senate.  But  I  assure  the  Senate1^ 
that  this  conference  committee  sub- 


13304 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


July  20  ' 


nutted  as  good,  as  fair,  and  as  reason¬ 
able,  a  report  as  possible.  It  was  done 
on  tmi  basis  of  our  own  contact  with  the 
House  Committee.  There  was  no  out¬ 
side  pressure,  from  the  administration 
or  elsewhere.  What  we  have  brought 
back  to  this  body  is  the  best  which  we, 
in  good  conscience,  could  report. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.\  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I\yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I,  tdo,  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  the  staterhent  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  and  t\add  two  points. 

First,  the  bill  is  a  landmark  in  its  rec¬ 
ognition  of  private  enterprise  participa¬ 
tion  in  foreign  aid.  It  makes  provision 
for  participation  by  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  in  the  Alliance  for  progress. 
This  is  the  first  such  recognition  that 
this  type  of  activity  has  had.  \ 

Second,  with  respect  to  the  much- 
debated  question  of  Yugoslavia  and  Po¬ 
land,  it  is  my  firm  opinion  that  the  coun¬ 
try  does  not  want  to  tie  the  hands  of 
the  President  in  dealing  with  those  coun¬ 
tries  while  there  still  remains  some 
chance  of  their  becoming  independent. 
Whether  Gomulka  is  Khrushchev’s  per¬ 
sonal  slave  or  not — and  we  all  believe  he 
is — I  believe,  because  I  have  been  in  Po¬ 
land,  as  have  other  people  from  this 
country,  that  there  is  some  residual 
spark  of  independence.  When  we  con¬ 
sider  that  the  cost  of  this  program  is 
minor,  as  compared  with  what  it  would 
cost,  if  there  were  a  blowup  of  this  situa¬ 
tion,  to  beat  the  Soviet  Union,  except  by 
this  means  of  undermining  support  in  its 
own  satellite  country,  one  day,  it  seems 
to  me  the  conferees  had  no  other  choice. 

I  know  how  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
feels  about  the  report.  I  pay  tribute  to 
him  for  subordinating  even  his  own 
strong  views  in  order  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  freedom  of  action  which  I  think 
is  indispensable  to  our  success  in  the 
cold  war. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
probably  the  best  arrangement  that  can 
be  reached  for  this  year.  Even  though 
we  are  not  completely  satisfied  with  it, 
the  report  should  be  approved.  The. 
debate  that  has  taken  place  on  the  flo< 
of  the  Senate  probably  has  not  been  Jgbo 
damaging.  I  think  the  people  of/the 
United  States  will  be  assured  that  yve  are 
each  year  giving  more  careful  scrutiny  to 
the  foreign  aid  program.  Also/ we  may 
give  a  warning  to  many  other  countries 
in  the  world,  which  have  been  looking  to 
us  for  aid,  some  of  them  fpr  the  purpose 
of  using  their  own  funds  to  generate 
revolutions,  that  we  will  be  much  more 
careful  in  the  future  in  dealing  with 
them,  too. 

Mr.  HOLLAND./  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  vote,  although  with  some  re¬ 
luctance,  for  tilis.  conference  report.  I 
wish  to  put  the  conference  report  on  the 
basis  of  a  clearer,  statement  of  its  mean¬ 
ing  than  /  have  heard,  at  least  up  to 
this  timer 

The  /conference  report  deals  with  a 
freslyauthorization,  for  this  year,  fiscal 
1963f  for  economic  aid  only.  Last  year 
w /authorized  military  aid  for  this  year 
in  the  amount  of  $1.5  billion.  Last  year 
we  authorized  a  Development  Loan  Fund 


to  extend  over  a  period  of  years.  This 
year  there  is  a  budget  request  of  $1.25 
billion  for  this  objective  making  a  total 
of  $2.75  billion  of  1963  authorizations 
which  are  not  before  us  at  this  time. 

However,  there  is  before  us  now  a  re¬ 
quest  for  economic  aid  for  this  year  in 
the  amount  of  $1.8  billion,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  which  includes  $600  billion  for 
the  Alliance  for  Progress  to  which  we 
are  committed.  The  other  $1.2  billion 
is  for  aid  outside  this  hemisphere,  plus 
our  contributions  to  international  or¬ 
ganizations,  and  the  like.  In  other 
words,  we  are  considering  now  only  a 
fraction  and,  at  that,  not  a  huge  fraction 
of  our  total  aid  program  for  this  year. 
This  makes  it  easier  to  swallow  some  of 
the  provisions  in  the  conference  report, 
which  to  me,  at  least,  are  not  what  they 
should  be. 

I  particularly  object  to  the  elimination 
from  the  conference  report  of  the  provi¬ 
sion  voted  very  deliberately  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  that,  except  for  grants 
>f  food,  subject  to  reasonable  conditions, 
Nfi  should  not  be  given  to  Communist/ 
nations.  I  refer  to  economic  aid  of  ai 
sortNother  than  what  I  have  mentiopfed 
in  connection  with  Public  Law  480. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  must  consider 
these  proposals  from  the  standpoint  of 
their  overall  implications.  I  should  say 
that  last  yfe^ir  we  authorized  roughly 
two-thirds  of  t|ie  proposed  programs  for 
this  year.  That  part  of/the  program 
which  is  now  before  th4  Senate  is  all 
that  really  concerns  us  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  authorization.  Because  of  that  fact, 
and  because  we  vot/flor  this  and  larger 
authorizations  lasj/year\and  because  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  of  which 
I  am  a  member  will  still  have  the  duty 
of  passing  up6n  the  appropriations  bill 
for  this  yegr,  I  shall,  very  reluctantly, 
vote  for  tile  conference  report/  I  shall 
do  so  nht  only  for  the  reasonh  cited, 
but  because  it  has  been  made  completely 
clear  my  the  attitude  of  the  Presidents 
coming  from  both  parties  for  the  lhst 
2y  years — namely,  President  Trumar 
resident  Eisenhower,  and  President' 
Kennedy — who  formulate  and  announce 
our  foreign  policy,  that  foreign  aid  is 
an  important  and  a  necessary  part  of 
our  foreign  policy.  It  has  been  made 
clear  to  us  by  those  who  fix  our  defense 
policies,  namely,  the  President,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  and  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  that  the  whole  program  in¬ 
cludes  a  very  important  part  of  our  de¬ 
fense  security  structure. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  I  shall  vote 
for  the  conference  report.  However,  I 
serve  notice  that  this  year  I  will  be 
tougher  to  deal  with  in  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  than  I  have  been 
heretofore,  because  I  believe  too  mych 
has  been  surrendered  in  the  conference 
report  as  compared  with  the  bill  passed 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  despite 
*  the  fact  that  I  am  a  supporter  of  the 
foreign  aid  policy,  I  shall  vote  against 
the  conference  report.  I  shall  do  so  be¬ 
cause  I  know  that  if  this  report  is  re¬ 
jected,  another  conference  would  be  held 
on  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill  and 
it  would  come  back  to  us  for  passage. 


If  this  conference  report  is  agreed 
we  shall  have  relinquished  for  at  les 
1  full  year  the  opportunity  to  impler 
the  overwhelming  wishes  of  the  Satiate 
and  what  I  believe  to  be  the  wishes  of 
the  people  of  the  country  that  imere  be 
an  ironclad,  safe,  secure  /provision 
against  aid  to  Tito’s  Yug/lavia  and 
other  Communist  countries^ 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  printed  Xn  the  Record  at 
a  point  just  prior  to  the  yea-and-nay 
vote  on  the  conference  report  an  edito¬ 
rial  from  the  Iiuntsville  Times,  of 
Huntsville,  Ala/for  July  10,  1962,  en¬ 
titled  “Aid  foi/Y ugoslavia?” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito¬ 
rial  was  o/lered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  a/ follows: 

Aid  for  Yugoslavia? 

A  m/n  of  considerable  prestige  and  ex¬ 
pertise  on  Communist  affairs  has  been 
vn  into  the  administration’s  foreign- 
aid'  battle  in  Congress. 

'In  an  unprecedented  use  of  an  ambas¬ 
sador,  George  F.  Kennan  has  been  enlisted 
to  explain  to  Members  of  the  House  the 
facts  about  U.S.  aid  to  Yugoslavia,  the 
country  to  which  he  is  assigned  as  chief  of 
mission. 

Kennan,  the  former  Ambassador  to  Rus¬ 
sia  and  famed  as  the  author  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  containment  policy  in  the  late  1940’s, 
has  quietly  made  appointments  with  key 
Congressmen  and  briefed  them  on  Yugo¬ 
slavia  policy  and  aims,  as  he  sees  them.  He 
has  not  asked  any  of  them  for  commitments 
to  vote  against  what  the  administration  re¬ 
gards  as  crippling  amendments  that  would 
force  the  President  to  deny  aid  to  Yugo¬ 
slavia  and  other  Communist  countries  at¬ 
tempting  to  assert  their  independence  of 
Moscow. 

Kennan,  according  to  administration  offi¬ 
cials  as  well  as  congressional  sources,  has 
simply  outlined  what  the  Yugoslavs  are 
trying  to  do,  the  degree  of  independence 
they  have  shown  toward  Moscow,  and  the 
degree  of  freedom  they  have. 

We  would  ask  the  reader  to  consider 
that — ■ 

Yugoslavia  is  not  a  member  of  the  Soviet- 
inspired  Warsaw  pact. 

It  has  no  restrictions  against  Western 
radio  broadcasts  and  movie  imports. 

Its  people  can  subscribe  to  the  Western 
pkess. 

l\  allows  three  U.S.  Information  Agency 
libraries  to  flourish  in  major  cities. 

The  NUnited  States  knew  Yugoslavia  was 
a  Communist  country  in  1949-50  when 
Washington  made  the  decision  to  help  Mar¬ 
shal  Tito  maintain  his  independence  from 
the  Soviet  bloc.  That  nothing  has  hap¬ 
pened  to  cause,  a  change  now. 

In  short,  it  wSuld  seem  that  it  is  in  the 
interests  of  theYUnited  States,  and  the 
West  to  permit  the  President  to  decide 
whether  Yugoslavia ''should  continue  to  be 
aided  through  loans  inyolying  American  sur¬ 
plus  foodstuffs  and  through  trade  arrange¬ 
ments  that  do  not  discriminate  against  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENTS  The  hour  of 
1  o’clock  having  arrived  the  Senate  will 
now  proceed,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  pre¬ 
viously  entered  into,  to  take  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote  on  the  question  of  agrefcung  to 
the  conference  report  on  Sena tV  bill 
2996,  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  rS(62. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  cali 
the  roll. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Farm  bill  referred  to  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  to  be  reported  by 
July  30.  Sens.  Aiken  and  Proxmire  di/cussed\nerits  of  new  farm  bill.  Both  Houses 
agreed  to  conference  report  on  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  Senate  received 
Baker  nomination  to  be  Assistant  Secretary.  Sens.  Robertson  submitted  amendment  to 
eliminate  minimum  55  million  acre/national  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Sen.  Miller 
riticized  industrial  uses  research  program  of  this\Department.  Rep.  Spence  in¬ 
troduced  International  Wheat  Agreement  bill.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  introduced  bill 
to  increase  limitation  on  FH/ insured  loans. 

SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen.  Ellender  to  refer  H.  R.  12391,  the  new 
farm  bill,  to  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  with  instructions  to  re¬ 
port  the  bill  to  the  Senate  not  later  than  Monday,  July  30.  pp.  13543-5 

Sen.  Aiken  commended  the  action  to  refer  the  bill  to  committee  and  reviewed 
the  ’’operation  of  the  farm  program  under  the  present  administration  and  the 
changing  situation  as  it  relates  to  certain  commodities.”  pp.  13551-4 

Sen.  Proxmire  commended  referral  of  the  bill  to  committee  and  urged  that  the 
bill  be  amended  in  several  respects,  pp.  13556-7 

-  s: 


IONS.  Received  the  nomination  of  John  A.  Baker  to  be  an  Assistai 
of  Agriculture,  p.  13570 


Secre- 


Confirmed  the  nomination  of  H.  Gardner  Ackley  to  be  a  member  of  the  Cou 
Economic  Advisers,  p.  13526 


2 


3.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Robertson  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R. 
12391,  the  new  farm  bill,  to  "eliminate  from  the  permanent  law  the  requirement 
for  55  million  acres  of  wheat."  p.  13528 


\ 


ii. 


Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  extend  the  International 

Wheat  Agreement  of  1949;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  13526 


v4.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Miller  criticized  this  Department's  research  program  on  new 
industrial  uses  for  agricultural  commodities,  urged  that  the  Department  "mat 
clear  just  what  its  policies  and  program  with  respect  to  this  subject  have/beer 
ind  are,"  and  inserted  an  article,  "USDA  Dragging  Feet  on  Products  Research." 
p\  13539 


PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6374,  to  clarify  the  application  of 
the  Government  Employees  Training  Act  with  respect  to  payment  of  expenses  of 
attendance  of  Government  employees  at  certain  meetings.  This  bijd  will  now  be 
sent  to  tn^  President,  p.  13554 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  919,  to  amend  the  Hatch  Political  Activities  Act 
so  as  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  impose  no 
penalty  less  tnan  90  days'  suspension  for  violation  of  cerjtain  restrictions  on 
participation  inflection  activities,  pp.  13554-5  /  ^ 


6.  ROADS.  Passed..  wi'bh  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  Alaska,  to  undertake  studies  and  surveys  relative 
to  a  highway  construction  program  for  Alaska,  pp./13560-l 


FORESTRY.  The  names  of  Serfcs.  Church  and  Morse  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
S.  3517,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish  and  carry  out  a 
program  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically  .produced  lumber  in  commerce, 
p.  13528 


8.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Received  from  Interior  a  Tetter  transmitting  "a  program  for  the 
public  lands  and  resources."  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com.  p.  13526 


9.  EMPLOYMENT;  MILITARY  SERVICE.  ReceivedXfrom  Labor  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend  anc 


clarity  the  reemployment  provisions  of  tl 
vice  Act";  to  Armed  Services  Cojmiittee. 


^e  Universal  Military  Training  and  Ser- 
13526  ^ 


HOUSE 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS".  Both  houses  agreed  'to  the  conference  report  on 
H.  R.  11038,  the  second/supplemental  appropriatioXbill ,  1962.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President  (pp.  13439-41,  13545-8^.  Both  houses  also  agreed 
to  H.  Con.  Res.  505 , /reducing  certain  items  in  the  bill,  including  deletion  of 
$425,000  for  AMS  for  poultry  inspection,  and  reducing  che  appropriations  for 
the  Forest  Service  from  $37  million  to  $34,500,000  (pp.  13436-9,  135-48-50). 
Attached  tothiyDige  st  is  a  table  showing  action  on  items\in  this  Department. 


BUILDINGS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  12398, 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services,  in  connection  with  the 
conatruction  and  maintenance  of  a  Federal  office  building,  to  ush..the  public 
space  ui>der  and  over  10th  Street  S.W.  in  D.C.  (H.  Rept.  2026).  p\l3523 


RECLAMATION.  Received  from  Interior  a  letter  relative  to  an  application!  for  a 
loan  of  $4,620,000  to  the  Roosevelt  Irrigation  District  in  Maricopa  Couqty, 


LZ*J  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  13523 


L00D  CONTROL.  Pursuant  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Aci 
as  amended,  the  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  following  work  plans: 
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"Resolved,  That  a  certified  copy  of  tills 
resolution  be  forwarded  by  the  secretary  of 
state  of  the  State  of  Mississippi  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  me  United  States,  the  Speaker  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  U^S.  Senate,  and  to  each  Member 
of  the  U.S.  Holpse  of  Representatives  and  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

‘‘Adopted  by  thp  house  of  representatives 
May  16,  1962. 


'Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
“Adopted  by  the  senate  May  18,  1962. 


"President  of  the  Senate." 

A  petition  signed  by  35  Governors  in  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  National  Governors’  con¬ 
ference  in  Hershey,  Pa.,  favoring  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  constitutional  amendiHent  to  per¬ 
mit  the  continuance  of  recognition  to  an 
abiding  faith  in  God  In  the  publlc\schools; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committee^ 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.  2256.  A  bill  to  amend  section  5  of  the 
War  Claims  Act  of  1948  to  provide  detention 
and  other  benefits  thereunder  to  certain 
Guamanians  killed  or  captured  by  the 
Japanese  at  Wake  Island  (Rept.  No.  1749). 

By  Mr.  KEATING,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment: 

S.  2978.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Foreign 
Claims  Settlement  Commission  of  the  United 
States  to  investigate  the  claims  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  who  suffered  property 
damage  in  1951  and  1952  as  the  result  of  the 
artificial  raising  of  the  water  level  of  Lake 
Ontario  (Rept.  No.  1750). 

By  Mr.  WILEY,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

H.R.  10184.  An  act  to  amend  section  130 
(a)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  so  as  to 
reconstitute  the  Eastern  Judicial  District  of 
Wisconsin  to  include  Menominee  County, 
Wis.  (Rept.  No.  1751). 

By  Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.  3295.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mathew 
Lengyel  (also  known  as  Brother  Paul,  S.V.D.) 
(Rept.  No.  1754) ; 

H.R.  2129.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John 
Calvin  Taylor  (Rept.  No.  1758); 

H.R.  2664.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Irena  Ratajczak  (Rept.  1759) ; 

H.R.  3000.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lea  Mb; 
Wong  (Rept.  No.  1760); 

H.R.  3372.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Barbara 
W.  Trousil,  Edward  G.  Trousil,  and  Robert  E. 
Trousil  (Rept.  No.  1761) ; 

H.R.  3501.  An  act  for  the  relief /6f  Mrs. 
Hasmik  Arzoo  (Rept.  No.  1762); 

H.R.  3821.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ivy 
Gwendolyn  Myers  (Rept.  No.  1763); 

H.R.  3822.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ahsabet 
Oyunciyan  (Rept.  No.  1764W 

H.R.  4718.  An  act  for  th/relief  of  Bogdan 
Kusulja  (Rept.  No.  1765) 

H.R.  6833.  An  act  for  tjle  relief  of  Frantisek 
Tisler  (Rept.  No.  17661 

H.R.  9186.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eladio 
Aris  (also  known  Eladio  Aris  Carvallo) 
(Rept.  No.  1767);. 

H.R.  9522.  An  i(ct  for  the  relief  of  certain 
members  of  /the  U.S.  Marine  Corps, 
who  incurred /fosses  pursuant  to  the  cancel¬ 
lation  of  a/ permanent  change  of  station 
movemeny/Rept.  No.  1768) ; 

H.R.  1Q625.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Francis 
L.  Qui^i  (Rept.  No.  1769);  and 

H.R/ 11127.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ernst 
Haebsserman  (Rept.  No.  1770). 

ly  Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment: 


S.  1781.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  heirs  of 
Lt.  Col.  James  Murray  Bate  (de¬ 
ceased)  and  Maj.  Billie  Harold  Lynch  (de¬ 
ceased)  (Rept.  No.  1753); 

S.  3198.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Renata  Lat- 
tanzi  (Rept.  No.  1755); 

S.  3215.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Kim  Chong 
Koo  (Rept.  No.  1766);  and 

S.  3228.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Panagiota 
Makris  (Rept.  No.  1757). 

By  Mr.  CHAVEZ,  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  without  amendment: 

S.  2546.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  naming  of 
the  Old  River,  La.,  structures  in  honor 
of  the  last  Capt.  A.  A.  Humphreys  and  Lt. 
H.  L.  Abbot  (Rept.  No.  1771); 

S.  2660.  A  bill  to  designate  the  lake  to  be 
formed  by  the  waters  impounded  by  the 
Clark  Canyon  Dam  in  the  State  of  Montana 
as  Hap  Hawkins  Lake  (Rept.  No.  1772); 

S.  2988.  A  bill  to  change  the  name  of  the 
Big  Bend  Reservoir  in  the  State  of  South 
Dakota  to  Lake  Sharpe  (Rept.  No.  1773); 

S.  3441.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  certain  property  in  square  758  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  as  an  addition  to  the 
grounds  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  Build¬ 
ing  (Rept.  No.  1774) ; 

S.  3476.  A  bill  to  change  the  name  of  Port j 
mdall  Reservoir  in  the  State  of  South  Da 
koca  to  Lake  Francis  Case  (Rept.  No.  177!/ ; 

S.N3525.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services,  in  connection 
with  tnfc  construction  and  maintenance  of  a 
Federal  \fffice  building,  to  use  the  public 
space  under  and  over  10th  Street  SW. 
in  the  Distkct  of  Columbia,  ary*  for  other 
purposes  (ReV  No.  1776); 

S.  3544.  A  bin.  authorizing  modification  of 
the  project  for\ Gloucester/ Harbor,  Mass. 
(Rept.  No.  1777); 

S.J.  Res.  169.  Joirft  resolution  designating 
the  bridge  across  theNTe/nessee  River  on  the 
Natchez  Trace  Parkway^  as  the  John  Coffee 
Memorial  Bridge  (Re/tvlo.  1778) ; 

H.R.  8214.  An  act  <to  pennit  the  use  of  cer¬ 
tain  construction  tools  actuated  by  explosive 
charges  in  construction  activity  on  the  U.S. 
Capitol  grounds  (Rept.  No.  1780) ; 

H.R.  11735. /An  act  authorizing  the  change 
in  name  of  the  Beardstown,  Ill.,  fiood  control 
project,  to/ the  Sid  Simpson  flood  control 
project  GRept.  No.  1781);  and 

H.J.  R6s.  417.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  lake  formed  by  Terminus  Dam  oS  the 
Kavyah  River  in  California  as  Lake  Kawcah 
(R^pt.  No.  1779) . 

ly  Mr.  CHAVEZ,  from  the  Committee  oi 
iblic  Works,  with  amendments: 

H.R.  8181.  An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  National  Fisheries  Center  and 
Aquarium  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
to  provide  for  its  operation  (Rept.  No.  1782). 


SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 

CERTAIN  ALIENS— REPORT  OF  A 

COMMITTEE 

Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  reported  an  original 
concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  86) , 
and  submitted  a  report  (No.  1752)  there¬ 
on,  which  concurrent  resolution  was 
placed  on  the  calendar,  as  follows ; 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring) ,  That  the  Congress 
favors  the  suspension  of  deportation  in  the 
case  of  each  alien  hereinafter  named,  in 
which  case  the  Attorney  General  has  sus¬ 
pended  deportation  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  244(a)  (4)  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Nationality  Act  (66  Stat.  214;  8 
U.S.C.  1254) ; 

A-12269388,  June,  Wong  Way; 

A— 10758754,  Dai,  Chew  Sin; 

A-12586379,  Lum,  Bak-Min; 

AA-28009,  Lee,  Kai  Suen; 

A-l  1925176,  Teng,  James  Wong; 


A-12261123,  Kwan,  Chan  Chew; 

A-11721429,  Fong,  Chin  Hoy; 

A-11948980,  Ginn,  Annie; 

A-7841723,  Nurmeta,  Nikolai; 

A-11596987,  Lee,  Gar  Way; 

A-l  1596986,  Lee,  Won  Wall; 

A— 7876042,  Lee,  Sin  Ha; 

A-8027478,  Wiwczar,  Micha 
A-8091415,  Soter,  Gus; 

A-l  1433474,  Gin,  Win  Gc 
A-l  1170722,  Huey,  Thiqk  Chu; 

A-12642507,  Jew,  Ming-Wai; 

A-12249576,  Kim,  D/ck  Lee; 

A-7898650,  Martino/  Vincenzo; 

A-11629250,  Quan  Bing  Kwong; 

A-11629274,  Quan,  Dong  Guay  You; 
A-11814222,  Wong,  Ngoon  Fow; 

A-12671644,  Yau,  Chong  Lew; 

A— 10767929/ Yee,  Yat  Hung; 

A-12648344,  Keong,  Leong; 

A— 1 1598J&5,  Moy,  Fay  Yen; 

A-12088442,  Youn,  Yin  Yu; 

A-10772062,  Chinn,  Gwai  Bun; 

A-1Z407947,  Yee,  Miu  Lee; 

A-A 1407955,  Yee,  Moo  Tuk; 

-11407951,  Yee,  Mun  Moy; 

^A-12086307,  Chung,  Pak  Jow; 

A-12671828,  Wong,  Gain  Yuey; 

A-6017938,  Edwards,  George  Eugene; 

A— 12682571,  Tom,  Wai  Yin; 

A-11805098,  Wong,  Doo  Yen. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  Congress  favors  the  sus¬ 
pension  of  deportation  in  the  case  of  each 
alien  hereinafter  named,  in  which  case  the 
Attorney  General  has  suspended  deportation 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  244(a) 
(5)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act 
(66  Stat.  214;  8  U.S.C.  1254)  : 

A-11909555,  Marquez-Paez,  Raul; 
A-2395556,  Pond,  James  Leo; 

A-2302786,  Ochoa,  Gilbert; 

A-2610759,  Alvanos,  Elias; 

A-10728848,  Prieto-Guzman,  Jesus; 
A-4386589,  Contreras,  Domingo; 
A-12640925,  Wong,  Sik  Tong; 

A-2305713,  Norrito,  Mario; 

A-5420979,  Gomez,  Margarito; 

A-^4049513,  Jubera-Martinez,  Alvaro; 
A-1087969,  Tobar-Medina,  Manuel; 
A-3599256,  Mota,  Augustine; 

A— 5782421,  Wedwick,  William  Anton; 
A-2652678,  Gigliotti,  Emilio; 

A-12336155,  Hinterberg,  Kurt; 

A-3820408,  Mosqueda,  Rutilio; 

A-5616730,  Sestan,  Giordano  Bruno; 
A-2627998,  Wong,  Rose  Chan; 

A-11596573,  Yee,  Soon  Hing; 

A-12655608,  De  La  Cerda-Sarmento,  Man¬ 
uel; 

A-10940563,  Shen,  Shih  Fang; 

A— 10135562,  Shen,  Wei  Fan; 

V-5479179,  Veloz-Reyes,  Ygnacio; 

‘  rl2652444,  Wong,  Pon; 

A-G329804,  Porras  Andres; 

A-13647207,  Lew,  Kim  Yee; 

A-2448221,  Romero-Madrigal,  Juan; 
A-8538&01,  Wittenber,  Jan  Peter; 

A— 12652388,  Won,  You  Hong. 

Sec.  3.  That  the  Congress  favors  the  sus¬ 
pension  of  deportation  in  the  case  of  each 
alien  hereinafter  named,  in  which  case  the 
Attorney  Genertik  has  suspended  deportation 
for  more  than  six  months : 

A-8039129,  Tsangaris,  Constantinos; 
A-7189102,  Kee,  MOV 


BILL  INTRODUCED 


A  bill  was  introduced,  Vead  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the  sec¬ 
ond  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BOTTUM  (for  himsdl#  and  Mr. 

Mvndt)  : 

S.  3664.  A  bill  to  provide  relief  f&r  resi¬ 
dential  occupants  of  unpatented 
claims  upon  which  valuable  improver] 
have  been  placed,  and  for  other  purposes;' 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insult 
Affairs. 


4ning 
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_ the  remarks  of  Mr.  Bottom  when  he 

introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under'a  separate  heading.) 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 

SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS 

Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary^  reported  an  original 
concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  86) 
favoring  the  suspension  of  deportation  of 
certain  aliens,  which  \as  placed  on  the 
calendar. 

(See  the  above  concurrent  resolution 
printed  in  full  when  reptoted  by  Mr. 
Eastland,  which  appears  unoer  the  head¬ 
ing  “Reports  of  Committees.”)' 


RELIEF  FOR  RESIDENTIAL  OCCU¬ 
PANTS  OF  CERTAIN  UNPATENTED 

MINING  CLAIMS 

Mr.  BOTTOM.  Mr.  President,  I  intro' 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
designed  to  protect  certain  property  in¬ 
terests  of  individuals  holding  unpatented 
mining  claims,  which  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  be  null 
and  void. 

In  cases  where  unpatented  mining 
claims  are  determined  to  be  invalid  this 
bill  proposes  to  empower  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  convey  by  purchase  to 
the  holder  of  the  unpatented  claim  land 
within  the  claim  upon  which  valuable 
improvements  have  been  made,  provid¬ 
ing  that  the  area  of  the  parcel  does  not 
exceed  5  acres.  Under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  only  claimants  who  are  seasonal  or 
year-round  residential  occupant -owners 
could  qualify  as  purchasers  of  these  im¬ 
proved  tracts.  The  bill  also  requires 
that  the  claimant  must  have  been  an 
occupant-owner  as  of  January  10,  1962. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  represents  one 
of  the  final  legislative  endeavors  of  my 
long-time  friend  and  distinguished  pred¬ 
ecessor,  Francis  Case.  This  bill  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Case  as  S.  3458  on 
June  21 — just  1  day  before  his  sudden 
and  tragic  passing.  Senator  Case  had 
introduced  this  measure  to  provide  a: 
equitable  basis  for  dealing  with  mini, 
claimants,  who  have  lost  their  mining 
claims  through  administrative  determi¬ 
nation  and  who  stand  to  suffer  still 
greater  losses  by  reason  of  the /physical 
impossibility  of  moving  valuable  im¬ 
provements  which  they  have7  placed  on 
these  lands  during  the  years  they  have 
developed  their  claims.  Throughout  the 
Black  Hills  area  of  Squth  Dakota  we 
have  had  a  good  many, mining  claims  de¬ 
clared  null  and  void  during  the  past  year 
or  so.  The  former  holders  of  these 
claims  stand  to  suffer  substantial  losses, 
because  of  the  impossibility  of  moving 
cabins  and  other  valuable  improvements 
located  on  tfits  mining  property. 

I  feel  th&t  this  proposed  legislation 
developed -'by  Senator  Case  provides  a 
reasonable  method  for  protecting  the 
very  legitimate  property  interests  of 
mining  claimants  when  the  Department 
of  pne  Interior  determines  that  a  claim 
to  longer  valid. 


Because  of  my  belief  in  the  soundness 
of  this  proposal  and  so  that  this  proposed 
legislation  will  have  an  active  sponsor 
in  the  remaining  term  of  the  87th  Con¬ 
gress  I  am  reintroducing  the  Case  bill 
with  my  colleague,  the  senior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  as  a 
cosponsor,  in  the  hope  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
on  which  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  a 
member,  will  take  action  prior  to  ad¬ 
journment. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3564)  to  provide  relief  for 
residential  occupants  of  unpatented 
mining  claims  upon  which  valuable  im¬ 
provements  have  been  placed,  and  for 
other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Bot¬ 
tom  [for  himself  and  Mr.  Mtjndt],  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 


imports  to  be  used  for  production 
marketing  research. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore, 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1962— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit,  for  appropriate  reference,  an 
amendment  to  House  bill  12391,  to  im¬ 
prove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Goverment,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  rea¬ 
sonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  to  eliminate  from 
the  permanent  law  the  requirement  for 
55  million  acres  of  wheat. 

We  have  a  normal  annual  need  of  600 
or  700  million  bushels.  We  now  have  in 
storage  1,090  million  bushels  of  wheat, 
which  cost  us  $2,146  million.  We  are 
spending  on  it  $147,200,000  a  year,  and  I 
say  we  cannot  go  before  the  taxpayers 
and  justify  that  kind  of  program  any 
.longer.  So,  regardless  of  whether  the 
farm  bill  is  acted  on  immediately  here 
on  the  floor,  or  whether  it  is  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry — as  I  think  should  be  done — • 
for  appropriate  amendment,  I  think  this 
amendment  should  be  included. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry. 


ENROLLED  BILL  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  July  23,  *962,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President/of  the  United 
States  the  enrolled  bill/S.  2147)  for  the 
relief  of  Felipe  O.  Pag^ilao. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC., /PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix,  as/tollows: 

3y  Mr.  WILEY: 

Exberpts  from  address  prepared  by  him  for 
doll  very  over  Wisconsin  radio  stations  on 
ly  21,  1962,  on  the  need  for  family  farm 
tudy. 

Text  of  weekly  broadcast  over  Wisconsin 
radio  stations  on  July  23,  1962,  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  disarmament. 

By  Mr.  TALMADGE: 

Article  entitled  "America’s  New  Hero,  Lt. 
Col.  John  H.  Glenn,  Jr.,  Is  Eighth  To  Be 
Selected  as  a  Great  American,”  published  in 
a  recent  issue  of  Dixie  Business  magazine, 
dealing  with  the  selection  of  Lt.  Col.  John 
H.  Glenn,  Jr.,  to  receive  that  publication’s 
Great  American  Award  for  1962. 

By  Mr.  MUNDT: 

Article  entitled  "Medicare  Can  Be  Crucial 
Issue,”  written  by  Roscoe  Drummond  and 
published  in  the  Washington  Post  of  July 
22,  1962,  dealing  with  various  proposals  for 
medical  care  for  the  aged. 

By  Mr.  JACKSON: 

News  release  dated  July  23,  1962,  from  the 
Department  of  Defense,  Office  of  Public  Af¬ 
fairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  dealing  with  the 
selection  of  Senator  Magnuson  by  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Stall  to  receive  the  13th  annual 
National  Transportation  Award  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Transportation  Association. 


Mr. 


PROMOTION  OF  FLOW  OF  DOMES¬ 
TICALLY  PRODUCED  LUMBER  IN 
COMMERCE — ADDITIONAL  CO¬ 

SPONSORS  OF  BILL 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  names 
of  Senators  Church  and  Morse  may  be 
added  to  the  bill  (S.  3517)  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish 
and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the 
flow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in 
commerce.  This  is  the  bill  which  would 
segregate  tariffs  and  duties  on  lumber 


REMARKS  MADE  AT  GOLDEN  ROSE 
AWARD  TO  SENATOR  MARGARET 
CHASE  SMITH,  OF  MAINE 

AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
the  Florists’  Telegraph  Delivery  As¬ 
sociation  presented  its  first  annual 
Golaen  Rose  Award  to  Senator  Margaret 
Chase\Smith,  of  Maine.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record  the  remarks  made 
on  that  ocoasion  by  the  majority  leader, 
the  SenatorNfrom  Montana,  Mr.  Mans¬ 
field;  the  minority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  \Mr.  Dirksen;  Senator 
Margaret  ChaseNSmith,  of  Maine;  and 
Mrs.  Doris  H.  Rehiis,  president  of  the 
Florists’  Delivery  Association,  at  the 
time  when  she  presented  the  award. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  rema;  ks 
were  ordered  to  be  printed. in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Comments  of  Senators  Made  at'Golden  Rose 
Award  Ceremonies  at  Capitol\>n  July  19, 
1962,  in  Honor  of  Senator 'Margaret 
Chase  Smith 

senator  Mansfield’s  comments'* 

I  can  think  of  no  person  more  desetting 
of  the  honor  accorded  her  today  than  the 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


13543 


and  others  covered  by  H.R.  10606 
wiffcn  had  expired  on  June  30.  I  co- 
•ed  this  measure  with  my  West 
Virginia  colleague  Senator  Robert  C. 
Byrd, 'the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  dVcjglas],  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  NeV  York  [Mr.  JavxtsI.  But  this 
temporary,  extended  bill  was  not  acted 
on  by  the  Kinance  Committee. 

Finally,  wlien  the  hour  arrived  on  July 
17  to  vote  onv  the  Kerr  motion  to  table 
the  Anderson  ^health  care  amendment, 
I  recorded  my  V>te  on  the  basis  of  my 
own  decision  as\to  the  proper  course 
for  me  to  take  in  the  light  of  all  facts  as 
I  understood  them.  \J  had  made  the  per¬ 
sonal  evaluation  t\at  the  Anderson 
amendment  attached  tto  H.R.  10606  would 
delay  or  defeat  the  whole  measure.  I 
chose  the  course  that  led  to  the  speedy 
passage  of  a  vitally  needed  bill  rather 
than  the  course  that  seemed  to  me  to 
lead  only  to  stalemate  arid  probably 
chaos  and  much  misery  in  me  State  I 
represent,  in  part,  in  this  body 

I  repeat  in  conclusion,  Mr.  Resident, 
that  the  article  writen  by  Mr.  Pearson  is 
inaccurate  as  to  the  so-called  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  amendment.  It  is  equally  inac¬ 
curate  in  reference  to  a  “secret  dVal” 
between  the  senior  Senator  from  Okl 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr]  and  the  senior 
ator  from  West  Virginia. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not, 
morning  business  is  closed. 

The  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate,  for 
a  second  reading,  the  bill  (H.R.  12391), 
the  so-called  farm  bill.  The  bill  will  be 
stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm 
income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to 
reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  prod¬ 
ucts  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  any  further  proceedings  on  H.R. 
12391. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  it  mandatory  un¬ 
der  the  rule  when  objection  has  been 
made  to  further  proceedings  on  the  bill 
now  laid  before  the  Senate,  and  on  which 
there  has  been  the  second  reading,  that 
the  Chair  refer  the  bill  to  the  calendar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
mandatory  under  rule  XlV  unless  a 
point  of  order  is  raised  on  the  effect  that 
that  has  in  this  particular  situation. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  In  my  judgment,  the 
objection  that  has  been  made  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 


culture  and  Forestry,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
does  not  require  a  unanimous-consent 
request  to  make  it,  but  at  least  I  think 
I  should  ask  the  question  in  order  to 
round  out  the  record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  ob j  ec- 
tion  is  raised  under  rule  XIV,  the  bill 
would  go  to  the  calendar  under  the  rule 
itself. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Further  in  the  par¬ 
liamentary  field,  has  the  Chair  actually, 
in  view  of  the  objection  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana,  made 
a  commitment  of  the  bill  to  the  calendar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  not  made  that  decision.  The 
Chair  is  awaiting  a  point  of  order  which 
would  delay  further  proceedings. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  While  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  last  paragraph  of  rule 
XIV,  with  particular  reference  to  a 
House  bill  or  resolution  which  is  sent  to 
the  Senate,  and  on  which  there  has  been 
a  second  reading,  that  on  objection  to 
the  further  consideration  of  the  meas¬ 
ure  it  should  go  to  the  calendar  upon 
action  by  the  Chair.  But  I  direct  the 
Chair’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946, 
in  which  we  prescribed  the  standing  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  set  forth  in 
great  detail  the  jurisdiction  of  those 
committees,  it  is  also  recited  that  bills 
and  resolutions  shall  be  referred  or  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  committees  where  the 
jurisdiction  has  been  defined. 

In  my  judgment,  in  the  instant  case 
the  bill  should  be  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
rather  than  to  have  it  placed  on  the 
calendar.  I  point  out  that  there  is  a 
conflict  as  between  Rule  XIV  and  the 
jurisdictions  which  are  set  forth  in  rule 
XXV.  One  who  would  protest  is  at 
something  of  a  disadvantage  if  his  pro¬ 
test  and  a  point  of  order  were  considered 
as  an  appeal  from  a  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

I  wish  to  make  a  point  of  order,  and  I 
shall  make  it  after  the  Chair  has  made 
his  ruling,  which  I  think  that  would  be 
the  appropriate  time,  so  that  the  Senate 
itself  may  take  action  on  the  matter  and 
determine  whether  the  bill  should  be 
placed  on  the  calendar  or  should  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

I  make  one  other  point:  that  this 
question  is  debatable  and  that  a  point  of 
order  would  be  debatable  also. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  decisions  made  on  two 
separate  occasions,  one  in  1948  and  one 
in  1947,  and  following  that  precedent,  it 
would  be  the  Chair’s  intention  to  submit 
the  point  of  order  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  familiar,  of 
course,  with  the  proceedings  had  in  1948. 
That  was  the  celebrated  Oleomargarine 
case.  The  issue  there  was  simple.  I 
can  readily  understand  the  Senate’s  ac¬ 
tion. 

The  1957  case  was  the  Civil  Rights  case. 
I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  measure 
in  that  case  was  the  civil  rights  bill, 
under  which  the  Civil  Rights  Commission 
was  created.  The  Senate  also  considered 
other  matters. 

I  am  aware  also  that  awkward  and 


sometimes  embarrassing  moments  come. 
But,  as  has  been  so  often  said,  a  foolish 
consistency  is  the  hobgoblin  of  little 
minds.  At  that  time  the  Senate  was 
confronted  with  an  emotional  issue;  and 
over  a  long  period  of  years  we  had  en¬ 
countered  filibusters  or,  shall  I  say,  ex¬ 
tended  periods  of  expression  which  some¬ 
how  made  it  difficult  to  secure  action  on 
a  bill  in  the  civil  rights  field.  I  think  I 
can  comfort  myself  with  the  fact  that 
while  that  measure,  particularly,  was 
limited  in  scope,  the  measure  which  is 
now  before  us  actually  touches  and  vi¬ 
tally  touches  every  State  of  the  Union. 
For  that  reason,  it  ought  to  have  com¬ 
mittee  consideration. 

Not  the  least  of  the  items  referred  to  in 
the  recent  debate  on  the  medicare  pro¬ 
posal  was  the  fact  that  it  was  a  broad- 
gage  problem  which  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  con¬ 
tended  would  cost  probably  $1,100  mil¬ 
lion,  but  which  the  experts  contended 
would  cost  perhaps  twice  that  much,  and 
which  would  affect  millions  of  wage  earn¬ 
ers  all  over  the  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
point  of  order  must  be  made  before  2 
o’clock. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  is 
now  2  o’clock. 

J.YMENT  OF  EXPENSES  OF  AT- 
3ANCE  OF  GOVERNMENT  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  AT  CERTAIN  MEETINGS 

The\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of\2  o’clock  having  arrived,  the 
Chair  laykbefore  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  which  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
6374)  to  clarify  the  application  of  the 
Government  Ernployees  Training  Act 
with  respect  to  payment  of  expenses  of 
attendance  of  Government  employees  at 
certain  meetings,  anClfor  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  \Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a,  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  I 
from  Illinois  has  asked  unanimous  co\ 
sent  that  further  proceedings  under 
call  be  suspended.  Is  there  objection?' 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  with 
respect  to  the  question  that  was  before 
the  Senate  before  the  absence  of  a  quo¬ 
rum  was  noted,  I  had  lodged  a  point  of 
order  with  respect  to  procedure  after  the 
second  reading  of  the  farm  bill.  I  am 
now  prepared  to  withdraw  the  point  of 
order.  I  defer  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Senator 
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from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  for  a 
statement  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  after 
consultation  with  many  Senators,  I  am 
now  prepared  to  move  that  H.R.  12391 
be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  with  instructions 
that  the  bill  be  reported  to  the  Senate 
not  later  than  Monday,  July  30. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  As  the 
Chair  understands,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  withdrawn  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
rule,  the  bill  would  then  go  to  the  calen¬ 
dar.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
moved  that  the  bill  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
with  instructions  to  report  the  bill  to  the 
Senate  not  later  than  July  30. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  As  I  understand, 
there  must  first  be  a  motion  to  consider 
the  bill  before  the  bill  can  actually  be 
referred. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  a  motion  to 
consider  were  made  and  agreed  to,  would 
not  such  action  set  a  precedent  by  by¬ 
passing  a  committee? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  has  answered  that  inquiry  by 
saying  that  such  action  would  not  pre¬ 
vent  the  making  of  a  motion  to  refer 
the  bill  to  a  committee. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  question  is, 
Would  not  the  action  set  a  precedent  of 
bypassing  a  committee,  unless  a  motion 
were  made  to  refer  the  measure  to  a 
committee  and  that  motion  were  agreed 
to? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  has  informed  the  Chair  that 
in  his  opinion  the  inquiry  is  not  a  proper 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  am 
I  to  understand  the  Chair  to  rule  that  it 
is  not  a  proper  parliamentary  inquiry 
for  me  to  ask  whether  a  motion  to  con¬ 
sider  a  bill  that  is  in  the  status  of  the 
bill  about  which  we  are  speaking  at  pres- 
sent  would  not  be  tantamount  to  bypass¬ 
ing  the  committee  to  which  the  bill  would 
normally  be  referred? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  has  informed  the  Chair  that 
the  question  is  one  of  interpretation. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  asking  for  an 
interpretation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  one  that  the  Senate  has  reserved  to 
itself.  Normally  the  Presiding  Officer 
does  not  pass  on  such  questions. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  preface  my  in¬ 
quiry  by  making  the  statement  that  in 


agreeing  to  the  arrangement  which  I 
understand  has  been  arrived  at,  a  motion 
will  be  made  immediately  to  refer  the 
bill  to  a  committee,  to  which  I  have  no 
objection.  With  that  Understanding  and 
with  that  arrangement,  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject.  But  I  want  the  Record  clearly  to 
show  that  in  agreeing  to  the  arrange¬ 
ment  under  these  circumstances,  I  am 
not,  so  far  as  I  am  personally  concerned, 
agreeing  to  set  any  precedent  to  per¬ 
mit  such  action  to  become  a  practice.  I 
would  not  agree  to  the  action  except  that 
I  understand  that  some  satisfactory  ar¬ 
rangement  has  been  made. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry - 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  have  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
recognizes  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  it  in  order  to  move 
to  consider  and  at  the  same  time  couple 
in  that  motion  a  second  provision  to 
refer  the  measure  to  committee?  Un¬ 
der  the  rule,  then,  the  motion  would  be 
in  the  first  part  a  motion  to  consider 
and,  in  the  second  part,  a  motion  to  re- 
fere  to  a  committee.  Such  action  would 
be  on  the  basis,  of  course,  of  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  measure  would  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  committee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  correctly  stated  the 
situation. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  believe  that 
the  question  asked  by  the  Senator.from 
Illinois,  which,  as  I  understand,  he 
changed  slightly  before  the  Chair  an¬ 
swered,  was  as  follows:  Is  it  proper  to 
make  a  motion  consisting  of  two  pro¬ 
visions:  First,  to  consider  and,  in  the 
same  motion  and  as  an  integral  part  of 
it,  to  refer  the  measure  to  a  commit¬ 
tee? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  advises  the  Chair  that  un¬ 
der  the  precedents  it  is  not. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  When  a  point  of 
order  is  withdrawn  after  the  second 
reading  of  a  bill  has  taken  place,  does 
not  the  Chair  automatically  place  the 
bill  on  the  calendar? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  When  the  bill  is  on 
the  calendar,  a  motion  to  consider  the 
bill  is  then  in  order,  and  a  motion  to 
refer  to  a  committee  with  instructions 
would  likewise  be  in  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  After  the  bill 
is  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  After  the  bill  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  like  to  prolong  the  controversy,  but 
there  have  been  a  great  many  state¬ 
ments  in  the  Senate  with  respect  to  by¬ 
passing  committees.  In  my  viewpoint 
the  present  action  is  not  in  any  sense  a 
bypassing  procedure. 

Rule  XIV,  subsection  (3),  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  14  of  the  Standing  Rules 
of  the  Senate,  specifically  provides  the 
procedure.  As  I  understand,  at  present 
the  bill  is  on  the  table.  It  has  been  read 
twice.  Objection  was  made  to  proceed¬ 
ing  further  on  the  bill. 

Then  a  point  of  order  was  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  That  did  not 
put  the  bill  on  the  calendar.  I  under¬ 
stood  that  the  bill  had  been  taken  off  the 
table  and  brought  before  the  Senate. 
Now  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  with¬ 
drawn  his  point  of  order.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  then 
moved  to  refer  the  bill  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
instructions. 

I  do  not  wish  to  belabor  the  point,  but 
I  wish  to  read  the  portion  of  the  rule  to 
which  I  have  referred : 

No  bill  or  joint  resolution  shall  be  com¬ 
mitted  or  amended  until  it  shall  have  been 
twice  read,  after  which  it  may  be  referred 
to  a  committee:  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
introduced  on  leave — 

I  interpolate  here  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  to  the  following 
language — 

and  bills  and  joint  resolutions  introduced 
on  leave,  and  bills  and  joint  resolutions  from 
the  House  of  Representatives,  shall  be  read 
once,  and  may  be  read  twice,  on  the  same 
day,  if  not  objected  to,  for  reference — 

Objection  was  made  to  reference — 
but  shall  not  be  considered  on  that  day  nor 
debated,  except  for  reference,  unless  by 
unanimous  consent. 

I  insist  that  if  the  English  language 
means  anything,  the  motion  to  refer 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
would  be  in  order,  even  though  the  bill 
had  not  gone  to  the  calendar. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  in¬ 
come,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs 
to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products 
to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
new  my  motion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  to  refer  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  with  instructions  to  report  the 
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bill  to  the  Senate  not  later  than  Mon¬ 
day,  July  30. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mi'.  President,  I  should 
like  to  address  a  question  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender L 

If  the  bill  is  reported  to  the  Senate 
not  later  than  Monday,  July  30,  when 
does  the  Senator  contemplate  bringing 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  for  action? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  earlier  than 
Wednesday  of  next  week. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Not  earlier  than  Wednes¬ 
day  of  next  week? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  If  the  bill  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  committee,  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  have  any  idea  when 
the  committee  would  consider  the  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  day  after  to¬ 
morrow,  if  we  can,  since  that  is  our  reg¬ 
ular  meeting  day. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


THE  ACHIEVEMENTS  OP  THE  AIR 

NATIONAL  GUARD  IN  THE  BER¬ 
LIN  CALLUP 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  much 
has  already  been  said  concerning  the 
Berlin  callup  and  especially  the  magnifi¬ 
cent  achievements  of  the  Air  National 
Guard  last  October  in  deploying  over  200 
jet  aircraft  across  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
without  an  accident.  Two  squadrons, 
whose  aircraft,  the  F-104  Starfighter, 
had  to  be  dismantled  and  flown  across 
the  ocean  in  transport  planes  because  of 
its  short  range,  are  doing  a  magnificent 
job  for  the  86th  Air  Division  at  Ramstein 
Airbase,  Germany. 

These  men,  from  the  197th  Fighter 
Interceptor  Squadron,  of  Phoenix,  Ariz., 
and  from  the  151st,  of  Knoxville,  Tenn., 
have  been  getting  their  aircraft  into  the 
air  and  blasting  their  way  to  the  Iron/ 
Curtain  border  on  training  missions 
fast  that  Communist  jets  are  at  tinafes 
barely  off  the  ground  when  the  F-JV4’s 
are  already  on  the  way  back  to  /home 
bases. 

Maj.  Gen.  H.  R.  Spicer,  comqa&nder  of 
the  17th  Air  Force,  has  said: 

The  197th  Fighter  Intercenitor  Squadron 
from  Phoenix  and  the  151st yfrom  Knoxville 
have  strengthened  my  command  tremen¬ 
dously.  They  are  not  only  well  trained  but 
they  have  a  wonderful  a/itude  toward  being 
called  to  active  duty. 

I  am  confident  tbiat  the  senior  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  joins  me  in 
this  tribute.  The  commanding  officer  of 
the  197th  from  Phoenix  is  Lt.  Col. 
Thomas  H.  Isarnard.  The  commanding 
officer  of  tile  151st  from  Knoxville  is  Lt. 
Col.  Robert  W.  Akin. 

The  nlen  of  the  151st  from  Knoxville, 
Tenn /'have  dramatically  demonstrated 
that/they  deserve  the  praise  given  them 
bv/General  Spicer.  This  unit  has  only 
le  aircraft  compared  to  the  25  assigned 


to  most  units  of  this  type.  Despite  this 
fact,  during  the  month  of  May,  these 
men  flew  their  F-104’s  more  than  836 
hours,  exceeding  the  Air  Force  record 
number  of  hours  for  1  month  flown  by 
the  temperamental  Starfighters  by  more 
than  100  hours,  and  also  that  of  all  types 
of  aircraft  in  the  86th  Air  Division.  This 
is  a  tremendous  achievement  of  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation.  Yet,  at  no  time 
did  they  forget  the  need  to  observe  all 
types  of  safety  precautions. 

The  greatest  danger  to  safety  was 
fatigue  and  hurry.  Starting  slowly  at 
the  beginning  of  the  month,  the  squad¬ 
ron  upped  the  number  of  missions  when 
it  was  discovered  that  its  morale  and 
maintenance  was  better  than  it  had  ever 
been.  Even  at  the  height  of  their  activ¬ 
ity  they  permitted  their  pilots  to  make 
only  two  flights  per  day  and  mainte¬ 
nance  and  support  personnel  agreed  that 
yrey  had  worked  less  during  this  record 
)nth  than  any  previous  month  since 
thV  had  deployed  to  Europe.  The  easy 
success  of  this  record-breaking  achieve¬ 
ment's  attributed  to  the  excellent  quali¬ 
ty  of  the  maintenance  performed  on  the, 
StarfighWs  and  the  extremely  higj 
morale  orvthe  men  of  the  squadron. 

On  May\31,  the  151st  was  released 
from  alert  m  order  that  they  /light 
make  a  fly  over  with  all  18  aircraft. 
And  to  show  show  well  pleased  the 
division  is  with 'both  the  m/i  of  the 
151st  and  197th,  the  division/has  recom¬ 
mended  both  squadrons  for  a  Distin¬ 
guished  Unit  CitatioiV  I/nope  that  this 
well-deserved  recommendation  will  be 
approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  fyom  the  House  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  try  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clyrks,  announced  that  the 
House  ha/passed,  without  amencunent, 
the  bill /S.  2321)  to  encourage  and\aid 
the  development  pf  reconstructive  medi¬ 
cine  and  surgery  and  the  development  i 
medico-surgical  research  by  authorizing'' 
the  licensing  of  tissue  banks  in  the  Dis- 
rict  of  Columbia,  by  facilitating  ante- 
'mortem  and  postmorten  donations  of 
human  tissue  for  tissue  bank  purposes, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6967)  to 
provide  for  the  incorporation  of  certain 
nonprofit  corporations  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  11038)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  and  for  other  purposes: 
that  the  House  receded  from  its  dis¬ 
agreement  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  4,  12,  22,  42,  and  53 
to  the  bill,  and  concurred  therein,  and 
that  the  House  receded  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  2,  7,  10,  16,  23,  25,  28,  43,  47, 
and  48  to  the  bill,  and  concurred  therein, 
severally  with  an  amendment,  in  which 


it  requested  the  concurrence  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  ti(e 
House  had  agreed  to  a  concui'rent  res¬ 
olution  (H.  Con.  Res.  505)  authorizing 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  to  make  changes  in  the  enrollment 
of  H.R.  11038,  an  engrossed  House  bill, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  19/2 — CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND/  Mr.  President,  before 
Senators  leave /the  Chamber,  I  should 
like  to  announce  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  the  Senate  is  about  to  consider  in¬ 
volves  som/very  unusual  procedures,  and 
pei'haps  Senators  who  have  some  inter¬ 
est  in  i/  may  wish  to  remain,  because 
we  do/not  want  to  bring  up  anything 
in  the  absence  of  a  Senator  who  has  an 
int/rest. 

iriefly,  the  situation  is  this:  Because 
if  the  long  lapse  of  time,  there  were 
a  great  number  of  items  in  the  second 
supplemental  for  1962  which  are  now 
out  of  date,  because  fiscal  year  1962  has 
now  ceased  to  exist. 

Even  though  items  were  in  the  same 
amount  in  both  versions  of  the  bill,  a 
device  which  is  unusual  in  the  Senate 
had  to  be  used  to  eliminate  such  items. 
There  are  other  items  in  which  one 
House  allowed  a  certain  amount  and 
the  other  a  lesser  amount,  and  the  final 
amount  was  less  than  either. 

This  situation  called  for  unusual  treat¬ 
ment,  which  will  be  described. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  a  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  11038)  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  and  for  other  purposes.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
.will  be  read  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

Le  Chief  Clerk  read  the  report. 

’or  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  20,  1962,  p.  13409,  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.) 

The  Vice  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  do  the  present  consideration  of 
the  repora! 

There  be>ng  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  toVonsider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAHd.  Mr.  President,  I  note 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  r«fr.  Young]  is  present. 
He  is  the  rankings,  minority  member  of 
the  subcommittee  and  also  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee.  After  making  a  pre¬ 
liminary  statement  I  shall  yield  to  him, 
unless  he  wishes  to  have\ne  yield  to  him 
now. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Nortftv  Dakota.  I 
merely  desire  to  say  that  then-eport  was 
signed  by  all  the  conferees,  both  Demo¬ 
cratic  and  Republican,  and  the  agree¬ 
ments  reached  were  quite  satisfactory. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  ojstin" 
guished  Senator. 

I  think  it  will  be  helpful  to  the  M^ 
bers  of  the  Senate  if  I  make  a  few  prfc 
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Yiminary  remarks  with  respects  to  the 
procedure  that  will  be  followed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  H.R.  11038,  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  fis¬ 
cal  yea/l962. 

This  bill  passed  the  Senate  on  April  16, 
and  the  committee  of  conference  did  not 
meet  until  July  20 — a  lapse  of  3  months. 
The  cause  ok  this  delay  is  well  known 
and  there  is  nonnecessity  for  a  discussion 
of  that  matter  at  this  time. 

However,  this  lapse  of  3  months  has 
resulted  in  a  situation  whereby  some  of 
the  funds  included\n  the  bill  are  no 
longer  required.  Ir\  those  instances 
where  such  funds  wei\  included  in  a 
Senate  amendment,  the  matter  is  treated 
in  the  report  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  and  amendments  in  disagreement. 
This  is  in  accord  with  the  us^al  proce¬ 
dure  of  conferences. 

However,  in  those  instances\where 
there  was  no  differences  in  the  Hfouse 
and  Senate  bills  and  there  is  no  longer  a 
requirement  for  such  funds  or  a  portion 
thereof,  the  committee  of  conference 
could  not  in  its  report  make  changes  in' 
the  bill.  Therefore,  it  was  determined 
by  the  committee  of  conference  that  a 
concurrent  resolution  would  be  offered 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  make  the 
necessary  changes  in  the  enrollment  of 
the  bill.  The  House  of  Representatives 
has  passed  such  a  resolution — House 
Concurrent  Resolution  505 — a  copy  of 
which  is  on  each  Member’s  desk. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  this  unique 
procedural  situation,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  when  the  report  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  and  amendments  in 
disagreement  are  disposed  of  the  Senate 
immediately  proceed  with  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  505. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
turn  now  to  some  of  the  major  items 
in  the  second  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  first  amendment  was  $3  millioi; 
recommended  by  the  Senate  for  the 
ricultural  Research  Service,  including 
funds  for  the  screwworm  eradication 
program  in  the  Southwest.  The /House 
had  recommended  $2  yz  million  /or  this 
purpose  and  the  conference  committee 
agreed  upon  a  figure  of  $2,750,000.  Al¬ 
though  the  fiscal  year  expired  June  30, 

1962,  the  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  had  provided  for  these 
funds  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 

1963. 

In  the  hearing  it  Was  shown  that  the 
livestock  industry  /f  the  affected  areas 
had  put  up  matching  funds  in  a  very 
commendable  effort  to  come  to  grips 
with  that  problem. 

The  next  item  in  the  bill  was  $425,000 
for  marketing  research  and  service.  The 
House  ana  Senate  had  each  allowed 
$425, 000/for  this  purpose  and,  conse¬ 
quently!  there  was  no  Senate  amend¬ 
ment/under  this  heading.  However, 
since  the  fiscal  year  had  expired  and 
ttafee  funds  were  for  use  during  fiscal 
j^far  1962,  there  was  absolutely  no  need 
appropriate  this  amount.  Conse¬ 


quently,  this  entire  amendment  has  been 
included  in  the  concurrent  resolution  to 
which  I  have  previously  referred  and, 
accordingly,  no  funds  for  this  purpose 
will  be  included  in  the  bill  as  it  is  writ¬ 
ten  into  law. 

I  believe  that  clearly  explains  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  occurring  in  this  particular  con¬ 
ference.  Several  other  items  have  also 
been  dealt  with  in  this  manner. 

The  Senate  had  provided  $50  million 
for  the  direct  loan  account  of  the  Fann¬ 
ers  Home  Administration.  The  confer¬ 
ence  committee  agreed  that  $10  million 
would  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  additional  funds  will  be  made 
available  in  the  very  near  future  in  the 
regular  Agricultural  Appropriation  Act 
for  fiscal  year  1963. 

The  Senate  had  provided  $15  million 
for  U.S.  participation  in  the  New  York 
World’s  Fair,  which  was  a  reduction  of 
$2  million  under  the  $17  million  recom-i 
mended  by  the  House.  The  conference 
committee  agreed  on  the  figure  of  $47 
million  recommended  by  the  House/  in 
.the  first  instance.  The  conference 
committee  also  adopted  the  JBenate 
amendment  providing  for  a  XS.p.  Com¬ 
missioner  for  the  fair  to  be  /Appointed 
by  the  President  at  a  salarj/of  $19,500 
per  annum. 

The  purposes  of  having/such  a  Com- 
missionerk  to  safeguard^  the  Federal 
Government’s  investme/t,  is  clearly  evi¬ 
dent  to  all. 

The  bill  includes  $£0  million  for  oper¬ 
ating  diffentiak  subsidies  as  in  the 
House-Senate  vereions.  That  is  in  the 
mai’itime  fieldV  These  subsidies  were 
due  in  fiscal  1962,  and  they  are  still  due; 
so  the  amoum  remains  in  the  bill. 

The  Senate  had  included  under  the 
appropriation  heading  ‘9Storps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,”  $3.9  million,  an  increase  of  $2 
millioryover  the  House  bill\for  needed 
emergency  restoration  of  navigational 
facilities  damaged  by  the  storms  which 
battered  the  Atlantic  coast  fromvNorth 
irolina  to  New  York  in  the  perioasfrom 
[arch  6  through  March  10,  1962.  'The 
Corps  of  Engineers  had  borrowed  funds 
from  its  regular  maintenance  account! 
to  proceed  with  this  work,  and  the  sums' 
included  in  this  bill  will  enable  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  repay  these  accounts. 

The  conference  committee  approved 
the  $25  million  which  had  been  included 
in  the  bill  by  the  Senate  and  the  House 
for  disaster  relief. 

Incidentally,  we  were  advised  by  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning  that  some 
$16  million  of  that  amount  was  already 
allocated  to  the  storm-hit  States  along 
the  Atlantic. 

The  conference  committee  likewise  ap¬ 
proved  the  $15,707,000  for  payments  to 
school  districts.  However,  it  deleted  the 
sum  of  $7,092,000  for  school  construc¬ 
tion,  since  this  amount  can  be  included 
in  the  regular  1963  appropriation  for  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

The  Senate  will  recall  that  only  a  few 
days  ago,  in  considering  the  regular  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  both  of 
these  items  affecting  impacted  area 
schools  were  placed  in  that  bill.  The  op¬ 
erational  item  was  past  due  because  it 


had  to  do  with  past  entitlemen/s.  That 
is  included  in  this  bill;  whereas  the  fa¬ 
cilities  item  Will  appear,  aar  we  under¬ 
stand,  in  the  annual  appropriation  bill 
soon  to  be  enacted. 

For  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  AdministratioryTor  research  and 
development,  the  co/ference  committee 
approved  the  sum  ox  $82,500,000.  These 
funds  are  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

The  conference  committee  also  ap¬ 
proved  the  $71  million  previously  in¬ 
serted  in  the  bill  by  the  Senate  for  the 
construction  of  facilities  for  the  Space 
Administration. 

For  the  Small  Business  Administration, 
the  Senate  had  earlier  recommended  an 
appropriation  of  $90  million,  an  increase 
of  Wb  million  over  the  House  figure.  After 
considerable  discussion,  the  conference 
committee  agreed  upon  a  figure  of  $40 
’million.  The  Senate  conferees  were  of 
the  opinion  that  in  view  of  the  backlog 
of  applications  in  the  Small  Business 
Administration,  the  sum  should  be  larger. 
However,  this  was  about  the  best  that 
we  could  do  under  the  circumstances. 

Under  the  legislative  establishment, 
the  conference  committee  agreed  on  lan¬ 
guage  providing  for  an  increase  in  the 
basic  clerk  hire  for  each  Senator  of 
$3,000.  On  the  date  that  this  bill  is 
signed  into  law,  this  basic  $3,000  increase 
will  be  available  to  all  Senators. 

This  item  called  for  some  change  in 
the  original  bill,  which  would  have 
called  for  payment  in  fiscal  1962;  but  the 
committee  has  adequately  provided  for 
the  future  by  this  needed  change. 

The  conference  committee  also  in¬ 
cluded  the  necessary  funds  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  widows  of  Senators 
Bridges,  Schoeppel,  and  Case. 

The  bill  in  its  final  form  includes  $2*4 
million  for  salaries  and  expenses,  De¬ 
partment  of  State,  and  $25,616,000  for 
the  U.S.  share  of  the  assessment  for  the 
estimated  expense  of  the  U.N.  opera¬ 
tion  in  the  Congo  through  June  30,  1962, 
as  in  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of 
the  bill. 

There  are  many  appropriation  items 
Jn  this  bill  to  which  I  have  not  referred. 

have  complete  details  with  me,-  and  it 
is\my  intention  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  in  the  Record  a  table 
whick  will  show  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  second  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  and  the  final  amounts 
agreed  upon,  taking  into  consideration 
the  concurrent  resolution.  Should  any 
of  the  Memtos  of  the  Senate  have  any 
desire  for  additional  information,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  explaikany  of  the  items. 

Mr.  PROXMIrE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  l\ield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  W^s  the  provision 
for  funds  to  construct  a  Federal  building 
at  the  New  York  World’s  included 
in  the  supplemental  bill?  Hajv  was  that 
item  handled? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  was  included.  The 
Senator  will  remember  that  ther\House 
provided  $17  million.  The  Senans  re¬ 
duced  that  amount  to  $15  million/but 
added  a  provision  requested  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  allow  the  appointment 
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F5VYMENT  OF  EXPENSES  OF  AT¬ 
TENDANCE  OF  GOVERNMENT  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  AT  CERTAIN  MEETINGS 

Mr.  SM2YTHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  re¬ 
sume  the  consideration  of  House  bill 
6374.  \ 

The  PRESIDINGNDFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  N. 

There  being  no  objecbion,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration,  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  6374)  to  clarify  the  apfchcation  of 
the  Government  Employees  Traknng  Act 
with  respect  to  payment  of  expeh^es  of 
attendance  of  Government  employees  at 
certain  meetings,  and  for  other  purposfet 


THE  FARM  BILL 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  I  am  very  glad  that  the  Senate  saw 
fit  to  refer  the  agricultural  bill,  received 
from  the  House  of  Representatives,  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  for  its  consideration,  with  in¬ 
structions  to  report  it  to  the  Senate  by 
next  Monday.  To  have  bypassed  the 
Senate  committee  would  have  been,  I 
feel,  rather  disastrous  to  our  legislative 
processes  and  also  to  our  emotions. 

The  agricultural  program,  existing  and 
proposed,  seems  to  have  become  an  emo¬ 
tional  and  political  issue  rather  than  an 
economic  one.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
farm  situation  in  this  country  has 
changed  maternally  since  the  Senate  con¬ 
sidered  the  administration’s  proposed 
farm  program  last  spring.  It  seems  per¬ 
tinent  to  me  to  put  into  the  Record  some 
facts  concerning  the  operation  of  the 
farm  program  under  the  present  admin¬ 
istration  and  the  changing  situation  as 
it  relates  to  certain  commodities. 

I  mention  first  the  commodity,  cotton. 
In  1958,  the  cotton  program  was 
dragging.  We  had  to  cut  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  back,  and  it  seemed  essential  that 
we  enact  legislation.  We  did  so.  We 
enacted  legislation  in  1958  relating  to 
the  cotton  program  in  this  country. 

The  situation  began  to  improve  almost 
immediately.  In  1960  our  exports  were 
6  y2  million  bales.  In  1961  our  exports 
lacked  only  17,000  bales  of  being  7  mil¬ 
lion.  With  this  increase  in  exports  and 
in  domestic  use  of  cotton,  it  was  found 
possible  to  increase  acreage  allotments 
to  our  farmers. 

In  1960  the  acreage  allotments  were 
increased  to  17}4  million  acres.  In  1961 
they  were  increased  still  further  by  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  to  18,456,000  acres. 

In  1962  Secretary  Freeman  cut  the 
acreage  allotments  back  about  345,000 
acres,  but  the  resulting  national  allot¬ 
ment  of  18,101,000  acres  was  far  above 
the  minimum  allowed  by  law.  Thus  the 
cotton  industry  became  generally 
healthy,  both  domestically  and  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  our  exports,  during  the  first  2 
years’  operation  under  the  1958  legisla¬ 
tion. 

In  1961,  however,  Secretary  Freeman 
increased  the  support  price  2V2  cents  a 
pound.  This  was  not  requested  by  the 
farmers,  so  far  as  I  know.  At  least,  I 
heard  from  none  of  them  requesting  an 
increase  in  the  support  price. 


After  increasing  the  support  price  for 
cotton  two  and  a  half  cents  a  pound,  it 
was  necessary  to  increase  the  export 
subsidy  accordingly.  So  the  Secretary 
fixed  an  export  subsidy  of  8V2  cents  a 
pound,  or  about  $42.50  for  a  500 -pound 
bale.  This  increase  in  the  export  sub¬ 
sidy,  making  it  possible  to  sell  to  foreign 
users  at  far  less  than  cotton  was  sold  to 
domestic  users,  naturally  upset  the  do¬ 
mestic  cotton  manufacturers.  It  did  not 
work  so  far .  as  increasing  our  foreign 
trade  was  concerned,  because  exports 
this  year  have  fallen  off  approximately 
2  million  bales  from  last  year,  when  the 
lower  subsidy  for  exports  was  in  effect. 

The  effect  on  the  taxpayer  has  been 
that  in  1961,  with  the  export  subsidy  at 
6  cents  a  pound,  the  total  subsidy 
amounted  to  something  like  $210  mil¬ 
lion.  That  was  at  approximately  $30  a 
bale.  In  1962,  with  export  subsidies  at 
8 y2  cents  a  pound,  by  the  same  figuring, 
the  total  export  subsidy  or  cost  to  the 
taxpayer  came  to  $210  million  on  2  mil¬ 
lion  fewer  bales  exported. 

So  the  result  of  the  cotton  program 
which  the  administration  has  under¬ 
taken  to  establish  in  the  past  2  years 
has  been  a  loss  of  markets  to  U.S.  farm¬ 
ers,  and  U.S.  textile  manufacturers  have 
been  placed  at  a  still  greater  disadvan¬ 
tage  in  competition  with  foreign  manu- 
f3rCtUT6rS, 

Let  us  look  for  a  moment  at  what  the 
New  Frontier  has  done  to  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  past  2  years.  In  1961 
the  support  price  for  wheat  was  $1.79  a 
bushel,  or  75  percent  of  parity.  This 
was  announced  on  May  19,  1961,  by  the 
present  administration.  The  final  an¬ 
nouncement,  as  it  was  called,  was  made 
on  July  6  in  the  same  year.  In  making 
the  final  announcement  the  Department 
said : 

Legislation  requires  that  the  final  wheat 
support  rate  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
the  wheat  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  year  and  of  wheat  supply 
relationship  of  the  same  date. 

The  supply  relationship  estimated  for 
the  1961-62  year  at  that  time  was  196.2 
percent.  In  other  words,  there  was  al¬ 
most  a  year’s  supply  of  wheat  available 
in  excess  of  our  needs  for  domestic  use 
and  export. 

But  on  August  9  of  the  same  year, 
1961,  the  Secretary  announced  that 
wheat  supports  would  be  $2  a  bushel,  or 

84.5  percent  of  parity  for  the  1962  crop. 
But  the  supply  percentage  was  prac¬ 
tically  the  same  as  the  year  before,  192.2 
percent. 

On  June  26,  1962,  the  Secretary  an¬ 
nounced  that  wheat  support  prices 
would  have  to  be  set  at  75  percent  of 
parity  again,  because  of  the  supply  per¬ 
centage,  which  had  been  reduced  to 

166.5  percent.  He  said  this  was  neces¬ 
sary  because  action  had  to  be  taken  on 
pre-1961  legislation.  But  the  1961  act 
made  no  change  in  the  calculation  of 
the  wheat  support  price  level.  Congress 
provided,  in  section  123  of  the  1961  act, 
that — 

Price  support  for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat 
shall  be  made  available,  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.  *  *  * 


Section  101  is  the  same  section  that 
the  Secretary  referred  to  as  pre-1961 
legislation,  which  he  again  says  requires 
wheat  price  supports  to  be  placed  at  the 
minimum  of  75  percent  of  parity. 

So  what  is  the  net  effect  of  the  han¬ 
dling,  or  mishandling,  of  the  wheat 
program? 

A  year  ago  the  supply  percentage  for 
wheat  was  192.2  percent,  or  almost  a 
year’s  supply  in  excess  of  our  require¬ 
ments.  Today,  the  supply  percentage  is 

166.5  percent;  and  if  the  disappearance 
holds  up,  the  supply  percentage  will  drop 
much  lower  between  now  and  next 
spring. 

My  question  is,  “How  much  wheat  do 
we  need  to  carry  over  in  the  interest  of 
national  security,  maintaining  good  rela¬ 
tions  and  farm  prosperity?” 

The  next  item  I  would  like  to  consider 
is  soybeans.  On  June  15,  1961,  a  year 
ago,  the  average  price  received  by  farm¬ 
ers  for  soybeans  was  $2.60  a  bushel.  The 
support  price  at  that  time  was  $1.85  a 
bushel,  so  the  support  price  hardly  came 
into  play  at  all. 

Last  year,  1961,  the  Secretary  an¬ 
nounced  the  support  price  for  the  1961 
crop  year  as  $2.30  a  bushel.  The  farm 
price  for  the  1961  crop  of  soybeans  is 
now  $2.34  a  bushel,  with  the  support  at 
$2.30,  whereas  a  year  ago  it  was  $2.60  a 
bushel  with  the  support  at  $1.85. 

Production  has  also  gone  up.  This 
year  it  is  estimated  that  there  will  be 
almost  29  million  acres  of  soybeans 
planted,  an  increase  of  2.4  percent  from 
1961.  But  the  big  increase  came  last 
year  under  higher  supports  when  693 
million  bushels  were  produced,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  25  percent  over  1960. 

What  were  the  results?  On  June  31, 
1961,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  inventory  of  soybeans  was  1,077,000 
bushels,  acquired  at  a  cost  of  $1.85  a 
bushel.  On  July  13,  1962,  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  inventory  of  soy¬ 
beans  amounted  to  44.7  million  bushels, 
acquired  at  a  cost  of  $2.30  a  bushel. 

That  is  not  all  there  is  to  the  story. 
Not  only  was  there  an  encouragement 
of  production  of  a  large  surplus  of  soy¬ 
beans,  but  also  there  now  is  a  very  large 
surplus  of  soybean  oil,  an  embarrassing 
surplus  which  is  being  sold  at  very  low 
prices.  Some  attempt  has  been  made, 
according  to  the  news  reports,  to  convert 
much  of  this  surplus  into  salad  oil  for 
contribution  to  foreign  countries.  If  we 
are  to  believe  some  of  the  reports  which 
have  appeared  lately,  there  is  man-sized 
trouble  brewing  in  that  field,  with  salad 
oil  being  lost  through  contamination 
and  spoilage,  because  it  isn’t  being  used. 

But  that  is  not  the  whole  story.  With 
the  price  of  soybean  oil  dropping  so  low, 
it  was  natural  that  the  processors 
wanted  to  recover  the  full  price  for  the 
beans,  so  soy  meal  prices  have  been 
raised  in  the  last  week  to  $70  per  ton 
f.o.b.,  Decatur,  Ill.,  which  brings  the  soy 
meal  to  well  over  $100  a  ton  in  the  cattle 
feeding  area  of  the  Great  Plains  and  the 
Rocky  Mountains.  The  administration 
has  succeeded,  while  it  was  dropping  the 
price  of  soybeans  to  the  producers,  in 
increasing  the  price  of  soy  meal  to  the 
livestock  feeders  of  this  country.  The 
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price  of  soy  meal  now,  f.o.b.,  Decatur, 
Ill.,  is  40  percent  higher  than  it  was  2 
years  ago. 

Cattle  on  feed  this  month  is  4  percent 
more  than  the  number  on  feed  last  year 
but  this  increase  is  largely  in  the  Moun¬ 
tain  States  of  the  West.  The  States 
which  are  most  affected  by  the  increase 
in  the  price  of  soy  meal,  which  provides 
the  protein  for  fattening  livestock,  are 
the  following: 

New  Mexico,  with  an  increase  of  142 
percent. 

Arizona,  with  an  increase  of  135  per¬ 
cent. 

California,  with  an  increase  of  123  per¬ 
cent. 

Oregon,  with  an  increase  of  114  per¬ 
cent. 

Idaho,  with  an  increase  of  109  percent. 

Colorado,  with  an  increase  of  108  per¬ 
cent. 

Texas,  with  an  increase  of  112  percent. 

The  situation  is  that  the  livestock 
feeders  of  this  country  are  being  called 
upon  to  pay  a  greatly  increased  price 
for  protein  feed  to  make  up  for  the  folly 
of  the  administration  in  raising  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  soybeans  from  $1.85  to 
$2.30  a  bushel  at  a  time  when  it  was  not 
needed  and  not  requested  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  themselves. 

MILK 

The  next  item  I  should  like  to  consider 
is  milk,  the  most  widely  produced  farm 
commodity,  being  produced  in  every 
State  of  the  Union. 

When  the  present  administration  took 
over  in  January  1961,  and  for  2  or  3 
months  thereafter,  the  production  of 
milk  had  been  in  balance  with  consump¬ 
tion  for  at  least  a  year.  The  price  paid 
to  the  fanner  was  fair  but  not  exorbi¬ 
tant.  It  probably  was  not  enough.  The 
price  of  milk  at  retail  to  consumers  was 
reasonable.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  did  not  own  a  pound  of  but¬ 
ter  or  a  pound  of  cheese.  The  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  was  not  buying 
any  cheese  or  butter,  and  it  was  not 
likely  it  would  have  had  to  do  so  if  the 
program  then  in  effect  had  been  con¬ 
tinued. 

However,  as  soon  as  he  took  office  the 
Secretary  began  to  talk  about  imposing 
quotas  on  the  dairy  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try  and  requiring  them  to  cut  down  their 
production.  When  he  started  this  talk, 
every  substantial  dairyman  in  the  coun¬ 
try  started  to  increase  his  production  so 
that  when  the  cut  came  he  would  not 
be  put  back  to  a  disastrous  level. 

To  further  encourage  this  overproduc¬ 
tion,  on  March  10,  19S1,  the  Secretary 
raised  the  support  price  for  milk  from 
$3.22  to  $3.40  a  hundred  pounds.  Al¬ 
most  immediately  thereafter  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  had  to  start 
buying  cheese  and  butter. 

The  per  capita  consumption  of  milk 
started  falling  off.  Consumption  fell  for 
various  reasons.  There  was  great  prop¬ 
aganda.  The  pacifists  felt  that  by  at¬ 
tacking  milk  they  could  force  the  United 
States  to  become  a  pacifist  country. 
Some  people  felt  they  would  get  fat  if 
they  drank  milk.  Some  people  were  told 
they  would  die  if  they  drank  milk.  The 
faddists  worked  overtime.  So  the  per 
capita  consumption  of  milk  fell  off  last 
year. 


The  administration  did  nothing  to 
counteract  this  false  propaganda  about 
milk  until  February  of  1962,  when  Pres¬ 
ident  Kennedy  advised  the  country  to 
drink  more  milk.  I  understand  that  the 
President  drinks  milk  every  day,  and  I 
presume  he  does  so  on  the  advice  of  his 
physician — or  it  may  be  merely  because 
he  likes  milk.  At  any  rate,  the  situa¬ 
tion  has  changed,  and  I  wish  to  give  the 
President  full  credit  for  undertaking  to 
counteract  the  vicious  propaganda  which 
was  carried  on  against  the  dairymen  for 
almost  a  year. 

The  price  of  milk  to  the  consumer 
last  year  went  up  about  six-tenths  of  a 
cent  a  quart.  In  June  this  year  the  farm 
price  was  about  17  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  less  than  it  was  the  year  before. 

The  Government  has  not  stopped  buy¬ 
ing  cheese  and  has  not  stopped  buying 
butter,  but  is  buying  much  less  than  it 
did  before.  Whereas  on  the  1st  of 
April  1961,  the  Government  owned  no 
cheese  and  no  butter,  by  April  1,  1962, 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
owned  271  million  pounds  of  butter  and 
67  million  pounds  of  cheese.  It  was  na¬ 
tural  that  the  Government  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  buy  during  the  surplus  produc¬ 
ing  season  of  April,  May  and  June;  so, 
on  July  18,  1962,  the  date  of  the  latest 
report  we  have,  the  Government  owned 
361  million  pounds  of  butter  and  101 
million  pounds  of  cheese. 

I  believe  the  situation  is  going  to  im¬ 
prove.  The  Senate  committee  killed  the 
Secretary’s  quota  plan  for  dairy  farm¬ 
ers,  and  production  began  to  fall  off. 
The  House  refused  to  continue  high 
supports  for  manufacturing  milk.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Secretary  reduced  sup¬ 
port  prices.  Farm  prices  have  dropped 
temporarily.  As  I  said,  the  farm  price 
is  17  cents  a  hundred  pounds  less  for 
the  country  as  a  whole  during  June  than 
it  was  a  year  ago. 

But  Government  purchases  have  also 
started  to  fall  off.  Production  of  milk 
has  started  down.  During  June  it 
showed  virtually  no  increase  over  a  year 
ago. 

The  per  capita  consumption  of  fluid 
milk  has  gone  up  rather  markedly.  It 
has  increased  from  1 V2  to  4  percent  each 
month  ever  since  last  winter. 

Farm  prices  are  slowly  recovering,  and 
Government  purchases  are  declining.  In 
July  1962  the  butter  production  of  this 
country  dropped  5  percent.  It  dropped 
5  percent  in  the  past  2  weeks. 

Cheese  production  is  down.  Govern¬ 
ment  purchases  of  cheese  are  now  6  per¬ 
cent  less  than  they  were  a  year  ago.  As 
I  have  said,  the  consumption  of  milk 
has  risen  from  D/2  to  4  percent  a  month 
and  is  still  rising.  If  the  administration 
will  drop  its  almost  fanatical  grab  for 
controls,  the  milk  business  will  get  much 
better. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Is  the  drop  in  but¬ 
ter  production  in  July  compared  with 
July  1961  or  June  of  this  year? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  drop  has  been  5  per¬ 
cent  in  the  last  2  weeks. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  My  question  is 
whether  it  is  a  seasonal  drop  or  is  a 


drop  compared  with  the  production  in 
the  same  month  of  last  year? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  the  July  20  re¬ 
port  of  the  National  Milk  Producers 
Federation.  In  the  week  ending  July  12 
the  production  of  butter  was  29,400,000 
pounds  as  compared  with  30,700,000 
pounds  last  year,  a  drop  of  about  1,300,- 
000  pounds. 

The  production  of  cheese  was  24,600,- 
000  pounds  as  compared  with  26,200,000 
pounds,  or  a  drop  of  about  1,600,000 
pounds. 

We  are  producing  less  milk.  That  is 
particularly  true  in  the  northeastern 
part  of  the  United  States,  and  I  think 
it  is  also  true  in  the  North  Central 
States,  which  is  the  other  great  produc¬ 
ing  area. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  have  any  information 
with  respect  to  whether  part  of  that 
decrease  may  be  the  result  of  drought 
conditions? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Absolutely.  There  has 
been  a  severe  drought.  The  increase  in 
production  last  year  was  due  to  the  fact 
that  there  were  good  pastures  from  the 
Atlantic  to  the  Pacific.  I  am  not  saying 
that  the  Secretary  is  to  blame  for  all  of 
what  happened,  and  neither  do  I  say 
that  his  increasing  the  support  price 
last  year  was  to  blame  for  all  of  that. 
It  was  contributory  in  the  areas  where 
there  was  production  for  manufacturing 
only.  But  in  the  fluid  milk  areas,  and 
particularly  in  the  northeastern  part  of 
the  United  States,  it  was  the  threat  of 
quotas  that  prompted  dairymen  to  in¬ 
crease  their  production. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  As  I  recall,  the  in¬ 
crease  in  Wisconsin,  where  we  produce  so 
much  milk,  was  about  1  percent,  or  less 
than  the  national  average,  whereas  the 
increase  in  New  York  was  4  percent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
New  York  was  an  offender.  My  State  of 
Vermont  was  an  offender  last  year.  We 
increased  production  more  than  was  con¬ 
templated.  But  in  our  area  the  prin¬ 
cipal  factor,  I  am  sure,  was  the  threat  of 
quotas  being  imposed.  I  do  not  think 
that  that  situation  was  true  in  the  north¬ 
ern  part  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  It 
might  have  been  true  in  the  southern 
part.  I  realize  that  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  two  areas  with  which  to 
deal.  First,  there  is  the  manufactur¬ 
ing  area  and,  second,  the  Chicago-Mil- 
waukee -Madison  market. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  in  both  areas,  including  the  fluid 
milk  area  in  the  southern  part  of  the 
State,  the  price  is  relatively  the  lowest 
price  in  the  country, 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  industry  is  recover¬ 
ing  in  part  of  the  country,  particularly 
in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  country. 
Normally,  the  price  for  class  I  milk 
would  have  increased  44  cents  per  hun¬ 
dred  pounds  from  June  to  July.  Because 
of  unusual  conditions,  this  year  the  low¬ 
er  production  and  higher  per  capita  sales 
will  result  in  July  in  an  increase  of  22 
cents  a  hundred,  in  addition  to  the  nor¬ 
mal  seasonal  change,  which  will  provide 
a  bonus.  I  believe  the  prices  will  be 
about  where  they  were  last  year. 

On  the  1st  of  July  the  blend  price  of 
milk  was  only  about  7  cents  less  than 
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last  year,  which  indicates  that  we  are 
now  down. 

Another  point  which  I  believe  is  very 
interesting  is  that  the  milk  going  to 
market  this  year  contains  a  slightly  low¬ 
er  percentage  of  butterfat,  which  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  farmers  are  undertaking 
to  produce  milk  of  slightly  lower  butter- 
fat  content  than  they  have  been  pro¬ 
ducing  up  to  this  time. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Of  course,  in  much 
of  our  area,  unfortunately,  the  price  is 
down  the  full  29  cents.  Since  the  price 
was  already  low,  the  proportionate  drop 
was  drastic,  the  present  situation  is  par¬ 
ticularly  damaging  to  Wisconsin  farmers. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  average  for  the 
country  during  June  was  17  cents  below 
last  year.  I  doubt  that  the  average  for 
the  year  will  be  less  than  that,  because 
I  think  in  the  fluid  milk  area  in  which 
the  market  for  fluid  milk  exists  we  will 
see  prices  coming  up  to  where  they  were 
last  year.  They  probably  should  remain 
up  there  for  the  rest  of  this  year. 

But  in  the  manufacturing  areas  we 
have  a  different  proposition.  I  think  we 
must  devise  some  different  marketing 
system  for  milk  before  we  recover. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  knows 
that  a  live  hog  is  worth  around  18  cents 
a  pound.  He  also  knows  that  the  lard 
from  that  hog  will  sell  for  about  9  cents 
a  pound.  But  in  order  to  produce 
enough  pork  chops  and  ham,  the  fanner 
must  produce  an  excess  of  lard.  We  are 
not  as  badly  off  as  we  used  to  be  when 
fanners  raised  fat  hogs.  But  we  still 
produce  an  excess  of  lard,  and  the  loss 
on  the  lard  must  be  made  up  by  a  charge 
on  pork  chops. 

In  order  to  produce  enough  milk  to 
supply  the  country  what  it  needs  to 
drink,  we  must  produce  a  surplus  of 
powdered  skim  milk.  During  the  last 
year  we  produced  a  surplus  of  butter,  too. 
I  do  not  think  we  can  continually  expect 
the  consumers  of  our  country  to  pay  70 
cents  a  pound  for  butter  at  retail.  We 
cannot  expect  them  to  pay  the  full 
statistical  price  for  powdered  skim  milk. 
It  may  be  that  we  will  have  to  add  a  half 
a  cent  a  quart  to  the  price  of  fluid  milk 
and  let  butter  find  a  more  reasonable 
price  on  the  market.  That  would  com¬ 
pound  the  problem  for  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin,  I  expect. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  would. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know  an  easy 
way  out  of  that  problem. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont,  who  is  a  true  expert 
in  the  field  of  agriculture,  understands 
our  great  difficulty  is  that,  with  a  na¬ 
tionally  high  fluid-milk  price  and  a 
relatively  high  national  blend  price,  there 
is  an  incentive  for  the  farmers  who  are 
fortunate  enough  to  be  located  near  a  big 
fluid  market  to  continue  to  produce  quite 
heavily,  and  even  though  we  feel  that  our 
Wisconsin  farmers  are  extraordinarily 
efficient  and  able  to  get  along  with  the 
low  price,  the  competition  is  devastating 
for  Wisconsin  farmers.  I  feel  it  is  an 
unfair  kind  of  competition.  Our  farmers 
are  able  to  produce  low-cost  products 
and  do  a  fine  job.  But  they  are  unfairly 
disadvantaged  because  the  blend  price  is 
so  much  higher  now.  The  differential 
is  worse  now  than  it  was  a  year  or  2 
years  ago. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  The  dairy  fanners  of 
Wisconsin  who  produce  for  the  fluid 
milk  market  might  be  able  to  make  a 
recovery  and  get  along  very  well.  But  as 
that  happens,  the  problem  for  the  farm¬ 
ers  producing  for  the  manufacturing 
plants  alone  is  likely  to  be  compounded. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  There  is  a  surplus 
in  the  Federal  orders  that  causes  the 
problem. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  But  that  surplus 
is  dropping.  That  is  one  of  the  encour¬ 
aging  signs.  It  is  something  that  has 
happened  since  we  considered  the  farm, 
legislation  last  winter.  Now  nature  is 
helping.  Last  year  we  had  perhaps  the 
best  season  for  growing  hay  and  pasture 
that  we  have  ever  known.  This  year  we 
have  one’  of  the  worst  all  through  the 
eastern  part  of  the  country,  including 
New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  New  York  and 
New  England.  That  situation  is  materi¬ 
ally  affecting  conditions.  Even  though 
the  price  rise  is  higher  from  now  until 
the  end  of  the  year  in  the  New  England- 
New  York-Pennsylvania  area,  I  doubt 
whether  the  income  to  the  dairyman  will'* 
be  as  much  because  of  the  decreased 
production. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  What  that  empha¬ 
sizes  is  the  fact  that  over  the  years  the 
cost  of  the  dairy  support  program  has 
been  really  very  modest  as  compared 
with  the  cost  of  the  cotton  program  or 
the  wheat  program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  In  fact,  our  statis¬ 
tics  would  show  that  if  cost  is  related  to 
the  value  of  the  marketings,  the  cost  of 
dairy  products  is  about  half  the  cost  of 
wheat  during  the  1953-61  period,  and 
in  the  1959-61  period  it  was  half  the 
cost  of  wheat  and  far  less  than  half  the 
cost  of  cotton. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Furthermore,  dairy  products  are  by  far 
the  most  important  of  all  agricultural 
products  produced  in  the  United  States — 
just  under  $5  billion  worth.  Dairying 
gives  employment  to  more  people  on  and 
off  the  farm  than  any  other  commodity 
or  any  two  other  commodities  combined. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yet  in  the  Senate 
bill  as  it  was  passed,  no  provision  was 
made  for  the  very  difficult  situation 
that  confronts  dairy  farmers,  except  a 
provision  which  would  aggravate  that 
problem,  because  it  would  increase  the 
cost  of  feed  and  limit  the  amount  of 
feed  Wisconsin  farmers  could  grow  on 
their  farms. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  and  the  problem  is 
compounded  by  the  fact  that  a  dairy¬ 
man  must  have  a  large  capital  invest¬ 
ment  today  in  comparison  with  what 
he  had  to  have  20  or  25  years  ago.  Also, 
a  dairyman  is  required  to  meet  public 
health  requirements  which  did  not  enter 
into  the  picture  20  or  25  years  ago.  A 
change  has  been  forced  in  the  dairy  sit¬ 
uation.  I  see  in  the  Chamber  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut.  I  happen  to 
know  that  some  of  his  dairymen  have 
complained  that  they  are  being  taxed 
out  of  dairying  because  of  the  great 
industrial  expansion  in  the  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut.  Their  land  has  become  so  val¬ 
uable  that  they  cannot  afford  to  keep 
cows  on  it.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 


That  has  been  good  for  us  in  Ver¬ 
mont,  because  the  source  of  supply  has 
been  moving  steadily  northward.  Not 
so  long  ago  Rhode  Island  produced  all 
the  milk  it  needed,  and  Connecticut  pro¬ 
duced  all  the  milk  it  needed.  The  sit¬ 
uation  is  changing.  Industrialization 
has  taken  over.  Area  competition  for 
dairy  products  and  other  farm  products 
has  changed  also. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  me  to  put  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  chart  bearing  on  cost  of  various 
commodity  programs  and  support  prices? 
I  can  do  so  later  if  the  Senator  prefers 
me  to  do  it  that  way. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  will  put 
the  chart  in  at  the  end  of  my  remarks, 
I  would  appreciate  it.  I  have  almost 
completed  my  statement. 

The  cost  of  dairy  rations  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $20  less  in  the  Senator’s  area 
than  it  is  in  the  Northeast.  So  Wiscon¬ 
sin  gets  an  advantage  there. 

I  believe  it  has  been  said  by  depart¬ 
ment  officials  that  the  cost  of  the  dairy 
program  last  year  was  $400  million  or 
so.  These  figures,  as  the  Senator  knows, 
were  padded.  They  included  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  school  milk  program,  and 
$35  million  for  milk  for  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices  ;  as  well  as  the  cost  of  dairy  products 
which  have  been  contributed  to  foreign 
relief  and  to  the  foreign  aid  program. 
So  the  price  support  program  did  not 
cost  the  taxpayers  $400  million. 

On  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  we  have 
had  about  enough  experience  with  the 
type  of  recommended  program  which  the 
administration  is  trying  to  persuade  us 
to  accept. 

I  have  one  further  item,  and  that  deals 
with  f,eed  grain.  I  will  not  say  much 
about  it,  because  Senators,  from  feed- 
grain-producing  States,  can  explain  the 
effect  of  this  program  better  than  I  can. 

So  far  as  com  is  concerned,  the  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  for  the  1960  crop  was  $1.06 
a  bushel.  The  takeover  and  reseal  of  the 
1960  crop  amounted  to  521.9  million 
bushels.  The  Secretary,  in  1961,  raised 
the  support  price  for  corn  to  $1.20  cents 
a  bushel.  The  takeover  from  the  1961 
crop  is  now  estimated  at  592  million 
bushels,  or  70  million  bushels  more  than 
the  Government  had  to  buy  the  year  be¬ 
fore  when  the  support  price  was  only 
$1.06. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
investment  in  the  1960  crop  was  $552.2 
million.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  investment  in  the  1961  crop  will 
be  $710.4  million,  or  roughly  $150  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  it  was  under  the  earlier 
program  which  the  administration  un¬ 
dertook  to  discard.  By  this  fall  it  would 
would  appear  that  in  the  United  States 
we  shall  probably  have  approximately  a 
3-month  supply  of  feed  grains  carried 
over  to  the  next  marketing  year. 

In  my  opinion,  a  carryover  equal  to  3 
months’  supply  of  feed  grain  is  no  more 
excessive  than  it  is  to  have  a  6  months’ 
supply  of  wheat  carried  over  to  the  next 
year. 

There  is  one  thing  more,  about  the 
corn  program  that  I  should  like  to  say. 
Senators  can  follow  this  if  they  can,  or 
explain  it  if  they  can.  In  March  of  I960 
farmers’  intention  to  plant  was  85.7  mil- 
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lion  acres  of  corn,  according  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  They  actually 
planted  81.7  million  acres,  or  a  reduction 
of  1  million  acres  from  the  year  before. 

In  March  1961  the  farmers’  intention 
to  plant  came  to  82.4  million  acres  of 
corn,  a  3. 3 -million  reduction  from  the 
year  before,  as  reported  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  A  few  days  later 
the  special  1961  feed-grain  program  was 
approved  by  the  President.  Under  that 
law,  farmers  planted  67  million  acres  of 
corn  for  all  purposes,  and  were  paid  for 
not  planting  19.1  million  acres.  This 
accounts  for  86.1  million  acres  of  corn 
production,  either  actual  or  potential. 

Under  the  1962  feed-grain  program — 
and  I  find  these  figures  very  interesting — 
the  Department  reports  65.9  million 
acres  planted,  and  it  is  paying  for  22.9 
million  acres  not  planted,  to  corn.  So 
the  tab  has  gone  up,  because  this  year 
we  are  accounting  for  88.8  million  acres 
of  corn,  as  compared  with  86.1  million 
acres  of  corn  last  year. 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  about  the  most 
ridiculous  statistic  that  I  have  read  for 
a  long  time.  While  trying  to  reduce  the 
planting  of  corn,  we  are  actually  sup¬ 
porting  the  price  and  paying  for  not 
planting  on  2,700,000  acres  more  of  corn 
than  was  the  case  in  1961. 

Mr.  President,  I  thought  it  important 
to  put  these  figures  in  the  Record  before 
the  Senate  proceeds  to  consider  the  farm 
legislation  next  week. 

While  we  are  complaining  about  our 
farm  programs  in  the  United  States,  it 
was  very  interesting  to  read  an  Asso¬ 
ciated  Press  report  from  Moscow  under 
date  of  Sunday,  July  1,  1962,  in  which 
Mr.  Khrushchev  recommends  that  the 
farmers  of  Russia  copy  the  farmers  of 
the  United  States.  He  said  that  farmers 
in  America  have  learned,  because  of  stiff 
competition,  to  keep  track  of  costs  and 
profits  and  use  good  management  prac¬ 
tices. 

I  conclude  by  saying  that  whatever 
we  do,  I  hope  we  do  not  swap  programs 
with  Mr.  Khrushchev.  I  am  perfectly 
willing  to  let  them  learn  our  methods 
and  adopt  our  methods,  but  for  Heaven’s 
sake  let  us  keep  what  we  have  here. 

It  is  not  the  price  of  fertilizer,  or 
things  like  that,  which  has  made  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  the  best  in  the  world.  It  is 
the  fact  that  they  have  been  kept  free 
to  expand  and  to  run  their  own  business. 
So  long  as  American  agriculture  is  kept 
free  and  is  run  by  the  farmers  of  the 
country,  it  will  be  the  envy  of  the  whole 
world. 


PAYMENT  OF.  EXPENSES  OF  AT¬ 
TENDANCE  OF  GOVERNMENT  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  AT  CERTAIN  MEETINGS 

The  Senate  resumed /die  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6374yf  to  clarify  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  Government  Employees 
Training  Act  with/respect  to  payment  of 
expenses  of  attejulance  of  Government 
employees  at  certain  meetings,  and  for 
other  purposed 

Mr.  SMASHERS.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  tne  author  of  the  bill,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough],  I  should  like  to  make 
an  explanation  of  its  purposes. 


Section  19(b)  of  the  Government  Em¬ 
ployees  Training  Act  provided  that  any 
appropriation  available  to  any  depart¬ 
ment  for  expenses  of  travel  should  be 
available  for  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings  concerned  with  functions  or 
activities  for  which  the  appropriation 
is  made  or  which  will  contribute  to  im¬ 
proved  conduct,  supervision,  or  manage¬ 
ment  of  those  functions  or  activities. 

Section  4  excludes  Foreign  Service 
employees,  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
employees,  and  Presidential  appointees 
from  the  Government  Employees  Train¬ 
ing  Act.  After  the  Government  Em¬ 
ployees  Training  Act  was  passed,  the 
customary  appropriation  language  pro¬ 
viding  travel  authority  for  these  three 
groups  of  employees  to  attend  such 
meetings  was  deleted  from  existing  laws. 
Therefore,  at  the  present  time,  there  is 
no  clear  legal  basis  for  these  groups  of 
employees  to  attend  such  meetings  at 
Government  expense. 

The  bill,  as  approved  in  the  House, 
continues  the  present  exclusion  of  the 
^Tennessee  Valley  Authority  from  all 
parts  of  the  Training  Act  since  it  does 
not  need  and  does  not  desire  the  au¬ 
thority  embodied  in  subsections  (a) ,  (b)  > 
and  Cc)  of  section  19  which  under  the 
bill  areVnade  applicable  to  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  employees  and  Presidential  apuoin- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  \>e  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  thirdVeading  of/the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  6SD4)  wa^ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  wasVead  /he  third  time, 
and  passed.  \y 


AMENDMENT  TO 2IATOH  POLITICAL 
ACTIVITIES  ACT 

Mr.  SMATHeJrS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1247,  Senate  bill  919.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ThKbill 
will  be  stated  by  title.  \ 

The<LEGISLATIVE  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  9191 
to  amend  section  9(b)  of  the  act  entitled' 
“Ayi  act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
a^xivities”  (the  Hatch  Political  Activities 
Act)  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  impose  no 
penalty  less  than  90  days’  suspension 
for  any  violation  of  section  9.  of  the  act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  sec¬ 
tion  9  of  the  Hatch  Political  Activities 
Act  of  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  pro¬ 
hibits,  with  certain  exceptions,  any  offi¬ 
cer  or  employee  in  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Federal  Government  from 
active  participation  in  election  activities. 

Any  person  who  violates  the  provisions 
of  section  9  is  subject  to  immediate  re¬ 
moval  from  office  except  that  the  U.S. 
Civil  Service  Commission,  by  unanimous 
vote,  may  impose  a  lesser  penalty. 

However,  in  no  case  may  the  penalty 
be  less  than  90  days’  suspension  without 
pay. 


July  23 

The  minimum  penalty  has  caused  con¬ 
siderable  hardship  and  injustice  in  many' 
cases  involving  unintentional  or  minor 
infractions  of  the  act.  / 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has^up- 
plied  the  Senate  with  lists  of  such  .minor 
cases  wherein  employees  were  suspended 
for  90  days  without  pay.  / 

The  cases  appear  in  Report  No.  1278 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules  And  Admin¬ 
istration  to  accompany  themill,  S.  919. 

The  bill  would  amend/xhe  Hatch  Act 
by  striking  out  in  section  9(b)  of  the 
act  the  proviso  that  in' no  case  shall  the 
penalty  be  less  thary90  days’  suspension 
without  pay.  / 

Enactment  of  the  bill  would  permit  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  in  cases  in¬ 
volving  minor/technicalities  and  viola¬ 
tions  of  the /act  and  Civil  Service  Rule 
IV,  to  impose  a  penalty  far  less  drastic 
than  the /xisting  minimum  penalty. 

The  bjfi  has  the  approval  of  the  Civil 
ServicyUommission  and  the  Department 
of  Justice.  The  bill  was  also  unani¬ 
mously  approved  by  the  Subcommittee 
on/Privileges  and  Elections  and  reported 
1 6  the  Senate  with  the  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration. 

It  does  not  affect  the  major  princi¬ 
ples  and  objectives  of  the  Hatch  Act  and 
will  not,  if  enacted,  relieve  any  officers 
or  employees  from  the  prohibitions  of 
the  act,  but  it  will  prevent  an  unneces¬ 
sary  and  excessive  hardship  caused  by 
a  heavy  penalty  for  inadvertent  and 
minor  infractions. 

I  urge  the  favorable  consideration  of 
S.  919  by  this  body  and  its  passage  so 
that  it  may  be  enacted  this  year. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  yield? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  commend  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nevada  for  report¬ 
ing  the  bill  from  his  committee  to  the 
Senate.  I  am  happy  to  have  been  the 
principal  sponsor  of  the  bill.  It  was  in¬ 
troduced  as  a  result  of  having  had  called 
to  my  attention  by  a  number  of  Govern- 
mient  employees  and  also  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  a  great  many 
real  injustices  and  inequities  involving 
famtoo  severe  penalties  having  been  im- 
poseck  for  very  minor  violations  of  the 
Hatch'Act. 

I  should  like  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
a  strong  supporter  of  the  principal  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Hatch  Act.  I  think  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees,  by  and  large,  par¬ 
ticularly  tho.sk  in  the  civil  service, 
should  stay  out  of  partisan  politics.  But 
in  many  instancesvminor  violations  have 
been  punished  in  the  past  within  penal¬ 
ties  all  out  of  proportion  to  the  serious¬ 
ness  of  the  offense.  Nrherefore,  I  am 
happy  to  support  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  in  reporting  the  bill\o  the  Senate. 
I  again  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  for  the  action  he  has  taken. 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  THe  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  bk  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 
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bill  (S.  919)  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  tinie,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  e)\pcted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
9(b)  of  the  Acif  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  Au¬ 
gust  2,  1939,  as  attended  (5  U.S.C.  118i(b)), 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  in  no  case  shall  the  penalty  be 
less  than  ninety  day\  suspension  without 
pay:”. 

LABOR,  BUSINESS  VlfejVS  ON  TAX 
REDUCTIOI 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.\President, 
proposals  for  immediate  tax  reductions 
have  been  advanced  by  our  Nation’s 
leading  business  and  labor  organiza¬ 
tions — the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
United  States  and  the  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor  and  Congress  of  In¬ 
dustrial  Organizations. 

Although  expressing  somewhat  diver 
gent  viewpoints,  spokesmen  for  the  tw<\ 
groups  are  agreed  on  the  need  for  a  tax 
cut  as  a  stimulus  to  a  lagging  economy. 
They  raise  the  question:  Is  it  better  to 
forgo  some  Federal  revenue  temporarily 
and  have  a  moderate  increase  in  Treas¬ 
ury  deficits  than  it  is  to  face  prospects 
of  massive  Government  expenditures 
which  might  be  necessary  later  to  lift 
our  economy  out  of  deep  recession? 

I  am  neither  an  economist  nor  a  tax 
expert,  but  if  the  need  for  tax  reduction 
is  as  urgent  as  indicated  by  both  the 
AFL-CIO  and  chamber  of  commerce, 
the  question  should  be  decided  one  way 
or  the  other  before  the  adjournment  of 
this  session  of  Congress.  Indecision  on 
this  issue  can  only  have  further  un¬ 
settling  and  disturbing  effect  on 
business. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  text  of  the  statement  of  Ladd 
Plumley,  president,  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  United  States,  at  a  news 
conference  in  his  office  in  the  chamber 
building  on  June  29,  and  a  press  release 
from  the  AFL-CIO  based  on  remarks 
of  Stanley  H.  Ruttenberg,  chief  econ- 
omist  of  the  AFL-CIO,  delivered  July  1J, ' 
at  the  convention  of  the  National  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Business  and  Professional 
Women’s  Clubs. 

There  being  no  objection,  ihe/  state¬ 
ment  and  press  release  were  mraered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as /follows: 

Excerpts  From  Statement  bx  Mr.  Ladd 
Plumley 

The  committee  on  taxat/fon  recommends 
that  the  national  chamber  of  commerce 
announce  its  support  for  an  immediate  re¬ 
duction  in  corporate  add  individual  income 
tax  rates.  Specifically,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  : 

(a)  That  the  tdp  bracket  rate  for  indi¬ 
viduals  be  reduced  from  91  percent  to  65 
percent. 

(b)  That  Mie  lowest  individual  bracket 
be  split  ancLa  15-percent  rate  imposed  on  the 
lower  portion. 

(c)  That  individual  rates  between  the  65- 
percent/m  a x i m u m  and  the  15-percent  mini- 
murrybe  adjusted  proportionately. 

(dig  That  the  combined  corporate  tax  rate 
be/reduced  from  the  present  52-percent  rate 
>47  percent. 


The  committee  is  not  unmindful  of  the 
immediate  impact  of  rate  reduction  on  the 
imbalance  in  the  budget;  but  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  convinced  that  the  best  hope  and 
prospect  for  future  balanced  budgets  and 
fiscal  sanity  lies  in  removing  immediately 
these  tax  rate  deterrents  to  economic  growth. 

Additionally,  the  committee  recommends 
that  the  chamber  prepare  and  sponsor  a 
longer  range  tax  reform  program  designed  to 
remove  all  tax  barriers  to  economic  growth. 
Such  a  program  should  put  its  principal  em¬ 
phasis  on  tax  rate  and  depreciation  rate  re¬ 
vision  with  specific  attention  also  being 
given  to  other  areas  in  which  revision  is 
both  desirable  and  feasible. 

As  part  of  this  program  new  potential  tax 
sources  should  be  thoroughly  considered, 
with  the  utmost  care  being  exercised  to  make 
certain  (1)  that  these  new  sources  would 
not  be  deterrents  to  industrial  expansion  or 
the  development  of  the  Nation’s  resources; 
(2)  that  their  availability  and  utilization 
would  not  furnish  any  basis  for  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  excessive  Government  expenditures; 
and  (3)  the  chamber  has  previously  sub¬ 
mitted  recommendations  of  cuts  of  over  $5 
^billion  that  could  be  made  in  the  fiscal  1963 
uidget  without  harm  to  any  essential  pro¬ 
gram  or  service.  This  tax  revision  reempha¬ 
sizes  the  need  for  prudence  and  thrift  in/ 
Government. 

*  \ 

In  developing  these  recommendations/ the 
taxation  spmmittee  is  well  aware  th/ft  the 
job  of  tax  reform  is  not  going  to  be/accom¬ 
plished  in  One  all-encompassing, /perfectly 
written  tax  iW.  Rather  this  complex  job 
must  be  workeckat  in  manageahle  and  polit¬ 
ically  possible  portions  over  the  years. 

Right  now  certain  important  proposals  for 
tax  reform  are  ver  j\much /n  tpe  news  and 
another  more  fundamental  set  of  proposals 
is  being  prepared  byythe  administration. 
Other  proposals  are  al^oxgceiving  more  than 
usual  attention. 

Half  a  dozen  gej*6ral  guidelines  could  be 
set  up : 

1.  One  requirement  is  that  tH^  system  pro¬ 
duce  the  necessary  revenue. 

2.  Equity  iar  unquestionably  another  prime 
requirement:  No  tax  system  can  succeed  if  it 
is  irrationally  discriminatory  or  offNds  the 
taxpayer/  belief  that  they  are  being  Neateci 
reasonably  fairly  and  equitably. 

3.  AC  third  basic  objective  is,  all  other 
things  being  equal,  simplicity.  Simplicity  ] 
the  tax  system  is  greatly  to  be  desired\ 

’ith  tax  rates  as  high  as  they  are,  some  com¬ 
plexities  are  inevitable  in  the  interests  of 
equity.  But  the  high  rates  have  caused  so 
many  complexities  and  special  provisions  so 
many  inequities  that  the  administration  of 
our  tax  laws  is  becoming  too  burdensome. 

4.  Consistency  over  time  is  a  fourth  gen¬ 
eral  objective  of  importance.  Here  I  have 
in  mind  particularly  the  problems  in  business 
decisionmaking  which  may  be  posed  when¬ 
ever  there  exists  a  situation  in  which  the 
tax  rules-of-the-game  are  susceptible  to 
change  from  year  to  year.  Both  business 
and  individuals  need  reasonably  stable  guide- 
posts  to  steer  by. 

5.  Fifth,  a  good  tax  system  should  be  gen¬ 
erally  as  neutral  as  possible  in  its  effects  on 
economic  decisionmaking.  This  is  crucial 
in  an  economy  such  as  ours  which  is  gov¬ 
erned  primarily  according  to  the  individual 
decisions  of  millions  of  separate  consumers 
and  producers,  operating  in  a  competitive 
market.  The  tax  system  should  be  so  de¬ 
vised  as  to  allow  maximum  play  of  the  mar¬ 
ket  in  allocating  resources.  When  business 
and  economic  decisions  are  based  on  narrow 
tax  caculations,  the  effective  functioning  of 
the  market  system  is  impaired. 

6.  An  additional  objective  of  tax  policy 
is  that  it  ought  to  support  the  general  fiscal 
requirements  of  the  Government.  By  this 


I  do  not  mean  to  suggest  that  the  . 
structure  should  be  constantly  revised 
juggled  to  accomplish  specific  short-t/rm 
aims;  this  would  do  obvious  violence  to 
several  other  objectives  I  have  alreadw'men- 
tioned.  But  it  is  important  that  /Che  tax 
system  generally  promote  long-ra/ge,  con¬ 
tinuing  goals  such  as  economic  growth — or 
at  least  deter  growth  as  little/as  possible. 

*  *  *  /  • 

The  issue  is  how  to  unleash  business  in¬ 
vestment  so  as  to  modernize  generally  the 
industrial  plant  of  AmerK 

*  *  *  /  *  * 

Rate  reduction  is  really  the  fundamental 
problem.  I  believe  there  is  nearly  universal 
agreement  on  thi^/  point;  differences  arise 
only  on  questions  of  timing  and  especially 
on  whether  the  high  rates  should  be  attacked 
separately  or  in  combination  with  other  re¬ 
visions  designed  to  broaden  the  tax  base. 

The  high'  and  continuing  necessary  Fed¬ 
eral  spending  commitments,  many  of  them 
dictatecL/oy  the  international  politics  of  our 
age,  make  a  continuing  flow  of  Federal  reve¬ 
nue  aboslutely  indispensable.  To  argue  that 
we /Should  lighten  the  taxload  on  anyone 
regardless  of  revenue  effects  would  be  irre- 
►onsible  at  the  least. 

The  fact  is,  however,  that  the  present 
steepness  of  personal  income  tax  rates — up 
to  91  percent  and  reaching  50  percent  as  low 
as  $16,000  of  taxable  income — has  very  little 
merit  in  a  revenue-raising  way.  Such  rates 
discourage  far  more  economic  activity  than 
the  revenue  they  raise  could  possibly  justify. 
I  believe  that  it  has  been  convincingly 
argued,  that  properly  directed,  reduction  of 
the  steep  progression  in  middle  and  upper 
brackets  could  bring  about  an  increase  in 
capital  formation,  thus  enlarging  the  econ¬ 
omy  and  providing  a  larger  tax  base  so 
that  any  short-run  revenue  loss  would  be 
promtply  made  up. 

Another  implication  of  the  problem  of 
high  tax  rates  is  that  every  needless  public 
expenditure  should  be  eliminated.  As  of 
now  approximately  20  percent  of  our  gross 
national  product  is  required  to  keep  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  running.  Since  we  must 
continue  to  meet  every  demand  which  the 
cold  war  imposes,  all  other  types  of  expendi¬ 
ture  must  be  scrutinized  rigorously  to  meet 
the  highest  standards  of  the  public  interest. 
***** 

With  heavy  national  security  expenditures 
facing  us  indefinitely  in  the  period  ahead,  the 
total  tax  load  will  inevitably  continue  to  be 
^heavy.  Whether  this  load  will  constitute  a 
mtinuing  drain  on  the  vitality  and  growth 
ofvthe  economy,  however,  depends  on  what 
kirniof  tax  system  raises  the  needed  revenue. 

Tnte  challenge  which  this  kind  of  a  future 
poses  Nils  for  an  important  mutual  under¬ 
standing  between  the  business  community 
and  the  Government.  Business  must  recog¬ 
nize  the  revenue  demands  which  the  cold 
war  of  necNsity  imposes  on  Government. 
Goverment  m^t  recognize  that  how  the  rev¬ 
enue  is  raised  Nd  how  well  its  expenditures 
are  controlled  wiU  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  very  sources  of  economic  growth  and 
tax  resources  with  wiich  public  policy  must 
be  vitally  concerned. 

*  * 

Our  recommendation, Nwhich  has  a  solid 
backing  among  business  econoiSiists,  is  based 
upon  these  premises,  among,  others. 

1.  The  cut  must  be  prompts,  A  delay  now 
not  only  courts  the  disaster  of  a  recession 
in  the  United  States  but  its  spreN  to  Canada, 
already  under  pressure  and  thencNo  Europe. 
The  free  world  cannot  look  with  complacency 
upon  such  a  catastrophe. 

2.  The  cut  must  be  substantial.  NHalf- 
way  measures  are  futile.  Further,  all  i^iot 
lost  for  with  higher  taxable  income  much 
is  recouped.  It  is  to  be  remembered  tha 
recessions  cost  money  too.  The  1957-58  re-\ 
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cessiok  resulted  in  a  deficit  of  $12.5  billion. 
If  successful  this  could  be,  by  far,  the  least 
costly  w\y  to  combat  this  problem. 

3.  The\ut  as  recommended  will  stim¬ 
ulate  investment  spending.  This  will  im¬ 
prove  our  profit  picture,  make  our  products 
more  competitive  and  accent  once  again  the 
growth  elemenC\in  our  economy. 

4.  Reduction  otrpersonal  income  taxes  will 
increase  take-home  pay  and  hopefully  re¬ 
duce  the  pressure  fok  wage  increases. 

6.  Foreign  bankers  yecognizing  the  ener¬ 
gizing  effects  of  this  program  will  be  less  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  stability  of  the  dollar  than 
they  are  at  present.  \ 


News  From  the  AFL-CIO 

The  chief  economist  of  theNAFL-CIO  vig¬ 
orously  favors  a  tax  cut  "now — nVt  next  year” 
in  the  lowest  personal  income  tax  bracket 
but  with  equal  fervor  opposes  tax\relief  for 
corporations  and  higher  bracket  intomes. 

Stanley  H.  Ruttenberg,  director  of  the  AFL~ 
CIO  department  of  research,  told  a  Lot  An¬ 
geles  audience  last  night  (Monday)  that 
only  a  tax  cut  concentrated  in  the  first  In¬ 
dividual  Income  tax  bracket  will  provide  tme 
increased  consumer  buying  power  that  is  an' 
urgent  need. 

"Talk  Is  no  longer  cheap  in  America,” 
Ruttenberg  said.  “The  fail  me  to  translate 
talk  into  positive  action  is  a  most  expensive 
threat  to  America’s  health.  Talk  will  not 
move  America  forward.  Action  will.” 

At  the  same  time,  Ruttenberg  assailed 
proposals  to  cut  corporation  taxes  and  to 
reduce  the  rates  on  higher  incomes.  He  par¬ 
ticularly  scorned  the  argument  that  the 
President  should  propose  such  cuts  to  prove 
he  is  not  antibusiness. 

“The  Nation  cannot  afford  a  tax  cut  to 
appease  some  supposed  slights  to  American 
business  from  a  President  whose  record  to 
date  has  been  on  that  business  should  sup¬ 
port,  not  oppose,”  Ruttenberg  said. 

“We  cannot  as  a  nation  afford  the  lux¬ 
ury  of  talk  without  action,  or  action  based 
on  the  silly  talk  of  many  businessmen  that  a 
President  who  is  antibusiness  must  prove  his 
mettle  to  a  sullen  business  community  by 
recommending  the  wrong  kind  of  a  tax  cut, 
at  the  wrong  time,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wrong  group  of  taxpayers.” 


Excerpts  of  Remarks  by  Stanley  H.  Rut¬ 
tenberg  Before  National  Federation  of 
Professional  and  Business  Women’s 
Clubs,  Inc. 

Right  now  the  state  of  the  American  econ¬ 
omy  is  one  of  the  most  overriding  domestic 
issues.  No  longer  are  people  talking  about 
whether  a  tax  cut  is  needed.  They  are  now, 
discussing  what  kind  of  tax  cut  is  needejj 
and  when  it  should  be  applied.  / 

Talk  is  no  longer  cheap  in  America,  /The 
failure  to  translate  talk  into  positive  action 
is  a  most  expensive  threat  to  Anferica’s 
health.  Talk  will  not  move  Amevica  for¬ 
ward.  Action  will.  7 

•  *  *  *  /  * 
Industry  has  been  operating Ao  to  15  per¬ 
cent  below  capacity,  retail  safes  have  fallen 
off  in  June,  installment  cred/t  expansion  has 
slowed.  The  steel  industry^  operations  have 
gone  to  half  capacity — down  from  80  per¬ 
cent  in  March.  / 

For  the  past  few  mohths,  therefore,  there 
has  been  talk  of  tax'  cuts.  Too  often  thjs 
talk  has  been  misdirected  away  from  eco¬ 
nomic  to  political/Considerations.  Too  often 
the  question  is /raised,  "Will  the  President 
give  business  tne  kind  of  tax  cut  it  wants 
in  order  to  ppbve  he  is  not  antibusiness?” 

Action  responsive  to  such  talk  is  as  bad 
as  no  actien  at  all.  No  sensible  person  in 
this  country,  least  of  all  its  President,  is 
antlbusmess.  If  business  needs  reassur¬ 
ance  am  this  question,  it  should  reexamine 
American  history  and  American  thought — a 
hisjfery  of  diversity  and  variety  of  ideas,  with 


no  one  set  view  as  the  only  possible  American 
way.  In  fact,  it  sometimes  has  been  a  series 
of  actions  falsely  dubbed  antibusiness  which 
turned  out  to  be  the  salvation  of  American 
capitalism. 

America  needs  a  tax  cut  now  for  economic 
reasons.  *  *  *  The  Nation  cannot  afford 
a  tax  cut  to  appease  some  supposed  slights 
to  American  business  from  a  President  whose 
record  to  date  has  been  one  that  business 
should  support,  not  oppose. 

Why  cannot  we  afford  a  tax  cut  designed 
to  cut  taxes  for  high  and  upper  income  indi¬ 
viduals  and  corporations?  The  figures  are 
very  simple  and  very  obvious.  This  is  not 
the  kind  we  need.  American  business  cor¬ 
porations  need  no  tax  cuts  to  expand.  They 
have  spent  almost  $150  billion  in  plant  and 
equipment  over  the  past  5  years,  almost  all 
of  which  was  available  from  depreciation 
allowances  and  retained  earnings.  They 
have  failed  to  use  the  capacity  they  have. 
They  will  not  expand  very  much  from  a  tax 
cut.  They  will  expand  on  the  basis  of  po¬ 
tential  markets  as  business  always  has. 
***** 

We  cannot  afford  an  across-the-board  in¬ 
dividual  income  tax  cut,  such  as  has  been 
''proposed,  either,  for  essentially  the  same  rea¬ 
sons.  It  is  not  needed  nor  is  it  fair.  What 
hak been  proposed  is  to  reduce  all  individual 
incotoe  taxes  from  the  current  20-tje- 
91-percent  range  to  a  proposed  15-to*C5- 
percenX.  range.  That  is  pretty  fair/ ac¬ 
cording  bo  its  proponents.  But  is  it?  /What 
it  meansSw  in  oversimplified  hypothetical 
terms  is  that  if  taxes  on  a  taxable  /come  of 
$5,000  were  reduced  5  percentage/ points  or 
$250  and  a  taxable  income  of  $50/000,  26  per¬ 
centage  points  a  $130,000 /reduction  in 
taxes,  the  persony with  100  limes  as  much 
income  could  get  Jnore  th/  500  times  the 
decrease  in  taxes.  1)5. that/Is  consistent  with 
progressive  income  t\xe7  based  on  ability 
to  pay,  the  world  iaymy  judgment  has 
turned  completely  up/eVdown. 

But  even  if  it  Were  considered  fair  by 
those  who  believe /Chat  upper  income  taxes 
should  really  be  /reduced  it\s  not  sensible 
from  an  economic  point  of  viW.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  a  tax /cut  is  to  spur  the  American 
economy — to/push  money  into  the  spending 
stream.  The  low-  and  middie-income 
groups  c /  be  counted  on  to  sphnd  the 
money  (torn  a  tax  cut.  Spending\is  an 
urgent/need  in  a  sluggish  economy,  fldiere 
dema/d  is  not  using  the  ability  of  theya- 
tlonal  capacity  to  produce.  \ 

/m  is  not  to  suggest  that  tax  cuts  alon^ 
yee  enough.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  the 
/Nation  does  not  need  to  act  in  all  the  areas 
where  America’s  needs  have  not  been  met. 
But  I  do  mean  to  say  quite  positively  that 
only  a  tax  cut  concentrated  in  the  first  in¬ 
dividual  income  tax  bracket  will  reach  those 
Americans  who  will  spend  it.  It  is  not  only 
reasonable  but  necessary  to  have  such  a  tax 
cut  now — not  next  year.  Any  other  kind 
will  not  meet  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
designed. 

We  cannot  as  a  nation  afford  the  luxury 
of  talk  without  action  or  action  based  on 
the  silly  talk  of  many  businessmen  that  a 
President  who  is  antibusiness  must  prove 
his  mettle  to  a  sullen  business  community 
by  recommending  the  wrong  kind  of  a  tax 
cut,  at  the  wrong  time,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wrong  group  of  taxpayers. 


HOUSE  FARM  BILL  SHOULD  BE 
MODIFIED  IN  COMMITTEE 

Mi’.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  wise  for  the  Senate  to  refer  the  House 
farm  bill  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  of  which  I  am 
a  member.  I  think  it  would  have  been 
most  unfortunate  if  the  bill  had  not  been 
so  referred  but  had  to  be  considered  by 
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the  Senate  without  reference  to  commit¬ 
tee.  The  committee  system  in  the 
Senate  serves  a  most  useful  purpose.  In 
this  particular  kind  of  case,  in  which  a 
bill  is  highly  complex,  has  come  over 
from  the  House  with  language  far,  far 
different  from  the  bill  which  left  the 
Senate  3  long  months  ago,  and  has  been 
drastically  modified  in  many  respects,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  have  been  most 
unfortunate  if  we  who  serve  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  had 
not  been  afforded  a  chance  to  consider 
the  new  farm  bill  thoroughly  and  make 
our  views  known  in  the  public  interest. 

The  Senate  acted  wisely  in  referring 
the  farm  bill  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  because  the  bill  can 
be  improved  in  certain  specific  ways.  I 
should  like  to  give  a  few  examples :  First, 
by  striking  the  last  sentence  in  title  II 
of  the  House  bill,  which  provides  that  the 
school  lunch  program  outside  the  United 
States  shall  not  extend  beyond  June  30, 
1964.  The  school  lunch  program  outside 
^he  United  States  has  been  an  excellent 
program.  It  makes  sense  in  terms  of  our 
foreign  policy  and  certainly  in  terms  of 
our  agricultural  policy  and  in  terms  of 
our  economic  policy,  since  we  produce 
more  than  enough  food  and  hunger 
stalks  the  world.  The  program  has  been 
operated  by  the  food-for-peace  agency 
and  has  been  a  great  success. 

Second,  we  can  improve  the  House  bill 
by  changing  section  301(a)  of  title  HI, 
which  provides  that  after  1963  the  Sec¬ 
retary  will  have  no  discretion  with 
respect  to  feed  grains  but  must  set  price 
supports  at  80  percent  of  the  previous 
3-year  market  average.  Surely  this  pro¬ 
vision  can  be  improved  by  committee 
study  and  action.  The  present  language 
is  unsatisfactory  because  it  fixes  the 
price  support  required  by  law,  and  gives 
the  Secretary  no  discretion.  Also,  it  is 
an  unreasonable  law:  52  percent  of 
parity,  or  about  84  cents  a  bushel,  versus 
the  present  level  of  $1.20  of  the  price 
support  dollar,  market  price. 
farm  income  must  be  increased,  not  reduced 

I  have  talked  with  a  number  of  Sena¬ 
tors  about  this  matter  and  many  of 
them,  who  have  always  voted  for  farm 
legislation,  have  told  me  that  under  no 
circumstances  could  they  support  any 
bill  which  provided  this  kind  of  deep, 
drastic  cut  in  farm  income.  Of  course, 
it  would  cut  the  income  of  those  farmers 
who  represent  the  backbone  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  the  farmers  who  produce  feed 
grains.  In  doing  so,  it  will  also  cut 
sharply  and  drastically  the  income  re¬ 
ceived  by  fanners  who  produce  beef, 
milk,  and  hogs.  The  consequences  of 
the  House  bill,  if  it  became  effective, 
would  be  extremely  serious. 

In  the  third  place,  the  Secretary 
should  be  authorized  to  specify  condi¬ 
tions  before  offering  any  price  support 
after  1963,  since  acreage  adjustments 
will  be  diverse,  such  as  for  acreage  ad¬ 
justment  or  diversion.  The  House  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  does  not  authorize  this. 

Also,  I  feel  strongly  that  extension  of 
the  feed  grain  plan  can  be  strengthened 
by  the  amendments  I  propose.  These 
amendments  provide  that  if  fanners  do 
not  comply  with  the  feed  grain  plan  and 
if  they  do  not  agree  voluntarily  to  re- 
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tire  some  of  their  acreage,  they  shall  be 
deprived  of  some  of  the  subsidies  they 
now  receive. 

In  talking  to  farmers,  I  find  that  this 
is  the  kind  of  provision  they  can 
understand.  Those  amendments  would 
greatly  reduce  the  farm  surplus,  it  would 
increase  compliance,  and  it  would  reduce 
the  size  of  the  farm  program. 

I  have  heard  a  number  of  Senators 
say  that  they  believe  the  conferees  will 
knock  out  the  section  which  provides 
for  voluntary  reduction  of  dairy  produc¬ 
tion.  They  say  such  a  provision  is  un- 
enforcible  in  the  absence  of  mandatory 
controls.  I  agree  that  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  of  administration  is  involved  here. 
But  it  is  difficult  to  handle  this  complex 
problem  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  The 
logical  place  to  handle  it  is  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  where  we  can  obtain  expert  testi¬ 
mony  and  can  proceed  in  an  orderly  way. 
We  now  have  a  week  to  act  on  the  bill, 
and  I  believe  we  can  improve  it  all  along 
the  line. 

However,  I  wish  to  make  clear  that  we 
should  adopt  the  provision  which  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  recom¬ 
mended  when  the  bill  was  reported  by 
it.  That  provision  was  rejected  by  the 
Senate,  but  was  adopted  by  the  House. 
I  refer  to  the  provision  to  renew  for  an¬ 
other  year  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
visions  which  now  are  in  the  law.  These 
have  worked  very,  very  well.  It  is  a  fact 
that  the  farmers  find  them  practical. 
They  have  increased  farm  income  and 
have  reduced  the  cost  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

It  is  argued  that  this  provision  is  too 
expensive.  But  the  facts  show  that 
the  cost  of  the  farm  program  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $780  million  for  this  year. 
However,  that  estimate  is  based  on  total 
payments  in  kind,  out  of  the  surplus, 
with  feed  valued  at  $1.20  a  bushel — the 
bookkeeping  value.  In  fact,  much  of 
the  surplus  has  no  genuine  cash  value, 
and  would  be  given  away  if  it  were  not 
used  for  payments. 

Therefore,  the  real  new  cost  of  the 
program  is  far  less — being  the  cost  of 
taking  into  storage  the  1960-61  crop,  or 
about  $550  million. 

Of  course,  the  saving  on  interest  and 
storage  costs  is  also  significant. 

The  estimated  saving  over  the  Benson 
program,  the  1958  program,  is  $500  mil¬ 
lion,  according  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture;  and  the  emergency  bill 
which  I  think  we  should  reenact  has  in¬ 
creased  farm  income  by  about  $450 
million. 

On  June  15,  I  received  the  following 
letter  from  Francis  A.  Kutish,  a  distin¬ 
guished  economist  at  Iowa  State  Col¬ 
lege.  In  the  letter  he  estimates  the 
effect  of  the  present  emergency  feed- 
grains  program  on  the  farmers  and  on 
costs. 

His  letter  reads  as  follows: 

Iowa  State  College, 

Ames,  Iowa,  June  15, 1962. 
Senator  William  Proxmire, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Proxmire:  The  most  recent 
Government  figures  on  feed  disappearance 
indicate  that  we  will  reduce  feed  grain 
stocks  about  10  million  tons  this  year. 


When  compared  with  what  we  probably 
would  have  produced  had  the  old  Benson 
program  been  in  effect,  this  represents  an 
estimated  26-million-ton  reduction  from  the 
estimated  production  in  the  absence  of  the 
1961  program.  That  is  the  equivalent  of 
932  million  bushels  of  corn.  If  you  figure 
the  eventual  recovery  value  of  corn  at 
$0,992  a  bushel,  this  results  in  a  net  savings 
to  the  Government  of  $241  million,  if  the 
eventual  recovery  value  is  $0.53  a  bushel 
(what  the  TJSDA  calculated),  the  eventual 
savings  is  $622  million.  If  you  use  no  re¬ 
covery  value — 

Incidentally,  I  think  that  might  be 
the  most  realistic — 
the  eventual  savings  is  $1,059  million. 

This  has  been  a  successful  program.  It 
has  reduced  stocks;  it  has  maintained  farm 
income  and  it  has  not  raised  consumer 
prices.  When  measured  on  a  basis  of  net 
costs,  it  will  have  reduced  Government  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Francis  A.  Kutish, 
Extension  Economist. 

CURRENT  FOOD  GRAIN  PROGRAM  FAR  MORE  ECO¬ 
NOMICAL  THAN  MANDATORY  WHEAT  AND  COT¬ 
TON  PROGRAMS 

Madam  President  (Mrs.  Neuberger  in 
the  chair),  when  I  was  discussing  the 
farm  program  with  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  ranking  Republican  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  I  pointed  out  that 
the  dairy  price-support  program  has 
been  far  less  expensive  than  some  of  the 
other  programs.  I  wish  to  emphasize 
that  not  only  has  the  dairy  price-support 
program  been  relatively  low  in  cost,  but 
the  feed-grains  program  has  been  low  in 
cost,  too. 

The  big  objection  to  the  feed-grains 
program  is  that,  as  compared  with  the 
cotton  program  and  the  programs  for 
other  commodities,  there  has  been  no 
effective  limitation  on  production.  The 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has 
called  corn  the  “little,  blue-eyed  sweet¬ 
heart  of  the  Congress.’'  But  the  fact  is 
that  in  terms  of  cost,  the  program  for 
feed  grains  has  been  far  less  costly,  if 
we  relate  the  cost,  as  I  think  should  be 
done,  to  the  value  of  the  marketings.  On 
that  basis,  the  feed-grains  program  has 
been  far  less  costly  than  the  programs 
for  cotton  or  wheat;  and  the  feed-grains 
program  has  been  about  as  economical 
as  the  program  for  dairy  products, 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  chart  which  shows 
the  losses  on  Government  price-support 
operations  for  cotton,  dairy  products, 
feed  grains,  and  wheat  for  the  fiscal 
years  1953-1961.  It  shows  that  whereas 
during  that  period  cotton  has  had  losses 
of  8  percent  on  its  marketings,  dairy 
products  have  had  losses  of  6  percent; 
feed  grains,  5  percent;  and  wheat,  12 
percent;  and  for  the  period  1959 
through  1961  cotton  has  had  losses  of 
12  percent;  wheat,  12  percent;  feed 
grains,  only  8  percent;  and  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts,  5  percent. 

I  think  the  chart  is  significant  in  sev¬ 
eral  ways.  First,  it  shows  that  the  loss 
from  the  program  for  dairy  products  and 
the  loss  from  the  program  for  feed 
grains  have  been  less  than  the  losses  on 
the  other  programs.  Second,  it  shows 
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that  the  total  cost  to  the  farm  program 
has  been  a  relatively  small  proportion  of 
the  value  of  the  marketings — for  feed 
grains,  8  percent.  Furthermore,  it  has 
been  pointed  out  that  if  we  relate  the 
cost  of  the  feed  grains  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  value  of  the  marketings  for 
beef  and  hogs  and  the  other  end  prod¬ 
ucts  of  the  feed  grains,  the  cost  has  been 
only  2  percent  of  the  total,  ultimate  value 
of  marketings. 

Madam  President,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  food  is  an  excellent  bargain  in  this 
country — that  the  cost  of  food,  in  terms 
of  the  number  of  hours  of  work  neces¬ 
sary  to  buy  food,  is  far  less  in  the  United 
States  than  in  any  country  in  the  world, 
and  a  great  deal  less  than  in  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe,  and  far  less  than  it  has 
ever  before  been  in  this  country — we  can 
recognize  that  the  so-called  expensive 
farm  program  is  really  not  very  expen¬ 
sive,  after  all.  The  fact  is  the  American 
consumer-taxpayer  is  getting  a  first-class 
bargain  from  the  American  farmer  and 
we  ought  to  say  so. 

Even  if  we  add  the  full  cost  of  the  farm 
program  to  the  cost  of  food,  we  are  get¬ 
ting  a  terrific  bargain. 

It  can  truly  be  said  the  farmer  is  sub¬ 
sidizing  the  consumer.  This  is  a  fact. 
Our  legisation  should  reflect  it.  Thirty 
years  ago  it  took  12  minutes  of  work  for 
an  average  factory  worker  to  earn 
enough  to  buy  a  quart  of  milk.  Today, 
it  takes  6  minutes  of  work.  And  what  is 
true  of  milk  is  also  true  of  a  loaf  of  bread 
and  of  all  the  other  articles  of  food  that 
consumers  buy.  So,  although  it  is  true 
that  food  costs  have  risen  over  the 
years — as  have  all  other  costs — yet  they 
have  gone  up  far  less  than  have  other 
costs;  and  in  terms  of  real  income,  the 
cost  of  food  has  dropped. 

Last  year  the  cost  of  living  went  up 
but  only  slightly  why?  Because  the  cost 
of  food  went  down.  The  farmer  is  the 
real  hero  of  price  stability  in  this  coun- 
try.  . 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
chart  to  which  I  have  referred,  which 
shows  how  relatively  low  is  the  cost  of 
the  dairy  products  price-support  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  feed  grain  price-support 
program,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows ; 


Losses  on  Government  price  support  opera¬ 
tions  for  cotton,  dairy  products,  feed  gains, 
and  wheat;  fiscal  years  1953-61  12 


Annual  average 
losses  or  costs 

Losses  as  per¬ 
centage  of  value 
of  marketings  3 

1953-61 

1959-61 

1953-61 

1959-61 

Cotton . . . 

Millions 

$195 

Millions 

$315 

8 

12 

Dairy  products.. 

285 

252 

6 

5 

Feed  grains _ 

296 

439 

5 

8 

Wheat _ 

233 

250 

12 

12 

•  Realized  losses  on  CCC  inventory  transactions,  in¬ 
cluding  resealing  and  interest  expenses  (under  account¬ 
ing  procedures  adopted  June  30,  1901)  plus  export  sub¬ 
sidies  and  sec.  32  funds  used  for  price  support  operations. 

2  These  data  from  Legislative  Reference  Service  wero 
put  In  the  Congressional  Record  Mar.  1, 1962  (p.  2958), 
in  a  speech  by  Senator  Carlson. 

*  Value  of  crops  produced,  in  case  of  feed  grains. 
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TAX  CUT  DOES  USE  UP  AMMUNITION 
v  AT  WRONG  TIME 


\ 

Mr.  TPROXMIRE.  Madam  President, 
yesterday,  an  article  by  one  of  the  clear¬ 
est  analysts  of  our  troublesome  economic 
problems,  Miss  Sylvia  Porter,  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  tne  Washington  Star.  Miss 
Porter  favors 'a  tax  cut.  I  do  not.  In 
the  article  she\discussed  the  proposed 
tax  cut  and  someqf  the  arguments  which 
have  been  made  against  making  a  tax 
cut  at  this  time.  Sfowever,  her  argu¬ 
ments  and  particularly  her  final  conten¬ 
tion  in  contradiction  of  what  some  of 
us  have  been  saying  in  f^vor  of  making 
such  a  tax  cut  really  do  npt  add  up. 

She  says  this : 

The  argument  that  a  tax  cu’t  should  be 
held  off  until  we’re  in  a  recession  invites 
the  retort,  “Why  wait  for  the  buffering? 
Why  not  try  to  prevent  it?”  There  is  no 
stimulant  on  the  horizon  to  perk  up  the 
economy.  Business  spending  is  not  gqing 
to  rise  because  of  the  new  depreciation 
schedules  or  the  tax  incentive  in  the  present 
tax  bill;  consumer  spending  already  is  high-., 
and  is  unlikely  to  accelerate  much  without 
additional  help.  Between  higher  Govern¬ 
ment  spending  and  a  tax  cut,  financial  con¬ 
servatives  overwhelmingly  prefer  the  tax  cut, 
and  so  do  most  liberals  at  this  stage. 


ECONOMIC  FORECASTING  UNRELIABLE 


The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is 
that  it  presupposes  that  we  are  able  to 
predict  the  economic  future,  that  the 
economists  can  look  forward  and  say: 
“If  we  have  a  tax  cut  now,  or  early  next 
year,  18  months  or  2  years  from  now, 
when  economists  tell  us  the  effects  of  this 
tax  cut  will  be  felt,  there  will  be  a 
deflationary  situation  or  unemployment 
situation  which  should  be  corrected.” 

Unfortunately,  economists  cannot  look 
into  a  crystal  ball  and  predict  the  future. 
Before  the  Joint  Economic  Committee 
this  year  appeared  the  head  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Economic  Advisers,  Walter  Heller. 
I  think  he  is  recognized  as  one  of  the 
best  economists  in  the  country.  He 
certainly  has  impressed  me  as  being  a 
very  able  and  competent  economist.  Dr. 
Heller  predicted  at  that  time  that  we 
would  have  a  gross  national  product  of 
$570  billion  for  this  whole  year.  This 
was  only  5  months  ago.  It  is  perfectly 
obvious  that  Dr.  Heller  is  going  to  be 
wrong.  We  shall  not  have  anywhere 
near  a  $570  billion  gross  national  product 
for  the  whole  year. 

This  prediction  was  made  by  Diytleller 
on  the  basis  of  all  the  resources  avail¬ 
able  to  our  Government.  It  wasmade  by 
a  competent  economist.  He/woked  into 
the  crystal  ball  and  made  this  prediction. 
He  was  wrong.  But  his  .prediction  was 
supported  by  other  competent  and  able 
economists  in  our  Government,  and  they 
were  wrong. 

Five  or  six  months  ago  every  invest¬ 
ment  analyst  I  Md  a  chance  to  talk  to 
and  every  investment  analyst  who  had 
written  on  the/;ubject  predicted  that  the 
stock  marker  would  go  up  during  the 
coming  year.  They  predicted  it  would 
continue/u  rise,  perhaps  at  an  irregular 
rate,  bur  that  there  was  very  little  like¬ 
lihood/that  it  would  drop  very  much.  It 
was  /difficult  to  find  any  economist,  in¬ 
vestment  analyst,  or  stock  market  expert 
"lo  thought  the  market  would  drop. 


They  were  wrong.  The  stock  market 
went  down. 

We  can  wish  that  economics  were  an 
exact  science  and  that  we  could  consult 
a  person  who  had  an  extensive  education 
and  training  in  economics  and  had  had 
practice  in  working  on  economic  predic¬ 
tions,  and  that  we  could  ask  such  an  ex¬ 
pert  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  The  fact  is  that,  while  we  might 
wish  that  were  so,  economists  cannot 
make  thta  kind  of  prediction.  Economics 
do  not  permit  one  to  be  able  to  make  ac¬ 
curate  predictions. 

Therefore,  if  we  follow  the  advice  of 
making  a  tax  cut,  when  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  has  during  the  fiscal  year 
ending  3  weeks  ago  risen  by  $40  billion, 
when  personal  income  is  at  a  record 
high,  when  business  is  good  except  for- 
certain  economic  forecasts,  I  see  no  rea¬ 
son  why  we  should  not  keep  on  reducing 
taxes. 

I  argue  that  the  only  time  a  tax  cut 
can  be  justified  is  when  there  is  a  sur¬ 
plus  and  taxes  can  be  reduced  without 
ibalancing  the  budget,  or  when  the  Na¬ 
tion  is  at  war  and  therefore  we  have  tc 
spend  as  much  as  possible  in  order  /o 
defend  our  country,  or  when  we  arp  : in 
a  recession  or  depression  which  is  so 
severe  that  there  are  many  millions  out 
of  work\  businesses  are  failing,  and 
drastic  acCipn  is  needed  the /right  the 
economy. 

We  do  not  h^ive  that  kin/f  of  situation 
now. 

If  we  are  goirig  to  follow  a  policy  of 
reducing  taxes  now,  oy  the  basis  of  very 
mixed  economic  promotions,  then  it  is 
hard  to  see  any  situation  in  which  a  tax 
cut  cannot  be  ju/fifieov  What  is  more, 
the  argument  which  ha\been  made  by 
those  of  us  who  oppose  fktax  cut  that 
we  would  usoGip  our  one-snot  ammuni¬ 
tion,  is  a /perfectly  proper  \and  valid 
argument/  A  tax  cut  should  b a. made  at 
a  time  wnen  there  is  a  serious  economic 
crisis, /because  it  is  a  one-shot 'affair. 
Once/we  have  the  kind  of  tax  cu\  the 
Wa/nington  Post  recommended,  $\j.5 
billion,  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to 
fow  we  could  possibly  justify  having 
'such  a  tax  cut,  or  a  bigger  one  in  the 
future.  No  matter  what  would  happen, 
it  would  be  extraordinarily  hard  to  jus¬ 
tify.  Under  those  circumstances,  we 
would  be  in  a  situation  where,  if  we 
were  in  an  economic  crisis,  and  had  seri¬ 
ous  unemployment,  we  would  be  unable 
to  cope  with  the  situation  because  we 
had  already  used  up  our  ammunition. 


PER  JACOBSSON  ON  RECORD  AGAINST  A  TAX  CUT 
THIS  YEAR 


The  second  argument  used  by  Sylvia 
Porter  against  the  opposition  to  the  tax 
cut  is  that  the  international  bankers 
argue  that  a  tax  cut  makes  sense  for  the 
American  Government;  that  under  those 
circumstances  we  should  increase  inter¬ 
est  and  reduce  our  taxes  and  run  a 
deficit  and  stimulate  our  economy  by  a 
tax  cut.  Mrs.  Porter  quotes  from  a  re¬ 
port  of  the  International  Bank  for  Set¬ 
tlements  at  Basel,  Switzerland.  It  has 
been  alleged,  and  has  not  been  denied, 
in  Business  Week,  that  this  report  by  the 
International  Bank  for  Settlements  at 
Basel  was  a  plant;  that  it  was  a  sugges¬ 


tion  by  U.S.  officials  who  were  at  Bas§ 
and  who  recommended  that  the  int 
national  bankers  recommend  a  tax  /6ut 
in  the  United  States. 

What  concerns  me  is  that  th/  out¬ 
standing  international  banker,  the  great 
Swedish  economist  who  is  he/d  of  the 
International  Monetary  Fun/;  and  who 
certainly  is  a  world-renowneu  economist, 
does  not  recommend  a  ta/cut.  He  ap¬ 
peared  on  “Meat  the  Press’’  some  2  weeks 
ago,  and  in  the  course  / f  his  appearance 
he  was  asked  whether  he  would  recom¬ 
mend  a  tax  cut  now.  He  said  no,  he 
would  not.  He  said  he  would  recom¬ 
mend  a  tax  cut' next  year,  but  it  was 
clear  from  thg  language  in  which  he 
phrased  his /recommendation  that  he 
would  recoinmend  a  tax  cut  only  if  it 
were  accomplished  without  a  deficit. 

There/are  many  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  ana  also  of  the  public,  who  would 
be  in/avor  of  a  tax  cut  if  it  could  be  done 
without  running  a  deficit;  but  the  fact 
isydiat  this  year  we  have  had  a  deficit  of 
billion.  Even  without  a  tax  cut,  we 
'will  have  a  deficit  of  over  $4  billion  next 
year;  and  with  a  tax  cut  of  the  kind  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Washington  Post  this 
morning,  we  would  probably  have  as 
heavily  unbalanced  a  budget  as  we  have 
had  in  our  entire  peacetime  history. 

TAX  CUT  COULD  BE  INFLATIONARY 


The  final  argument  that  Miss  Porter 
makes  against  the  proposition  is  that  a 
tax  cut  would  result  in  an  inflationary 
spiral.  Of  course,  it  would  depend  upon 
the  nature  and  the  time  when  the  tax 
cut  would  be  set.  Professor  Friedman,  of 
the  University  of  Chicago,  and  Professor 
Mayer,  formerly  of  the  University  of 
Michigan,  have  argued  that  fiscal  policy 
has  its  full  consequential  effect  about  18 
months  after  action  is  taken  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  So  if  we  should  have  a  tax  cut 
acted  upon  by  the  Congress  this  year, 
and  if  that  tax  cut  should  take  effect, 
as  is  recommended  by  the  assistant  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  on  January  1,  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  that  tax  cut  would  not  be 
felt  until  2  years  from  now,  until  the 
summer  of  1964. 

No  economist  looking  into  a  crystal 
>all  can  tell  whether  in  the  summer  of  \ 
1  (64  we  will  have  an  inflationary  situa¬ 
tion  or  a  deflationary  situation,  or  what 
kincKof  a  situation  we  will  have.  There¬ 
fore,  khe  argument  of  Miss  Porter  that 
such  a'tax  cut  would  not  result  in  an¬ 
other  inflationary  round  overlooks  the 
lag  and  tne  inability  of  economists  to 
predict  the  inture.  So  that  under  those 
circumstance\it  seems  to  me  that  none 
of  the  arguments  advanced  by  Miss 
Porter  stands  upN 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
article  by  Sylvia  Porter  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printecKjn  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Tax  Cut  Pleas  Get  Arg 
(By  Sylvia  Porter) 

Opponents  of  a  tax  cut  for  individuals  and 
corporations  this  fall  offer  three  majdj  argu¬ 
ments. 


The  tax  cut,  they  argue  first,  would  c^ate 
a  huge  deficit  in  the  1963  Federal  budget  and 
immediately  revive  the  threat  of  another  in- 
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SoShssoh  Jrt.  K.  lZOVi 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  23, 1962 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  ordered  to  be 

printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Robertson  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of 
the  bill,  add  a  new  section  as  follows : 

1  Sec.  .  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

2  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  effective  with  the 

3  1964  crop  of  wheat  by  striking  therefrom  the  following: 

4  “The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  for  any  year  shall 

5  be  not  less  than  fifty-five  million  acres.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

i) 

July  20, 1962 

Received  and  read  the  first  time 
July  23, 1962 

Read  the  second  time  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 

Forestry,  with  instructions 


AN  ACT 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture 

4  Act  of  1962”. 

I 


2 


1  TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

2  Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot- 

3  ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended 

4  as  follows : 

5  (1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e) , 

6  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

7  (2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

8  (3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 

9  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 

10  out  the  language  '‘Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 

11  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

13  (4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 

14  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

15  “(e)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva- 

16  tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 

17  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 

18  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 

19  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 

20  such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine, 

21  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

22  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices 

23  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 

24  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  (in- 
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eluding  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which 
do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by 
conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil, 
water,  forest,  and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 
include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials 
and  services,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of 
the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners 
and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary: 
Provided,  That  agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years. 

“  (2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership 
has  changed  in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  first  year 
of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new  ownership  was 
acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 
previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing 
farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 
as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  program:  Pro- 
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1  vi (led,  That  this  provision  sh:ill  not  prohibit  tin;  continuation 

2  of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once 

3  been  entered  into  under  this  subsection. 

4  “(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 

5  to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ- 

6  iiijr  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 

7  payments  under  this  subsection. 

8  “  (4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 

9  agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 

10  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 

11  facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 

12  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

13  “  (5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  be 

14  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

15  subsection. 

lb  “(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

17  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

18  Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 

19  Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Slat.  525),  as  amended,  is 

20  amended  by  striking  out  “including  the  retirement  of  lands 

21  which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  eultiva- 

22  tion,”  and  by  inserting  following  “natural  resources,”  the 

23  phrase  “protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  the 

24  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  “,  but  not  to  build 
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industrial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or  commercial 
cnterp  rises/’ 

(b)  Section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  amending  subsection 
(e)  thereof  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (e)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  to,  any  Federal,  State, 
territorial,  or  any  other  agency,  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these;  activities.” 

Sec.  103.  Section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (08  Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such 
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works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part 
of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there¬ 
to  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  8,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constucted  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure:  Provided,  further,  That  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
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anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the 
life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed 
fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for 
the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  (1)  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be  made 
until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall 
be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used, 
but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten 
years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing 
the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
interested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 
the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connec- 
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1  tion  with  such  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 

2  employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 

3  to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide 

4  such  services:  Provided,  That  if  the  local  organization  elects 

5  to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secre- 

6  tary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of 

7  such  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local 

8  organization  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  im- 

9  provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed 
upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifica- 

11  tion  thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may  ad- 

12  vance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such 

13  services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of 

14  improvement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
1®  installation  cost  of  such  works. 

16  “  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve- 

17  ment  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct 
13  or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
19  structure. 

26  “(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 

21  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 

22  for  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 

23  $250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc- 

24  ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 

25  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
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and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President. 

“  (4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet 
(a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b)  which  in¬ 
cludes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty- 
day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“  (5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
'to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
H.K.  12391 - 2 
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related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Provided  further, 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (.58  Stat.  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”. 

TITLE  II— AGRICU LTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
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trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  the  words  “including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations”  after 
the  words  “friendly  nations”;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence:  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com- 
jnodities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  the  word  “reasonable”;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement” 
in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “except 
that  the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments 
may  be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery;” 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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1  “In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 

2  enter  into  agreements  with  other  exporting  nations  of 

3  such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 

4  and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor- 

5  tionate  and  equitable  basis.” 

6  (5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 

7  word  “Sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c)  ”. 

8  Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

9  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (4) 

10  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  non- 

11  profit  school-lunch  programs”. 

12  Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel- 

13  opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 

14  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 

15  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs”. 

16  Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958 

17  ( Public  Law  85-93 1 ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 

18  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school- 

19  lunch  programs”. 

20  Sec.  205.  Commodities  may  be  donated  for  school-lunch 

21  programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the  Secretary 

22  receives  assurance  satisfactory  to  him  that  there  will  he 

23  student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on  the 

24  basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  school- 
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lunch  programs  in  the  United  States.  Such  programs  shall 
not  extend  heyond  June  30,  1964. 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 1963  Feed  Grain  Program 
Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
is  amended  by  striking  out  of  subsection  (a)  the  figure 
“90”  and  inserting  “80”  and  by  striking  out  the  colon 
and  the  proviso  thereof  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
com  shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  com,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  com, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  com,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary :  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley 
shall  he  required  to  participate  in  such  special  agricultural 
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conservation  program  for  1963  if  such  producer  has  pre¬ 
viously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley 
only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963, 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959 
and  I960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“  ( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  be  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  com,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  an 
approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  desig- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


nated  soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal  amount :  Provided , 
That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  except 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of 
such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed 
one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and 
no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require 
the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free 
from  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible 
for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind 
under  such  conservation  program  shall  be  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on 
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the  farm  planted  to  com,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty-five 
acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or 
in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted 
to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  45  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  com,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 
1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the 
special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established, 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national 
support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the 
normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  com¬ 
modity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
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per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  pro¬ 
duction,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage, 
crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  measures,  and  topography.  The  Secretary 
may  also  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  since 
the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such 
improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such 
adjustment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements 
of  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used 
in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subsection 
(g)  (l ) ,  barley  shall  not  be  included  in  the  program  for 
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a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in  section 
105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who  par¬ 
ticipates  only  with  respect  to  com  and  grain  sorghums 
and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16  (g) .  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 


through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
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and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 
Subtitle  B — 1963  Wheat  Program 

Sec.  310.  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 


20 


1  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of 

2  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national 

3  acreage  allotment  for  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced 
1  by  10  per  centum.” 

5  Sec.  311.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
®  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 

7  U.S.C.  1340(1)  ),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to 

8  the  1963  crop  of  wheat: 

9  “  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 

10  for  the  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  he  in 

11  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 

12  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
1^  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
11  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
1^  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
10  farm  marketing  excess  shall  he  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
1^  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul- 
1®  tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 

13  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
2^  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre- 

31  scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 

32  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
22  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
21  actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex- 
25  cess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
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of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm: 
Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 
be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production, 
so  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(2)  ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 
1963  crop  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(3)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat: 

“  (3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro- 
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duction  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  ) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(V  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
acres:  Provided ,  however ,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat  shall  he  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
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of  (1)  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or 

1961.” 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1336) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1963.” 

Sec.  312.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  made  available,  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators,  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such  crop  shall  be 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
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the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  determined  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

( 1 )  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (i)  10  per 
centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 :  Provided,  That  such  acreage  in  each  of  such  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in 
effect  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

( 2 )  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  such  measures  shall  he  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
and  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when 
such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
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acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (4)  of 
this  section. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle 
land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 
and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed 
grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of 
cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer- 
fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1960.  Certifi¬ 
cation  by  the  producer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
vision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 
1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and 
reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  (1)  (i)  of  this  subsection  (a),  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959, 
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1960,  or  1961;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this  subsection  (a), 
the  farm  shall  he  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment. 

(b)  (1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  per  centum 
of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  per 
bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the 
farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  ses¬ 
ame,  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  payment 
for  which  shall  be  computed  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)  (4)  of  this  section. 

( 2 )  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  }^ears  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and  to 
give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  such  adjustments 
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in  yields  as  he  determines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases 
in  yields  since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of 
the  adoption  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if 
such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such  ad¬ 
justment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect 
to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
yields  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the 
sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat, 
the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support. 

(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted 
to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  sesame,  other  an¬ 
nual  field  crops,  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  in  accordance  with 
the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be 
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at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
production  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall 
the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(c)  (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
under  subsection  (a)  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the 
farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  four  times  the  amount 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
the  total  acreage  diverted  to  ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  the  highest 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for 
any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten 
acres  or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  :  Provided, 
That  (i)  50  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  45  |per 
centum  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the 
acreage  diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be  added  to 
and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
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and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
pursuant  to  ( 1 )  ( i )  of  said  subsection,  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by 
the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and 
this  subsection  (c) ,  or,  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a) 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of 
acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c) 
below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  reduction 
thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961,  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  he  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost- 
sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
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gram  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
imder  subsection  (c)  above,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 
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(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 

(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheat,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “after  reduction  in  the  case  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section  334(c)  (2)”  and 
inserting  the  following:  “after  reduction  as  required  by 
section  334  (c)  (2)  or  (3)”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961”  and  inserting  the  following:  “the  special 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962”. 

(l)  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulelake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  “The  special 
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wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment  under 
this  subsection.”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “or  1963”. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

Sec.  320.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 
of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and  thus 
reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963,  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  321.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
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to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  starting  October  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1963, 
their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 

(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  322  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States, 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 

(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 
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much  as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  322.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  321  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 
when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish- 
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ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  mav  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  323.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  324.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
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factor.  A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and 
there  engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 
take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  325.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  he  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  326.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  ( 7 )  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
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there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  he  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  he  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  327.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
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regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 

Sec.  328.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
whenever  any  price  support  or  surplus  removal  operation  for 
milk,  butterfat,  or  the  products  of  such  commodities  is  car¬ 
ried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on  the  products  of  milk 
or  butterfat,  the  Secretary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of 
such  purchase  or  loan,  certification  that  the  milk  or  butterfat 
from  which  such  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  pro¬ 
ducers  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  therefor. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
recreational  uses  and  facilities. ” ; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306  (a)  after  the  words 
“soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  “shifts  in  land 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities” ; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the 
figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 


39 


1  (4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 

2  “and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 

3  uses  and  facilities”. 

4  Sec.  402.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon- 

5  stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 

6  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 

7  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 

8  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  19,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  /  Senate 

committee  reported  farm  bill. 

Sen 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  12391,  the  new  fartnbill  (S.  Rept.  1787)  (p.  13645).  The  "Daily  Digest" 
states  that  the  bill  as  reported  provides  as  follows:  "The  bill  would  (1)  con¬ 
tain  provisions  for  land-use  adjustments,  (2)  provide  amendments  to  P.  L.  480 
(Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act) ,  (3)  extend  for  1  year 
special  feed  grain  program  (4)  provide  a  permanent  certificate  program  for  wheat, 
(5)  include  amendments  on  agricultural  credit,  and  (6)  provide  a  research  pro¬ 
gram  on  industrial  uses  of  agricultural  commodities.  The  bill,  as  approved,  is 
identical  with  the  bill  reported  by  the  committee  on  April  27,  1962,  with  the 
exception  of  the  wheat  provisions." 

Sen.  Proxmire  commended  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  and  stated  that 
"it  would  be  a  tragic  mistake  for  the  Senate  to  reverse  the  action  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  by  going  back  to  the  administration  pro¬ 
vision  for  feed  grains."  pp#  13733-6 


2. \ NOMINATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nomination  oa 
\John  Baker  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  member  of  the  C( 
v jard  of  Directors,  p.  13643 


3.  FOODNFOR  PEACE.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  service  of  George  McGovern/as  food 
for  peace  Director  and  inserted  correspondence  between  McGovern  and  t/e  Presi¬ 
dent  u^on  his  resignation  from  that  position,  pp.  13741-3 

Sen.  ^Humphrey  commended  the  appointment  of  Richard  W.  Reuter  ay'food  for 
peace  Director  and  inserted  a  biographical  sketch  of  his  career./  p.  13743 


4.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  enactment  of  legislation  for  the 
establishmentNof  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  and  inserted  a  report  of  the  natio 
al  convention  of  juvenile  court  judges  endorsing  the  proposal,  pp.  13744-6 


PUBLICATION,  Agredd  to  the  House  amendment  to  H.  R.  8141/  to  amend  the  laws 
relating  to  depositary  libraries  so  as  to  provide  for  expansion  in  their  numbe: 
and  to  improve  procedures  and  conditions  for  the  selection,  supply,  retention, 
and  disposal  of  Government  publications  furnished  these  libraries  for  public 
information.  This  bill\^ill  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  13683 


6.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3066,  to  direct  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administration  to  undertake  a  study  of/alternative  programs  to  help 
provide  financial  assistance \.o  victims  of  future  flood  disasters,  pp.  13699- 


13700 


7.  CONTRACTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  Rj 10786,  to  establish  standards  for 
hours  of  work  and  overtime  pay  of  rebor/rs  and  mechanics  employed  on  work  done 


under  contract  for,  or  with  the  fina* 


This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 


Lai  aid  of,  the  U.  S. ,  any  territory,  or 
ie  President,  pp.  13727-9 


8.  MARKETING.  The  Special  Fair  Trade  /jubcorcib  littee  of  the  Commerce  Committee  appro> 
ed  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendments  S.  J.  Res.  159,  the  propos¬ 
ed  Quality  Stabilization  Act  relative  to  th^  identification  of  goods  in  com¬ 


merce  by  distinguishing  brand/,  names,  or  trademarks.  p.  D633 


9.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Carlsori  inserted  several  Ideal  Chamber  of  Commerce  reso-^-*, 
lutions  favoring  enactment  of  legislation  to  exempt  certain  carriers  from  Cj 
minimum  rate  regulation./  pp.  13644-5 


10.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Agreed  to  without  amendment  S.  Res.  36l\  authorizing  a  study  of 
the  disposition  of  revenues  from  natural  resources  from.  Federal  lands.  The 
measure  was  reported  earlier  in  the  day  by  the  Rules  ano\Administration  Commit¬ 
tee  (S.  Rept.  178/).  pp.  13645,  13729-30 


11*  ELECTRIFICATION/  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  )seported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  594,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Crater-Long  LakeX division  of  the 
Snettisham  project,  Alaska  (S.  Rept.  1786).  p.  13645 


12.  STOCKPILING.  Received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Norses sential 

Federal/Expenditures  a  report  on  Federal  stockpile  inventories  for  April  1962, 
including-  CCC  commodity  inventories,  pp.  13646-54 


13.  CONCESSIONAL  ADJOURNMENT.  Sen.  Morse  urged  that  Congress  adjourn  by  Se'^t.  1 
and  return  alter  the  Nov.  elections,  if  necessary,  to  consider  any  unfinished 
Susiness.  Sen.  Proxmire  endorsed  Sen.  Morse's  remarks,  pp.  13661-2 


14/  BUDGET.  Sen.  Miller  inserted  an  article  by  Maurice  Stans,  "Is  the  Federal 
Budget  Obsolete?"  pp.  13664-5 


Calendar  No.  1746 


87th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  \ 

(  No.  1787 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


July  25,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

I  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12391] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  an 
amendment. 

Short  Explanation 

The  committee  amendment,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
is  identical  to  S.  3225,  as  reported  by  this  committee  on  April  27, 
1962;  except  that  the  wheat  provisions  of  S.  3225,  as  passed  by  the 
■Senate  (subtitle  B  of  title  III)  have  been  substituted  for  the  corre¬ 
sponding  provisions  of  S.  3225,  as  reported. 

The  bill  consists  of  five  titles  providing  for — 

TITLE  I - LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT 

1.  Permanent  administration  of  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  national  basis. 

2.  Payments  to  producers  under  long-term  agreements  (not  to 
exceed  15  years)  to  conserve  and  develop  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife, 
and  recreation  resources.  Appropriations  are  restricted  to  $10  million 
annually. 

3.  Loans-to  State  and  local  public  agencies  to  carry  out  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  plans. 

4.  Amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  providing,  among  other  things,  for  Federal  participation  in  instal¬ 
lation  costs  for  recreation  purposes  and  in  land  costs  for  public  fish, 
wildlife,  and  recreation  purposes. 
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TITLE  II - PUBLIC  LAW  480 

Long-term  supply  contracts  with  the  private  trade  and  other 
amendments  of  title  IV  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress. 

TITLE  III  (SUBTITLE  A) - FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Extension  e^f  the  special  feed  grain  program  to  the  1963  crop. 

TITLE  III  (SUBTITLE  B) - WHEAT  PROGRAM 

A  marketing  certificate  plan  under  which  noncertificated  wheat 
would  be  supported  at  a  level  determined  after  consideration  of  its 
feed  value  and  world  price,  and  certificated  wheat  would  be  supported 
at  between  65  and  90  percent  of  parity.  Certificates  would  be  issued 
to  producers  for  all  wheat  consumed  domestically  for  food  and  such 
part  of  the  exports  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  would  carry  out 
the  price  and  income  objectives  of  the  bill. 

TITLE  IV - CREDIT 

1.  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  for  recreational  facilities 
and  sewers. 

2.  An  increase  (from  $10  million  to  $25  million)  in  the  amount  of 
direct  FHA  real  estate  loans  for  immediate  resale  which  can  be  made 
from  the  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund. 

3.  A  single  loan  fund  for  Rural  Electrification  Administration  loans, 
to  include  funds  appropriated,  borrowed,  or  repaid,  and  to  be  available 
for  loans  only  as  authorized  in  appropriation  acts. 

TITLE  V - INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

Establishes  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Adminis¬ 
tration  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  coordinate  and 
expedite  an  expanded  research  program  on  industrial  uses  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities. 

Part  I  is  a  reprint  of  General  Background  Information  as  contained 
in  Senate  Report  No.  1365,  April  27,  1962 

Part  I — -General  Background  Information 

INTRODUCTION  AND  CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  2786 

S.  2786  was  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  at  the 
request  of  the  administration.  That  bill  provided  for  an  extensive 
program  of  land  use  adjustment;  amendments  to  Public  Law  480  in 
furtherance  of  the  food-for-peace  program;  amendments  to  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  which  would  have 
authorized  producer  quotas  under  marketing  orders  for  turkeys, 
turkey  hatching  eggs,  and  for  milk;  new  supply  management  programs 
for  feed  grains,  wheat,  and  milk;  and  amendments  to  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  and  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1936.  Hearings  were  conducted  on  S.  2786  for  8  days, 
and  thereafter  a  clean  bill  was  developed  by  the  committee. 

Although  having  reservations  about  certain  provisions,  the  chair¬ 
man’s  purpose  in  introducing  the  bill  was  to  lay  the  foundation  for  a 
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general  review  of  the  agricultural  policy  in  effect  for  the  feed  grains, 
wheat,  and  dairy  products.  Of  all  the  agricultural  commodities 
entitled  to  price  supports,  these  have  been  most  troublesome  and 
costly.  In  addition,  in  the  case  of  feed  grains  and  wheat  there  has 
been  a  substantial  accumulation  of  excess  stocks  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  production  of  corn  in  1960  under  the  open  end  program  wherein 
price  supports  were  guaranteed  producers  with  no  acreage  restriction 
on  production  was  the  highest  in  history. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  about  19.1  million  acres  were 
retired  and  production  was  reduced  284  million  bushels  below  1960 
under  the  emergency  feed  grain  program  in  effect  in  1961,  production 
of  corn  that  year  was  the  third  largest  in  history. 

The  steady  increase  in  production  in  excess  of  our  requirements 
has  resulted  in  an  accumulation  of  stocks  under  loan  and  owned  by 
the  Government  which  now  equals  almost  a  half  year’s  supply. 

As  of  February  28,  1961,  price  support  investiment  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  feed  grains  amounted  to  $3.3  billion.  This 
compares  with  less  than  $1  million  as  of  June  30,  1948. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  price  support  losses  and  other 
related  costs,  including  export  subsidies  for  the  feed  grains  since  the 
beginning  of  the  program,  amounted  to  $2.2  billion  as  of  December 
31,  1961. 

While  the  emergency  feed  programs  in  effect  in  1961  and  in  1962 
will  be  less  costly  in  the  long  run  than  if  the  open-end  program  had 
been  in  effect,  the  fact  is  that  this  program  also  involves  a  high  level 
of  Government  expenditure. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  production  has  exceeded  requirements  regularly 
and  on  February  28,  1961,  price  support  investment  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  wheat  amounted  to  $2.6  billion.  This  com¬ 
pares  with  a  price  support  investment  of  only  $8  million  in  1948. 

The  quantity  of  wheat  under  loan  or  owned  by  the  Government 
now  exceeds  a  full  year’s  supply.  In  1938  a  minimum  national  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  of  55  million  acres  was  placed  in  the  law.  At  that 
time  yields  per  acre  averaged  13.3  bushels.  In  1960-61  yields  aver¬ 
aged  26.2  bushels  per  acre.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  sub¬ 
stantial  oversupply  of  wheat  exists,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  can¬ 
not  reduce  the  national  allotment  below  the  55  million  acres  specified 
in  the  law.  Repeated  efforts  to  change  this  minimum  have  failed,  yet 
this  is  the  one  factor  contributing  most  to  the  increased  cost  of  that 
program. 

The  dairy  program  also  has  been  very  costly.  The  total  cost  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  since  the  inception  of  the  program 
amounts  to  $2.6  billion.  About  $2  billion  came  about  through  losses  on 
price  supports  and  about  $600  million  through  the  cost  of  the  special 
school  milk  and  armed  services  milk  programs.  For  the  marketing 
year  just  past,  the  Department  estimated  that  about  $562  million 
was  spent  in  supporting  the  price  of  milk,  while  another  $95  million 
was  spent  for  the  special  school  milk  program.  A  large  part  of  the 
increased  cost  was  due  to  an  unexpected  decline  in  milk  consumption. 
The  Department  further  estimated  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  price 
supports  were  reduced  from  $3.40  to  $3.11  for  the  present  year,  the  cost 
of  the  dairy  program  will  not  be  materially  lower  than  the  cost  last 
year. 
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Notwithstanding  the  excessively  high  cost  of  these  programs  and 
the  huge  accumulation  of  stocks  in  Government  hands,  farm  incomes 
have  been  low  and  farmers  have  not  shared  in  the  general  prosperity 
experienced  by  the  rest  of  the  economy. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  ways  to  reduce  the  costs  of 
these  programs  and  increase  farm  income  must  be  found.  A  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  existing  cost  levels  of  these  programs  might  well  imperil 
the  continuation  of  all  agricultural  programs.  As  to  wheat,  corn, 
and  other  feed  grains,  price  supports  should  be  limited  to  producers 
who  are  willing  to  curtail  their  acreage  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with 
demand;  and  if  price  supports  for  those  commodities  are  to  be  con¬ 
tinued,  an  effective  means  of  limiting  production  to  the  amount 
needed  must  be  developed. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

The  land-use  adjustment  program  proposed  by  the  administration 
would  have  provided  unlimited  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  divert  lands  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  through  contracts  with  farmers  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
moting  the  conservation  and  economic  use  of  land  including  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes;  would  have  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  acquire  lands  in  unlimited  quantity  under  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act  for  the  purpose  of  land  utilization  and  conserva¬ 
tion  including  recreational  purposes;  and  would  have  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  to  enter  into  agreements  with  local  organizations  to 
purchase  land  in  watershed  projects  in  unlimited  amounts  for  the 
purpose  of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreational  developments. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  dealing  with  land-use  adjustment  proved  to  be 
one  of  the  most  difficult  parts  of  the  bill  to  perfect.  While  only  a 
pilot  program  under  this  title  was  contemplated,  the  language  of  the 
bill,  as  introduced,  was  broadly  stated  in  order  to  provide  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  a  variety  of  suggested  methods  for  accomplishing  its 
purpose. 

The  committee  by  its  action  of  sharply  limiting  to  $10  million  the 
annual  amounts  which  may  be  obligated  under  long-term  agreements 
with  farmers  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act;  by  eliminating  entirely,  not  only  from  the  bill  but  from  existing 
law,  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  acquire  land  under  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act;  and  by  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  under  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act,  has  indicated  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  should  proceed 
cautiously  under  the  program  authorized.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  had  indicated  in  testimony  before  this  committee  that  he 
intended  the  land-use  program  to  be  operated  initially  on  a  pilot  basis. 

While  some  adjustments  in  land  use  and  the  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  and  recreation  appear  desirable,  the  committee  is  of  the 
opinion  that  such  adjustments  should  not  lead  to  the  development  or 
establishment  of  a  new  bureaucracy  to  administer  such  a  program. 
It  is  expected  that  these  programs  could  be  handled  by  existing  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  agencies  which  now  administer  similar  ac¬ 
tivities.  The  development  of  recreational  areas  and  fish  and  wildlife 
areas  by  individual  farmers  and  by  local  organizations,  the  committee 
feels,  is  the  best  way  to  proceed  with  such  a  program. 
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THE  FEED  GRAIN  SITUATION  AND  PROGRAM 

The  1961  emergency  feed  grain  program  has  been  successful  in 
reducing  production  and  carryover  and  will  result  in  lower  CCC 
costs  this  year  and  for  years  to  come.  This  has  been  accomplished 
without  adverse  effect  on  consumer  prices.  Farm  income  was  im¬ 
proved  both  as  a  result  of  better  prices  and  through  payments  made 
to  producers  for  diverting  feed  grain  land  to  a  conservation  use. 

Until  this  program  was  put  into  effect,  feed  grain  production  had 
increased  sharply — largely  as  a  result  of  increased  acreages  after 
allotments  were  ended,  and  higher  per  acre  yields.  Carryover  stocks 
at  the  beginning  of  the  1961  marketing  year  reached  an  all-time  high 
of  nearly  85  million  tons — more  than  four  times  those  for  1952.  In 
spite  of  unusually  favorable  weather  in  1961,  the  program  is  expected 
to  reduce  total  carryover  stocks  by  the  end  of  the  1961-62  marketing 
year  by  nearly  7.5  million  tons,  as  shown  in  table  1.  In  table  2  the 
A  supply  and  utilization  of  individual  feed  grains  are  given. 

^  The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  had  the  open-end 
1960  program  for  feed  grains  been  in  effect  the  production  of  corn 
would  have  been  about  350  million  bushels  in  excess  of  disappearance. 
With  the  emergency  feed  grain  program  in  effect,  they  estimated  that 
the  stocks  of  corn  will  decline  more  than  200  million  bushels — a  net 
difference  of  about  550  million  bushels.  Further,  without  the  1961 
program  sorghum  production  would  have  been  175  million  bushels 
larger.  Excess  production  of  both  com  and  sorghums,  if  the  1961 
program  had  not  been  in  effect,  would  have  passed  into  Government 
hands,  increasing  rather  than  decreasing  CCC  stocks  and  taxpayer 
expenditures. 

Detailed  results  of  the  1961  feed  grain  program  are  provided  in 
tables  3,  4,  and  5. 


Table  1. — Feed  grains:  Total  supply  and  disappearance ,  United  States,  marketing 

years  1950-61  1 

[Million  tons] 


Year 

Supply  3 

Utilization  3 

Carry¬ 
over  at 
close 
of  year 

C 

Govern¬ 
ment  3 

larryove 

Other 

Total 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Im¬ 
ports  4 

Total 

Live¬ 

stock 

feed 

Food, 

indus¬ 

try, 

seed 

Ex¬ 
ports  4 

Total 

1950 _ 

20.9 

9.6 

30.5 

113.1 

0.8 

144.4 

95.7 

13.7 

6.4 

115.8 

28.6 

1951 _ 

14.8 

13.8 

28.6 

104.8 

1.3 

134.7 

97.7 

12.1 

4.8 

114.6 

20. 1 

1952 _ 

9.0 

11.1 

20.1 

111.0 

1.7 

132.8 

88.8 

11.7 

5.3 

105.8 

27.0 

1953 _ 

16.6 

10.4 

27.0 

108.3 

2.2 

137.5 

89.9 

12. 1 

3.8 

105.8 

31.7 

1954 _ 

22.6 

9.1 

31.7 

114.1 

.9 

146.7 

89.7 

12.4 

5.5 

107.6 

39.1 

1955 _ 

29.7 

9.4 

39.1 

120.8 

.8 

160.7 

96.8 

12.5 

8.1 

117.4 

43.3 

1956 _ 

34.7 

8.6 

43.3 

119.3 

.9 

163.5 

94.3 

12.6 

7.7 

114.6 

48.9 

1957 _ 

40.8 

8.1 

48.9 

132.4 

1.0 

182.3 

100.9 

12.5 

9.8 

123.2 

59.1 

1958 _ 

49.2 

9.9 

59.1 

144.1 

.4 

203.6 

110.4 

13.0 

12.5 

135.9 

67.7 

1959 _ 

57.7 

10.0 

67.7 

149.6 

.5 

217.8 

117.2 

13.0 

12.9 

143.1 

74.7 

1960 _ 

65.7 

9.0 

74.7 

155.5 

.4 

230.6 

120.9 

13.0 

12.0 

145.6 

84.7 

1961  3 _ 

75.0 

9.7 

84.7 

140.6 

.5 

225.5 

121.8 

13.0 

13.3 

148.1 

77.4 

1962 

67.  4 

10.0 

77.4 

1  Revised  1955-59  on  basis  of  1959  Census  of  Agriculture.  Includes  com  for  grain  only. 

3  October-September  year  for  com  and  sorghum  grain,  July-June  year  for  oats  and  barley. 

3  Under  loan  or  owned  by  CCC.  Includes  an  allowance  for  purchase  agreement  deliveries  of  corn  after 
Oct.  1  and  oats  and  barley  after  July  1. 

4  Imports  and  exports  include  grain  equivalent  of  products. 

3  Preliminary. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  April  1962. 
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Table  2. — Feed  grains:  Supplies  and  utilization,  United  Stales,  annual,  1950-62 

[Million  bushels] 


Supply 

Utilization 

Marketing  year 
beginning  > 

Carry¬ 

over 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Im¬ 

ports 

Total 

Live¬ 

stock 

feed 

Food 

and 

indus¬ 

trial 

use 

Seed 

Ex¬ 
ports  s 

Total 

CORN 


1950 . . 

844 

2,764 

1 

3,609 

2, 482 

268 

12 

107 

2,869 

1951 . . 

740 

2, 629 

1 

3, 370 

2, 555 

240 

12 

76 

2,883 

1952 _ _ 

487 

2,981 

1 

3,  469 

2, 312 

236 

12 

140 

2,  700 

1953 _ _ _ 

769 

2,882 

1 

3, 652 

2,387 

236 

13 

96 

2,732 

1954 _ _ 

920 

2,708 

1 

3, 629 

2, 242 

248 

12 

92 

2,  594 

1955 _ _ 

1,035 

2, 873 

1 

3, 909 

2,366 

258 

12 

108 

2,  744 

1956 _ 

1,165 

3,075 

1 

4,241 

2,  377 

268 

11 

165 

2,821 

1957 _ _ _ _ 

1,420 

3, 045 

2 

4, 467 

2,  534 

269 

11 

183 

2,  997 

1958 _ _ _ 

1,470 

3, 357 

1 

4,827 

2, 781 

289 

13 

214 

3,297 

1959 _ _ _ 

1,530 

3, 825 

1 

5, 356 

3, 056 

289 

12 

212 

3, 569 

1960 _ _ _ 

1,787 

3,908 

1 

5. 696 

3,112 

290 

10 

276 

3, 688 

1961  * . . . . 

2,008 

3,624 

1 

5,633 

3, 200 

298 

10 

325 

3,833 

1962  4 _ 

1,800 

OATS 


1950 . . . — 

208 

1,369 
1, 278 
1,217 
1,153 

30 

1,607 
1,626 
1,  563 
1,482 

1,180 

1,206 

1,169 

1, 101 

37 

101 

3 

1,321 

1,349 

1,314 

1951 _ _ _ 

286 

62 

36 

105 

2 

1952 . . . 

277 

69 

36 

108 

1 

1953 . . . . 

249 

80 

36 

118 

C) 

13 

1,255 

1954 _ 

227 

M10 

1,496 

20 

1, 657 
1,802 
1,515 

i;  i85 
1,280 
1,106 
1,069 

37 

119 

i;354 

1,455 

1955- . 

303 

3 

38 

111 

26 

1956 _ _ _ _ _ 

347 

1,151 

17 

39 

105 

25 

1, 275 
1,230 

1957 . . 

240 

1,290 

1,401 

25 

i;  555 
1,729 

40 

95 

26 

1958 . . . . 

325 

3 

1,202 

41 

88 

30 

1, 361 

1959 . . 

368 

i;052 

1,155 

2 

L422 
1,  423 
1, 340 

'991 

42 

79 

43 

1,155 

1,098 

1,065 

1960 _ 

267 

1 

948 

42 

81 

27 

1961 3 _ _ 

325 

1,013 

2 

931 

42 

80 

12 

1962  4 _ _ _ 

275 

BARLEY 


1950... . . . 

80 

304 

14 

397 

145 

101 

IS 

40 

304 

1951 . 

94 

257 

13 

364 

151 

93 

15 

31 

290 

1952 . 

73 

228 

25 

326 

134 

88 

16 

37 

275 

1953.. . . . 

51 

247 

38 

336 

131 

91 

24 

19 

265 

1954 _ 

71 

379 

24 

474 

186 

88 

26 

43 

343 

1955  . 

131 

403 

28 

562 

228 

90 

24 

103 

445 

1956.. . . . 

117 

377 

27 

521 

217 

89 

26 

62 

394 

1957 

127 

434 

24 

594 

221 

87 

26 

92 

426 

1958  . 

168 

477 

14 

659 

231 

90 

26 

117 

464 

1959. . . 

195 

422 

18 

635 

233 

92 

25 

118 

468 

1960 _ 

167 

431 

15 

613 

259 

90 

25 

86 

460 

1961 3 . . 

153 

393 

20 

566 

254 

90 

22 

60 

426 

1962  ‘ . . . . 

140 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  7, 
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Table  2. — Feed  grains:  Supplies  and  utilization,  United  States,  annual,  1950-62 — 

Continued 

[Million  bushels] 


Supply 

Utilization 

Marketing  year 
beginning  1 

Carry¬ 

over 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Im¬ 

ports 

Total 

Live¬ 

stock 

feed 

Food 

and 

indus¬ 

trial 

use 

Seed 

Ex¬ 
ports  3 

Total 

SORGHUM  GRAIN 


1950 . . . . . . . 

60 

233 

(•) 

(«) 

(•) 

(«) 

(») 

(») 

293 

141 

37 

2 

75 

255 

1951 _ _ 

38 

163 

201 

115 

12 

2 

*  62 

191 

1952 _ _ _ 

10 

91 

101 

77 

4 

2 

10 

93 

1953 _ _ 

7 

116 

123 

79 

6 

2 

15 

101 

1954 _ _ 

22 

236 

258 

124 

8 

3 

48 

183 

1955-. _ _ _ 

75 

243 

318 

160 

8 

3 

66 

237 

1956.. _ _ 

81 

205 

(«) 

286 

173 

9 

3 

22 

207 

1957 _ _ 

79 

568 

(») 

(•) 

(6) 

(•) 

(8) 

647 

269 

9 

3 

57 

338 

1958 _ _ _ _ 

309 

581 

890 

268 

9 

3 

100 

380 

1959 _ 

510 

555 

1,065 

1,201 

1, 185 

370 

12 

2 

100 

484 

I960.... _ _ 

581 

620 

416 

11 

2 

70 

499 

1961 3 _ _ 

702 

483 

403 

10 

2 

70 

485 

1962  4 _ 

700 

1  Marketing  year  beginning  Oct.  1  for  com  and  sorghum  grain;  July  1  for  oats  and  barley. 

2  Corn,  sorghum  grain  and  oats,  grain  only;  barley  includes  grain  equivalent  of  malt. 

3  Preliminary. 

«  Based  on  indications  in  March  1962. 

3  Less  than  500,000  bushels. 

•  Not  reported  separately. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  April  1962. 


Table  3. — Supply  and  utilization  data  and  value  of  production  under  the  1961  feed 
grain  program  as  compared  to  the  previous  year 

[Millions,  except  prices  and  yields] 


Acreage  planted _ 

Acreage  harvested _ 

Yield  per  harvested  acre _ 

Carry-in  (Oct.  1) _ 

Production _ 

Imports _ 

Total . . . . 

Domestic  utilization _ 

Exports _ 

Total  disappearance _ 

Carry-out  (Sept.  30) _ 

Support  prices: 

Amount  per  bushel _ 

Percent  of  parity _ 

Average  market  price  per  bushel. 
Season  average  price  per  bushel.. 

Value  of  production _ 

Payments  for  acreage  diversion.. 

Total _ 


..bushels.. 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ ; 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 


Corn 

Sorghum  grains 

Marketing 

Marketing 

Marketing 

Marketing 

year  1960-61 

year  1961-62 

year  1960-61 

year  1961-62 

81.7 

67.0 

19.6 

14.4 

71.6 

58.7 

15.6 

11.0 

54.5 

61.8 

39.8 

43.8 

1,787 

2,008 

581 

702 

3, 908 

3,624 

620 

483 

1 

1 

5,696 

5,633 

1, 201 

1,185 

3,400 

3,493 

429 

415 

288 

340 

70 

70 

3, 688 

3.833 

499 

485 

2, 008 

1,800 

702 

700 

$1.06 

$1.20 

$0.85 

$1.08 

65.0 

74.1 

60.8 

77.8 

$0.  990 

$1.05 

$0.  862 

$0.92 

$0. 996 

$1.07 

$0. 837 

$0. 955 

$3, 892 

$3, 890 

$515 

$459 

645 

137 

3,892 

4, 535 

515 

596 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  January  1962. 
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1961  Feed  Grain  Program 

Table  4. — Acres  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  diverted  for  payment  and  value  of 

payments  earned  1 

[Thousands  omitted] 


State 

Com 

Grain  sorghums 

Total  com  and  grain 
sorghums 

Final  acres 
diverted 

(1) 

Value  of 
payments 

(2) 

Final  acres 
diverted 

(3) 

Value  of 
payments 

(4) 

Final  acres 
diverted 

(5) 

Value  of 
payments 

(6) 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Maine _ 

0.3 

$14.4 

0.3 

$14.4 

Vermont—. _ 

.9 

38.0 

.9 

38. 0 

M  assachusetts _ 

.2 

7.3 

.2 

7.  a 

Rhode  Island _ 

(>) 

.9 

(j) 

.9 

Connecticut _ 

1.0 

48.0 

1.0 

48.0 

New  York _ 

172.5 

6,  644.  3 

172.5 

6, 644. 3 

New  Jersey _ 

37.4 

1,  898. 9 

37.4 

1,  898. 9 

Pennsylvania— . . 

158.8 

6,  774.  6 

0.8 

$20.6 

159.6 

6, 795. 2 

Ohio _ 

995.2 

42,  653.  3 

.2 

6.8 

995.4 

42, 660. 1 

Indiana. _ _ _ 

1,321.2 

54,  627.  3 

5.3 

157.6 

1, 320.  5 

54, 784. 9 

Illinois _ _ _ 

2, 097. 2 

87,  607.  8 

7.9 

234.6 

2, 105. 1 

87, 842. 4 

Michigan- _ 

531.5 

18,  293.  5 

m 

.7 

531.5 

18,  294.  2 

Wisconsin _ 

549. 1 

23, 381. 1 

(j) 

.2 

549.1 

23, 381. 3 

Minnesota _ 

1,518.5 

46,  239. 1 

.8 

16.0 

1,519.3 

46,  255. 1 

Iowa—  _ 

2,  760.  2 

106, 261. 3 

24.2 

823.5 

2, 784. 4 

107,  084.  8 

Missouri _ _ 

1,  722.  2 

63, 049.  8 

208.3 

6, 275.  0 

1, 930.  5 

69,  324.  8 

North  Dakota _ 

406.4 

5,  515. 5 

.2 

2.2 

406.6 

5,  517.  7 

South  Dakota _ 

818.5 

14,  484.  2 

69.3 

1, 237. 3 

887.8 

15,  721.  5 

Nebraska _ 

1,  605.  2 

48,  501.7 

707.4 

18,  292.  2 

2,  312.  6 

66,  793.  9 

Kansas _ 

671.4 

19,  552.  4 

1, 786. 2 

35, 725.  5 

2, 457.  6 

55,  277.  9 

Delaware _ 

36.9 

1,  512.  7 

(2) 

.2 

36.9 

1,512.9 

Maryland _ 

77.4 

3, 129.  0 

(3) 

2.2 

77.4 

3, 131.  2 

Virginia--  _  _ 

125.5 

4,  333.  3 

1.8 

43.0 

127.3 

4,  376.  3 

West  Virginia _ 

8.9 

406.6 

(2) 

.3 

8.9 

406.9 

North  Carolina _ _ 

492.9 

15, 661.  6 

26.3 

578.5 

519.2 

16,  240. 1 

South  Carolina _ 

194.9 

4, 127. 9 

5.0 

75.4 

199.9 

4,  203.  3 

Georgia _ _ _ 

302. 1 

6,  407.  5 

8.7 

171.8 

310.8 

6,  579. 3 

Florida _ 

115.9 

2, 433.  8 

1.6 

34.5 

117.4 

2, 468. 3 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

560.6 

17,  542.  9 

6.6 

183.3 

567.2 

17,  726.  2 

Tennessee _ _ 

432.2 

11,517.2 

16.4 

352.6 

448.6 

11,869.8 

Alabama _ 

407.2 

7,  547.  6 

6.5 

100.3 

413.7 

7, 647.  9 

Mississippi _ 

220.6 

5, 019. 9 

10.9 

266.7 

231.4 

5,  286.  6 

Arkansas _ 

75.5 

1,  937.  9 

11.7 

272.3 

87.2 

2,  210.  2 

Louisiana _ 

72.3 

2, 105.  1 

2.9 

67.4 

75.2 

2, 172.  5 

Oklahoma.  _ 

59.4 

1,  528.  4 

445.  5 

7,  357.  0 

504.9 

8,  885.  4 

Texas _ 

320.0 

6, 171.  9 

2, 292.  5 

53, 443. 9 

2, 612.  5 

59,  615.  8 

Montana _ _ 

39.9 

591.6 

39.9 

591.6 

Idaho _ 

6.7 

334.4 

(2) 

2.2 

6.7 

336.6 

Wyoming—  _ 

11.8 

369.0 

.5 

9.1 

12.3 

378.1 

Colorado _ _ _ 

106.3 

3, 311.6 

225.9 

3, 023.  0 

332.2 

6, 334.  6 

New  Mexico _ 

6.4 

205.5 

100.7 

2, 424.  7 

106. 1 

2, 630. 2 

Arizona _ 

1.7 

61.6 

54.7 

2, 128. 8 

56.4 

2, 190. 4 

Utah _ 

7.2 

251.3 

.2 

5.0 

7.4 

256.3 

Nevada _ 

.8 

24.0 

(2) 

.8 

.8 

24.8 

Washington.  . . . 

16.8 

965.6 

2.3 

83.5 

19. 1 

1,  049. 1 

Oregon _ 

15.2 

819.8 

.1 

3.1 

15.3 

822.9 

California _ 

32.9 

1, 469. 6 

69.2 

3, 062.  0 

102.1 

4,  531. 6 

United  States _ 

19, 114. 6 

645, 380.  7 

6, 100.  5 

136, 483. 8 

25, 215. 1 

781, 864. 5 

1  Based  on  data  reported  to  Grain  Division  by  ASCS  State  offices. 
3  Less  than  50  acres. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  January  1962. 
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1961  Feed  Grain  Program 
Table  5. — Extent  of  farms  participating  in  the  program  1 


State 

Indicated 
total  number 
of  corn  and/or 
grain  sor¬ 
ghum  farms 

Number  of 
farms  signed 
to  participate 

Number  of 
farms  par¬ 
ticipating 
in  program 

Percent  of 
total  number 
of  farms 
participating 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Maine _ _ mmmrn _ 

946 

44 

39 

4.1 

New  Hampshire _ 

970 

3, 880 
1,911 
291 

90 

85 

2  2 

M  assachuse  t  ts _ 

13 

12 

6 

Rhode  Island _ 

1 

1 

3 

Connecticut _ 

2,325 
41,  206 
6,447 
81,  526 
157, 039 
156,  730 
208,  445 
96,  664 

92 

90 

3.9 

16, 168 
1,941 
14, 928 
60, 990 
66, 579 

15, 036 
1,922 

36.  5 

New  Jersey _ 

29.8 

14, 565 
59, 817 
65,683 
100, 856 
33, 806 
32, 669 
63, 134 
106, 748 
81, 253 
19, 853 
29, 668 
75, 473 
82, 936 
1,783 
4, 107 
14, 756 
880 

17.9 

Ohio.. . . . . . 

38. 1 

Indiana _ 

41.9 

104, 968 
34,  400 
35, 555 
64,231 
108, 730 
82, 352 
20, 160 

48  4 

35.0 

Wisconsin _ 

120,  565 

27. 1 

126/  995 
191, 603 
148, 999 
27,  474 

49.7 

55.7 

54.5 

72.3 

South  Dakota _ 

61/  376 
106, 827 
121,  606 
5, 077 

30, 164 
76, 370 
84, 251 

1, 807 
4,151 
15, 257 
897 

48.3 

70.6 

Kansas _ 

68.2 

35. 1 

Maryland _ _ 

21,  714 
66, 471 
13, 899 
169,  422 
67,  279 

18.9 

22.2 

6.3 

53, 700 
18, 066 
14, 143 
4, 615 
40, 200 
36, 255 
29, 816 
18, 197 
5,603 
5,341 
22,  912 
80, 384 
1, 674 
501 

52, 899 
17, 554 
13, 727 
4, 529 
39,  705 

31.2 

26. 1 

83,032 
16, 177 
114,  963 
106, 576 

16.5 

28.0 

Kentucky _ 

34.5 

25, 675 
29,424 
17,  763 
5,459 
5, 213 
22, 212 

33.5 

108, 263 
85, 573 
33, 340 
33, 045 
50,  838 

27.2 

20.8 

16.4 

15.8 

43.7 

168, 357 

77,334 

1,654 

483 

45.9 

2,966 
6,486 
2,150 
17,  758 
5,495 

2, 281 

55.8 

Idaho _ _ 

7.4 

527 

516 

24.0 

8,057 
2, 363 

7,880 

2,320 

1, 196 
690 

44.4 

42.2 

Arizona _  _ 

1,225 

52.4 

3,731 

706 

18.5 

164 

45 

44 

26.8 

3,289 

2,806 

5,969 

1, 132 

1, 123 
2,824 

1,097 

1,014 

2,738 

33.4 

39.3 

45.9 

United  States..  _ 

2, 860, 946 

1, 173, 548 

1, 146, 388 

40.1 

i  Based  on  data  reported  to  Grain  Division  by  ASCS  State  offices. 
Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  January  1962. 
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*  Represents  signup  as  Apr.  5,  1962. 

Source:  Grain  Division,  ASCS,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Apr.  19, 1962. 
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The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  continued  the  program  for  the  1962 
crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  provided  for  a  similar  program 
for  the  1962  barley  crop. 

The  acreage  signed  up  for  diversion  under  the  1962  program  through 
April  12,  1962,  exceeds  that  signed  up  under  the  1961  program.  Data 
are  given  in  tables  6  and  7. 

The  results  of  the  1962  program,  based  on  the  response  of  farmers  to 
date,  indicate  that  the  gains  made  by  the  1961  program  can  be  carried 
into  1962  and  if  the  weather  is  average  the  feed  grain  carryover  and 
CCC  stocks  will  be  reduced  by  a  larger  amount  than  was  achieved 
by  the  1961  program. 

Despite  the  success  of  the  1961  program  and  anticipated  results  of 
the  1962  program,  stocks  will  still  be  higher  than  those  considered 
adequate  as  a  reserve. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  1962  feed  grain  program, 
which  includes  corn,  sorghum,  and  barley,  be  continued  for  the  1963 
crop,  although  barley  stocks  are  not  excessive.  The  program  makes 
it  possible  to  expand  acreage  of  malting  barley,  if  this  appears 
desirable. 

The  relationship  of  support  prices,  acreage,  and  CCC  holdings — 
1950-62 — for  corn  and  grain  sorghum  is  shown  in  tables  8  and  9. 


Table  8. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  corn,  1950-62  crops 

[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  mar¬ 
keting  year  per  crop  1 

Crop 

Support 

price 

Average 

farm 

price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under 
soil  bank 
and  feed 
grain 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(for  grain) 

Inven¬ 

tory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 . . 

$1.47 

1.57 

$1.52 

1. 66 

82.9 

Bushels 

2, 764. 1 

Bushels 

402.8 

Bushels 

84.7 

Bushels 

487.5 

1951 . . . . 

83.3 

2, 628. 9 

2. 980. 8 

2. 881.8 
2, 708. 9 
2,  873. 0 
3,075.3 

290.7 

15.5 

306.2 

1952... 

1.60 

1.51 

82.2 

236.0 

277.8 

513.8 

1953 . . . — - 

1.60 

1.48 

81.6 

353.7 

362.7 

716.4 

1954... 

1.62 

1.43 

82.2 

621.5 

236. 1 

857.6 

1955... 

1.58 

1.35 

80.9 

748.5 

360.7 

1, 109. 2 
1,259.9 

1956 _ 

1. 50 

1.29 

77.8 

5.3 

873.3 

386.6 

1957 _ 

1.40 

1.11 

73.2 

6.1 

3, 045.  4 

1,077.1 

276.7 

1, 353.  8 

1958 _ 

1.36 

1.12 

73.4 

8.1 

3, 356. 2 

1,184.3 

216.3 

1, 400. 6 

1959 . . . 

1.12 

1.04 

82.7 

3.5 

3, 824.  6 

1,312.8 

389.4 

1, 702. 2 

1960 _ 

1. 06 

1.00 

81.7 

4.6 

3, 908. 1 

1,371.0 

556.3 

1, 927. 3 

1961 _ 

1.20 

2. 97 

67.0 

23.7 

3, 624. 3 

1,011.2 

765.5 

3  1,776.7 

1962 3 . . . . - 

1.20 

1.02 

67.0 

21.3 

3, 540. 0 

820.0 

810.0 

*  1,630.0 

1  For  corn,  data  shown  are  as  of  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 
»  As  of  Mar.  15,  1962. 

>  Projected  on  basis  of  1963  budget. 

*  As  of  June  30.  1963. 
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Table  9. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  grain  sorghums,  1950-62  crops 


[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


I 


Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  mar¬ 
keting  year  1 

Crop 

Support 

price 

Average 

farm 

price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under 
soil  bank 
and  feed 
grain 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Inven¬ 

tory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 _ 

$1.05 

1.22 

$1.05 

1.32 

16. 1 

Bushels 

233.5 

Bushels 

17.2 

Bushels 

1.5 

Bushels 
18. 7 

1951  _ 

15.0 

162.  9 

.5 

.6 

1. 1 

1952 _ 

1.33 

1.58 

12.3 

90.  7 

.  1 

2.9 

3.0 

1953 _ 

1.  36 

1.32 

14.6 

115.  7 

21.  7 

12.  7 

34.  4 

1954 _ _ 

1.28 

1.26 

20. 1 

235. 6 

68.0 

8. 1 

76. 1 

1955 . . 

1.00 

.  98 

23.9 

242.6 

76.2 

12.2 

88.  4 

1956 _ _ 

1. 10 

1. 15 

21.4 

204.9 

75. 1 

24.8 

99.9 

330.3 

1957 _ 

1.04 

.97 

26.9 

1.9 

567. 5 

294.8 

35.5 

1958 _ _ 

1.02 

1.00 

20.7 

2.6 

5S1.0 

490.6 

24.8 

615.4 

1959 _ 

.85 

.86 

19.5 

3.5 

555.  2 

561.6 

22.2 

583.8 

1960 _ 

.85 

.84 

19.6 

3.9 

619.9 

673.  4 

43.3 

716.7 

1961 _ _ 

1.  08 

3.94 

14.4 

10.0 

482.6 

649.0 

32.4 

3  681.  4 

1962  . . 

1.08 

.97 

14.4 

9.3 

450.0 

4  645. 0 

<24.5 

4  699. 5 

1  For  grain  sorghums,  data  shown  are  as  of  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 

2  As  of  Mar.  15,1962. 

*  Projected  on  basis  of  1963  budget. 

4  As  of  June  30, 1963. 


The  Wheat  Situation 


1 


The  supply  of  wheat  in  continental  United  States  in  1961-62,  of 
2,655  million  bushels,  is  at  a  near-record  high.  This  consisted  of  a 
carryover  of  1,412  million  bushels  and  a  production  of  1,235  million 
bushels  (a  relatively  small  crop  due  to  drought  in  the  spring  wheat 
area)  and  estimated  imports  of  8  million  bushels.  Total  disappear¬ 
ance  of  wheat  in  the  1961-62  crop  year  is  estimated  at  1,265  million 
bushels,  consisting  of  590  million  for  domestic  use  and  675  million 
exported.  Exports  for  the  year  are  at  an  all-time  record. 

Even  though  exports  are  expected  to  continue  at  a  high  level,  the 
carryover  of  wheat  is  far  in  excess  of  our  needs  for  reserves  to  meet 
possible  emergencies. 

Total  supply  and  distribution  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  years 
1952-61  are  given  in  table  10. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  reports  that  as  of  February  28, 
1962,  CCC  had  approximately  $2,608  million  invested  in  1,345  million 
bushels  of  wheat — more  than  a  year’s  domestic  and  export  require¬ 
ments.  Prices,  acreages,  and  CCC  holdings  for  the  period  1950-62 
are  shown  in  table  11. 

Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  is  the  dominant  surplus  class  at  this  time, 
but  every  class  of  wheat,  except  Durum,  constitutes  a  potential  surplus 
since  large  amounts  of  each  class  except  Durum  have  been  shipped 
under  special  export  programs.  The  utilization  and  supplies  of  wheat 
by  classes  for  recent  years  are  shown  in  table  12 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  authorized  a  1-year  temporary  emer¬ 
gency  wheat  program  for  1962  which  provided  for  a  mandatory  re¬ 
duction  of  10  percent  in  farm  allotments  This  will  reduce  the  crop 
by  about  5%  million  acres.  The  1962  temporary  wheat  program  also 


16 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  196  2 


provides  that  producers  may  retire  additional  acreage  up  to  a  total 
of  40  percent  of  their  allotment  or  15  acres,  whichever  is  higher.  This 
will  result  in  production  below  utilization  and  in  reduced  stocks  of 
wheat,  in  view  of  participation  indicated  in  table  13. 

Signup  under  the  1962  wheat  program  through  April  12,  1962,  shows 
817,846  farms  have  signed  up  to  divert  14,926,800  acres  from  wheat 
production  to  conserving  uses.  Final  signup  figures  are  expected  to  be 
somewhat  larger,  since  the  period  for  signup  will  run  through  April 
16,  in  12  spring  wheat  States. 

Based  on  this  signup  and  current  crop  conditions,  and  recognizing 
that  all  farms  may  not  divert  the  full  acreage  signed  up,  the  1962 
wheat  crop  is  currently  estimated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
at  about  1,116  million  bushels,  about  119  million  bushels  less  than  the 
1961  crop.  In  this  event,  carryover  on  July  1,  1963,  should  be  about 
85  million  bushels  less  than  the  carryover  on  July  1,  1962.  If  the 
program  had  not  been  in  effect,  production  would  have  exceeded  dis¬ 
appearance  by  as  much  as  110  million  bushels,  making  a  net  difference 
of  about  195  million  bushels. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  states  that  such  a  change  in  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  will  bring  about  savings  in  storage 
and  carrying  charges  over  several  years  of  about  $290  million.  How¬ 
ever,  the  diversion  cost  of  the  temporary  program  is  estimated  at 
about  $325  million. 

The  1962  temporary  emergency  wheat  program  as  outlined  above 
was  included  in  the  bill,  extended  for  2  years  in  order  to  provide 
producers  with  a  choice  as  between  this  program  and  the  wheat 
marketing  certificate  program. 

The  proposed  wheat  marketing  certificate  program  would  limit  the 
obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  in  regard  to  price  support  for 
wheat.  Under  present  wheat  programs,  price  support  between  75 
and  90  percent  of  parity  is  provided  for  all  wheat  produced  on  the 
acreage  allotment.  If  producers  chose  the  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  referendum  provided  in  the  bill,  marketing  certificates 
would  be  issued  on  about  925  million  bushels  for  the  1963  crop,  accord¬ 
ing  to  information  provided  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Producers  would  be  eligible  for  price  support  between  65  and  90 
percent  of  parity  only  on  that  amount  of  wheat. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  indicated  that  the  price  support 
for  the  1963  crop,  if  the  marketing  certificate  program  were  in  effect, 
would  be  approximately  $2  per  bushel.  The  Department  would 
reduce  its  wheat  carryover  by  an  estimated  175  million  bushels  in  the 
1963  marketing  year. 

Producers  would  also  market  a  small  portion  of  their  production 
on  the  1963  acreage  allotment — approximately  50  million  bushels — at 
a  price  related  to  the  world  price  of  wheat,  or  about  $1.30  to  $1.40  per 
bushel,  since  no  certificates  would  be  issued  to  producers  for  that  part 
of  the  national  marketing  quota.  This  would  make  it  possible  for  a 
modest  saving  to  be  made  immediately  on  the  cost  of  the  export 
subsidy  program  for  wheat.  Once  the  excessive  wheat  stocks  held 
by  the  Government  had  been  reduced  to  normal,  a  substantially 
larger  percentage  of  wheat  for  export  would  be  marketed  by  farmers 
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without  certificates,  and  therefore  could  be  exported  without  any 
substantial  net  subsidy  cost  to  the  Government. 

If  a  majority  of  farmers  choose  the  temporary  emergency  program 
it  will  be  in  effect  for  2  years  only.  At  the  end  of  this  period  the 
present  permanent  program,  which  provides  for  price  supports  at 
between  75  and  90  percent  of  parity  and  the  55  million  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment,  will  again  become  operative. 

If,  however,  a  majority  of  producers  choose  the  wheat  marketing 
certificate  program  this  then  becomes  a  permanent  program. 


Table  10.— Wheat:  Supply  and  distribution,  United  States,  1952-60  and  1961 

projected 


[In  millions  of  bushels] 


Year  beginning  July 


1952 

1953 

1964 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959  ‘ 

1960  4 

1961 3  8 

Supply: 

Carryover  July  1. 

256.0 

605.5 

933.5 

1,036.2 

1,033.4 

908.8 

881.0 

1, 295. 1 

1,314 

1,412 

Production _ 

1,306.4 

1, 173.  1 

983.9 

937.  1 

1, 005.  4 

955.7 

1, 457.  4 

1, 121. 1 

1,357 

1,235 

Imports  4 _ 

21.6 

5.5 

4.2 

9.9 

7.8 

10.9 

7.8 

7.4 

8 

8 

Total . . 

1, 584. 0 

1, 784. 1 

1,921.6 

1, 983. 2 

2,046.6 

1, 875.  4 

2, 346. 2 

2,  423. 6 

2,679 

2, 655 

Domestic  dis¬ 
appearance: 

Food  4. . 

488.4 

487.1 

485.9 

481.6 

482.5 

486.1 

497. 1 

496.7 

496 

500 

Seed _ _ 

89.1 

.2 

69.5 

.2 

64.8 

.2 

67.7 

.7 

57.7 

.5 

63.2 

.3 

65. 1 
.  1 

63.7 
.  1 

64 

52 

Feed  8 . 

83.0 

76.8 

60.1 

53.5 

47.6 

41.9 

45.5 

39.2 

45 

38 

Total _ 

660.7 

633.6 

611.0 

603.5 

588.3 

591.5 

607.8 

599.7 

605 

590 

Exports 7 _ _ 

317.8 

217.0 

274.4 

346.3 

549.5 

402.9 

443.3 

509.9 

662 

675 

Total  dis- 

appearance— . 

978.5 

850.6 

885.4 

949.8 

1, 137. 8 

994.4 

1,051.1 

1, 109.  6 

1,267 

1,265 

Stocks  on 

June  30 _ 

605.5 

933.5 

1, 036. 2 

1,033.4 

908.8 

881.0 

1, 295. 1 

1,314.0 

1,412 

1,390 

Ai 


1  Preliminary. 

3  Imports  and  distribution  are  partly  estimated. 

*  Projected. 

4  Imports  include  full-duty  wheat,  wheat  imported  for  feed,  and  dutiable  flour  and  other  wheat  products 
in  terms  of  wheat.  They  exclude  wheat  imported  for  milling  in  bond  and  export  as  flour;  also  flour  free 
for  export. 

6  Includes  shipments  to  U.S.  territories  and  wheat  for  military  food  use  at  home  and  abroad. 

•  This  is  the  residual  figure,  after  all  disappearance  is  accounted  for. 

7  Exports  are  of  wheat,  including  flour  wholly  from  U.S.  wheat  and  other  wheat  products  in  terms  of 
heat.  Shipments  are  included  in  domestic  disappearance  for  food. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  “Wheat  Situation,”  February  1962. 


S.  Rept.  1787,  87-2 - 3 
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Table  11. — Relationship  of  support  prices  and  acreage  diversion  to  production  and 
CCC  holdings  of  wheat,  1950-62  crops 

[All  figures  except  prices  are  in  millions] 


Crop 

Price  per  bushel 

Acreage 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(bushels) 

COO  holdings  at  end  of  mar- 
keting  year  for  crop 
(bushels)  1 

Support 

price 

Average 

farm 

price 

Planted 

Diverted 
under 
soil  bank 
and 
wheat 
stabili¬ 
zation 

Inven¬ 

tory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 _ 

$1.99 

$2.00 

71.3 

1,019.3 

196.4 

11.2 

207.6 

1951 . . 

2. 18 

2.11 

78.5 

'988.2 

143.3 

22.3 

165.6 

1952 _ _ 

2.20 

2.09 

78.6 

1, 306.  4 

470.0 

44.4 

514.  4 

1953 . 

2. 21 

2. 04 

78.9 

1, 173. 2 

774.6 

91.0 

865.6 

1954 _ _ 

2.  24 

2. 12 

62.5 

983.9 

975.  9 

14.  7 

990.6 

1955 . . . 

2. 08 

1.99 

58.2 

937. 1 

950.7 

45. 1 

995.  8 

1956. . . 

2.00 

1.97 

60.7 

5.7 

1, 005.  4 

823.9 

13.8 

837.7 

1957 . . 

2.00 

1.93 

49.8 

13.3 

955.7 

834.9 

37.4 

872.3 

1958... . . 

1.82 

1.75 

56.0 

6.1 

1,457.4 

1, 146.  6 

88.0 

1,234.6 

1959 _ _ 

1.81 

1.76 

56.8 

2.3 

1,121.1 

1, 195.  4 

91.9 

1, 287. 3 

1960 . . . 

1.78 

1.75 

54.9 

3.2 

1,357.3 

1,  242.  5 

125.6 

1,368.1 

1961 _ _ _ 

1.79 

3  1.90 

55.6 

3.2 

1, 234.  7 

1,207.2 

100.0 

»  1, 307.  2 

1962  3.._ . . . 

2.00 

2.00 

42.8 

15.9 

1, 075. 0 

1, 082. 8 

80.0 

1, 162. 8 

1  For  wheat,  data  shown  are  as  of  June  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 
»  As  of  Mar.  15,  1962. 

*  Projections  based  on  the  1963  budget  estimates. 
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Table  12. —  Wheat:  Estimated  supply  and  distribution  by  classes,  United  States, 

1957-61 


[In  millions  of  bushels] 


Item 

Hard 

Red 

Winter 

Soft 

Red 

Winter 

Hard 

Red 

Spring 

Durum 

White 

Total 

1957-58 

Carryover,  July  1,  1957 _ 

648 

10 

196 

13 

42 

909 

Production _ 

429 

155 

169 

40 

163 

956 

Imports  1 _ _ _ 

11 

ii 

Supply _ 

1,077 

165 

376 

53 

205 

1,876 

Exports,  including  shipments  2 . 

219 

30 

38 

1 

118 

406 

Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

245 

129 

135 

27 

53 

589 

Carryover,  June  30,  1958 _ 

613 

6 

203 

25 

34 

881 

1958-59 

Carryover,  July  1,  1958 . . . . 

613 

6 

203 

25 

34 

881 

Uk  Production _ _ 

836 

192 

233 

22 

174 

1,457 

8 

IS  Imports  1 _ 

8 

Supply _ 

1,449 

198 

444 

47 

208 

2,346 

Exports,  including  shipments  3 . . . 

259 

43 

46 

1 

98 

447 

Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

251 

134 

147 

27 

45 

604 

Carryover,  June  30,  1959 . . 

939 

21 

251 

19 

65 

1,295 

1959-60 

Carryover,  July  1,  1959 _ _ _ _ 

939 

21 

251 

19 

65 

1,295 

1,121 

7 

Production . . 

620 

156 

151 

20 

174 

Imports  1 _ _ 

7 

Supply _ _ _ 

1,559 

177 

409 

39 

239 

2,423 

Exports,  including  shipments  3 _ _ 

292 

40 

49 

1 

130 

512 

Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

261 

127 

142 

24 

43 

597 

Carryover,  June  30,  1960  _ 

1,006 

10 

218 

12 

66 

1,314 

1960-61  3 

Carryover,  July  1,  1960 _ 

1,006 

794 

10 

218 

14 

66 

1,314 

1,357 

8 

Production _ 

190 

188 

34 

151 

Imports  1 . . . . 

8 

Supply _ 

1,800 

200 

414 

48 

217 

2, 679 

Exports,  including  shipments  2___ . 

430 

55 

35 

6 

138 

664 

Domestic  disappearance  3 _ _ 

261 

133 

142 

26 

41 

603 

S  Carryover,  June  30,  1961 . . 

1,109 

12 

237 

16 

38 

1,412 

v 

1961-62  3  3 

Carryover,  July  1,  1961 _ _ 

1, 109 
755 

12 

237 

16 

38 

1,412 

Production _ _ _ 

203 

116 

19 

142 

1,235 

8 

Imports  1 _ 

8 

Supply _ 

1,864 

215 

361 

35 

180 

2, 655 

Exports,  including  shipments  2 _ _ 

468 

49 

42 

15 

104 

678 

Domestic  disappearance  3 _ 

253 

133 

139 

18 

44 

587 

Carryover,  June  30,  1962 . . . 

1, 143 

33 

180 

2 

32 

1,390 

'  Excludes  imports  for  milling  in  bond  and  export  as  flour. 

!  Includes  shipments  to  Alaska  and  Hawaii  and  the  U.S.  territories.  Includes  exports  for  relief  or 
charity  by  individuals  and  private  agencies. 

3  Wheat  for  food  (including  military  food  use  at  home  and  abroad),  feed,  seed,  and  industry. 

3  Preliminary. 

•  Imports  and  distribution  are  estimated. 

Note.— Figures  by  classes  are  not  based  on  survey  or  enumeration  data  and  are  therefore  only  approxi¬ 
mations.  Estimated  stocks  on  farms  and  in  interior  mills,  elevators,  and  warehouses,  by  kinds,  are 
assumed  to  be  present  in  about  the  same  proportion  as  produced;  the  classes  within  kinds  are  established 
on  the  basis  of  the  quinquennial  wheat-variety  surveys.  Commercial  stocks  and  CCC  inventories  are 
reported  by  classes.  Exports  by  classes  are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  “inspection  for  export”  for  wheat 
as  grain  and  on  the  basis  of  the  area  from  which  exports  are  made  for  flour. 

Data  for  1944-56  in  “The  Wheat  Situation,”  August  1959,  p.  12;  data  f  29-43  in  “The  Wheat 
Situation,”  February  1958,  p.  10. 
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RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

On  the  last  day  of  the  hearings  on  S.  2786,  a  number  of  witnesses 
representing  investor-owned  power  companies  recommended  an 
amendment  to  prohibit  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  from 
making  loans  for  generating  capacity  where  an  adequate  supply  of 
electric  energy  was  available  from  investor-owned  taxpaying  sources 
at  publicly  regulated  rates  and  conditions  of  service,  and  further 
prohibiting  loans  for  generating  capacity  from  being  made  except  after 
public  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  hearing  had  been  afforded 
interested  parties.  Witnesses  supporting  this  amendment  testified  to 
the  effect  that  the  REA  was  making  unnecessary  loans  at  2-percent 
interest  for  the  construction  of  unnecessary  generating  facilities  to 
supply  cooperatives  who  had  ready  sources  of  power  on  fair  terms  and 
at  rates  in  some  cases  lower  than  could  be  provided  by  the  new 
facilities.  A  witness  representing  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooper¬ 
ative  Association,  who  had  a  prepared  statement  on  the  provisions  of  - 
the  bill,  testified  immediately  following  the  witnesses  who  proposed  4 
the  amendment  and  testified  extemporaneously  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment,  pointing  out  that  the  REA  had  adopted  a  new  criterion 
providing  for  loans  where  the  security  of  the  REA  borrower  was 
threatened  by  actions  of  its  power  supplier;  that  the  new  policy  was 
made  necessary  in  part  because  the  investor-owned  power  suppliers 
were  requiring  the  rural  cooperatives  to  accept  dual-rate  contracts 
which  precluded  the  cooperatives  from  serving  all  of  their  members  in 
their  own  service  areas;  and  that  since  adoption  of  the  new  REA 
criterion  five  power  companies  had  dropped  these  restrictive  pro¬ 
visions.  No  further  statements  were  filed  on  this  subject  during  the 
period  allowed  for  filing  of  statements  following  the  close  of  the 
hearings,  but  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 
together  with  other  witnesses  representing  electric  cooperatives, 
testified  before  the  House  Committee  on  Argiculture  concerning  this 
amendment  and  the  committee  has  taken  notice  of  their  statements 
and  considered  them  a  part  of  the  record  on  this  question. 

The  original  purpose  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936 
regarding  electrical  power  as  outlined  in  sections  2  and  4  was  to  make 
loans  in  the  several  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States  for 
rural  electrification  and  for  financing  the  construction  and  operation^ 
of  generating  plants,  electric  transmission  and  distribution  lines,  or 
systems  for  the  furnishing  of  electric  energy  to  persons  in  rural  areas 
who  are  not  receiving  central  station  service. 

The  accomplishments  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  act  have  contributed  materially  to 
the  well-being  and  advancement  of  rural  America.  Nearly  5  million 
rural  consumers,  or  approximately  20  million  men,  women,  and 
children,  receive  electric  service  today  through  the  1,091  local  organi¬ 
zations  financed  by  REA  in  46  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  REA  estimates  that  97  percent  of  the  3.7  million  farms 
reported  in  the  1959  census  are  now  electrified  and  that  REA -financed 
electric  systems  serve  slightly  more  than  half  of  these  farms. 

The  credit  record  of  REA  borrowers  is  commendable.  On  more 
than  $4.5  billion  in  electrification  loans,  foreclosures  have  amounted 
to  less  than  one  one-thousandth  of  1  percent.  Within  recent  months, 
REA  received  the  one-billionth  dollar  in  principal  repayments  in  its 
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electric  program.  In  addition,  the  electric  borrowers  have  paid  into 
the  Treasury  more  than  half  a  billion  dollars  in  interest.  In  REA’s 
newer  telephone  loan  program,  768  local  telephone  companies  and 
cooperatives  have  already  borrowed  $855.7  million  to  finance  modern 
dial  telephone  service  for  nearly  1.7  million  rural  subscribers. 

It  is  evident  that  REA  borrowers  have  done  a  tremendous  job  in 
providing  power  to  rural  areas  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  outlined 
in  the  act. 

However,  this  has  not  occurred  in  the  absence  of  controversy 
between  private  power  and  the  REA  system,  particularly  regarding 
loans  by  REA  for  the  construction  of  generating  and  transmitting 
facilities  in  direct  competition  with  private  power. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  these  controversies  could  be 
minimized  if  not  eliminated  entirely.  Clearly  the  REA  system,  under 
the  act,  has  the  authority  and  the  responsibility  to  provide  power  to 
its  users  at  fair  and  reasonable  rates.  On  the  other  hand,  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  a  responsibility  that  the  operation  and  expansion  of  private 
power  utilities  not  be  impaired  by  arbitrary  and  adverse  government 
action. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  was  necessary  in  order  to 
bring  power  to  farmers  and  rural  residents  whom  the  investor-owned 
power  companies  were  unwilling  to  serve.  In  order  to  bring  service 
to  the  farmer  at  the  end  of  the  line  at  a  reasonable  rate,  the  coopera¬ 
tive  needs  not  only  Government  financing  at  low  interest  rates,  but 
the  right  to  serve  the  other  more  lucrative  customers  within  its  area 
who  do  not  have  central  station  service.  The  act  was  intended  not 
only  as  a  direct  means  of  bringing  service  to  rural  residents,  but  also 
as  a  lever  to  encourage  the  investor-owner  utilities  to  serve  all  prospec¬ 
tive  customers  within  their  service  areas.  REA  financing  may  not 
be  used  to  extend  service  to  any  person  who  already  has  service 
from  an  investor-owned  company.  To  the  extent  that  investor-owned 
companies  provide  service  to  all  who  desire  it  within  their  area,  the 
need  for  Government  loans  is  reduced.  And  to  the  extent  that 
investor-owned  companies  make  power  available  to  REA  borrowers 
at  fair  and  reasonable  rates,  and  on  terms  which  permit  them  to  serve 
all  eligible  customers  within  then-  service  areas,  the  need  and  justifi¬ 
cation  for  loans  for  generating  facilities  disappears.  Correspondingly, 
to  the  extent  that  investor-owned  companies  will  serve  REA  borrowers 
only  on  conditions  which  are  not  fully  fan-  and  reasonable,  or  which 
restrict  the  REA  borrowers  to  the  most  unprofitable  customers,  the 
need  for  loans  to  construct  generating  facilities  is  increased.  The 
committee  has  not  recommended  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  recommended  by  the  investor-owned  power  companies.  As 
indicated  by  the  above  discussion,  this  is  a  matter  in  which  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  should  be  left  free  to  exercise  his  discretion  on  the  basis 
of  all  of  the  diverse  facts  in  each  case.  Government  loans  should  not 
be  made  unnecessarily.  They  should  not  be  made  to  give  coopera¬ 
tives  an  unfair  competitive  advantage  over  investor-owned  companies. 
REA  borrowers  should  restrict  themselves  to  the  areas  they  were  in¬ 
tended  to  serve,  and  should  seek  to  use  available  investor-owned  power 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  rather  than  to  supplant  it  unneces¬ 
sarily.  On  the  other  hand,  investor-owned  companies  should  seek  to 
furnish  REA  borrowers  with  power  on  a  completely  fair  and  equitable 
basis  without  delay  or  harassment  or  conditions  which  will  force  the 
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cooperative  to  turn  to  the  REA  for  loans  for  generating  facilities 
needed  not  because  of  a  lack  of  facilities,  but  because  of  a  lack  of 
fairness  on  one  side  or  the  other  of  the  bargaining  table. 

The  REA  for  its  part  has  a  responsibility  to  see  that  Government 
funds  are  not  loaned  unnecessarily.  In  making  a  loan  for  generating 
facilities,  it  should  investigate  very  carefully  they  need  therefor. 
Public  hearings  may  not  be  the  way  to  do  this,  but  interested  parties 
should  be  notified  and  their  views  obtained  in  a  reasonable  period  of 
time.  The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  should  approach  the 
consideration  of  such  loans  in  a  manner  designed  to  provide  as  full 
public  information  as  possible.  Open  and  aboveboard  consideration 
of  loans,  bringing  together  all  pertinent  facts  in  an  objective  manner, 
would  preclude  the  possibility  of  charges  that  such  loans  were  un¬ 
justified.  Secrecy,  on  the  other  hand,  might  well  tend  to  induce 
doubt  that  responsible  action  was  taken.  Public  knowledge  of  the 
reasons  for  and  the  justification  of  loans  might  well  go  far  in  mitigating 
unjust  criticism. 

Part  II — Section-by-Section  Explanation 

Section  1 — Short  title. — The  first  section  provides  that  the  act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.” 

TITLE  I - LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Section  101 — • Amendments  to  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act. — Section  101  of  the  bill  makes  permanent  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  to  operate  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended, 
and  would  add  a  new  subsection  (e)  to  section  16  of  that  act  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  enter  into  long-term  agreements  (not  to  exceed  15 
years)  with  producers  under  which  the  Federal  Government  would 
make  fair  and  reasonable  payments  and  provide  other  assistance  to 
such  producers  in  return  for  the  producers  changing  their  cropping 
systems  and  land  uses  in  order  to  conserve  and  develop  soil,  water, 
forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources  or  to  devote  them  to  non- 
agricultural  purposes.  - 

As  originally  enacted  in  1936,  subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  set  forth  the  purposes 
of  sections  7  through  17  of  the  act.  Subsections  (b)  through  (g) 
of  that  section  provided  for  the  accomplishment  of  these  purposes 
through  State  plans  in  which  the  Secretary  would  cooperate  with  the 
States.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  specified  in  section  7(a) 
during  the  period  necessary  to  afford  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  a 
sufficient  number  of  States  to  enact  the  necessary  legislation  to  effectu¬ 
ate  the  specified  purposes  by  State  action,  the  Secretary  was  em¬ 
powered  to  operate  a  Federal  program  until  December  31,  1937.  It 
has  been  necessary  from  time  to  time  to  extend  the  authorization  for 
a  Federal  program.  The  most  recent  legislation  extends  such  author¬ 
ity  until  December  31,  1962.  Enabling  legislation  has  been  enacted 
by  approximately  one-half  of  the  States,  but  only  one  State  has  ever 
formally  submitted  a  State  plan  under  section  7  of  the  act.  There 
has  been  little  or  no  interest  or  activity  on  the  part  of  States  during 
recent  years  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  act  by  State  action. 
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Section  101  would  repeal  all  references  in  the  law  to  State  action  and 
make  permanent  the  Secretary’s  authority  to  carry  on  a  Federal 
agricultural  conservation  program. 

Amendment  (1)  of  section  101  of  the  bill  would  repeal  subsections 
(b)  through  (g)  of  section  7  of  the  act  which  provide  for  the  State  plans. 

Amendment  (2)  would  repeal  subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  act 
which  provides  for  the  operation  of  a  Federal  program  on  a  temporary 
basis. 

Amendment  (3)  would  remove  from  subsection  (b)  of  section  8  of 
the  act  a  reference  to  the  restrictions  in  subsection  (a)  that  the  Federal 
program  operate  on  a  temporary  basis. 

Amendment  (4)  would  add  a  new  subsection  (e)  to  section  16  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act.  Under  paragraph 
(1)  of  subsection  (e)  the  Secretary  would  be  empowered  to  make 
long-term  agreements  (not  to  exceed  15  years)  with  producers  under 
which  the  Secretary  would  make  payments,  grants  of  aid,  and  other 
assistance  in  amoimts  determined  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  to  pro¬ 
ducers  for  practices  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned 
or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops 
(including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which  do  not 
require  annual  tillage  and  including  lands  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose 
of  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recrea¬ 
tion  resources  or  for  nonagricultural  purposes.  These  agreements 
would  not  be  in  the  nature,  of  leases,  but  would  leave  the  farmer  in 
full  possession  and  control  of  the  property,  subject,  of  course,  to  such 
inspection  rights  as  might  be  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  the 
agreement.  For  instance,  the  Secretary  might  assist  farmers  to  divert 
their  land  from  field  crops  to  fish  farming.  The  Secretary,  through 
payments  under  section  16(e),  could  assist  in  the  construction  of  ponds 
and  other  practices.  The  farmer  would  continue  in  full  control  of  his 
land  and  would  continue  to  manage  his  business  as  he  saw  fit.  He 
might  also  obtain  other  assistance  from  the  Secretary  to  aid  him  in 
his  new  operation,  such  as  loans  under  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  if  he  was  otherwise  eligible. 

Existing  provisions  of  the  act  and  of  the  annual  appropriation 
acts  for  the  Department  restrict  the  Secretary  to  a  year-to-year 
agricultural  conservation  program,  do  not  authorize  contracts  with 
farmers  binding  on  them  to  carry  out  conservation  measures,  and 
contain  certain  other  limitations  not  considered  desirable  in  the 
operation  of  a  long-term  program.  Among  these  limitations  are  the 
allocation  of  funds  among  States  on  the  basis  of  their  conservation 
needs,  division  of  payments  among  producers,  increases  in  small 
payments,  and  maximum  payment  limitations.  In  addition  existing 
provisions  of  law  do  not  authorize  conservation  of  recreation  resources, 
as  such,  and  wildlife  resources  only  as  related  to  soil,  water,  and  forest 
conservation. 

Except  for  the  provisions  requiring  the  use  of  the  service  of  State 
and  local  committees,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  pro¬ 
grams  under  section  16(e)  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
7  to  15.  This  provision  does  not  preclude  the  Secretary’s  use  of 
authority  in  such  sections  if  he  determines  that  such  use  would 
facilitate  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  program  under 
section  16(e). 

S.  Rept.  1787,  87-2 - 4 
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Paragraph  (2)  of  proposed  subsection  (e)  would  direct  the  Secretary 
to  protect  the  interest  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  their  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments 
under  subsection  (e). 

Paragraph  (3)  of  the  new  subsection  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  agree  to  modification  of  agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he 
considered  desirable  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  subsection  or 
to  facilitate  practical  administration  of  the  program. 

Paragraph  (4)  of  the  new  subsection  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  issue  necessary  regulations. 

Paragraph  (5)  provides  authority  for  preservation,  for  a  period  not 
to  exceed  the  period  of  the  agreement  and  an  equal  period  thereafter, 
of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allotment  history  as  well  as  for 
requiring  the  surrender  of  such  history  and  allotments. 

Paragraph  (6)  authorizes  appropriations  to  carry  out  section  16(e) 
at  not  to  exceed  $10  million  annually. 

Amendment  5  would  permit  disbursements  under  sections  8  and 
16(e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  be 
made  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  if  it  had  received 
appropriated  funds  to  cover  such  disbursements.  This  would  permit 
the  farmer  to  receive  immediate  payment  by  means  of  draft  when 
his  entitlement  to  payment  had  been  determined,  rather  than  wait 
for  subsequent  issuance  and  delivery  of  a  Government  check. 

Section  102 — Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  for  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects. — Section  102  provides  for  loans  to  State  and  local  public 
agencies  to  assist  them  in  carrying  out  projects  to  utilize  lands  for 
public  recreation  and  other  purposes  more  useful  than  those  to  which 
the  lands  would  otherwise  be  devoted. 

Subsection  (a)  amends  section  31  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  to  expand  the  purposes  of  title  III  of  that  act  to  include 
the  more  economic  use  of  lands  of  all  kinds,  assistance  to  local  public 
authorities  in  providing  recreation,  and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife; 
and  to  eliminate  extremeIy~broad  authorities  to  protect  the  public 
health,  safety,  ancTwelfare.  At  present  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  is  limited  to  programs  dealing  with  sub¬ 
marginal  lands. 

Subsection  (b)  repeals  the  existing  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  acquire  lands  under  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act. 

Subsection  (c)  amends  subsection  (e)  of  section  32  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
assist  State  and  local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  Governor  or 
the  State  legislature,  through  loans,  to  carry  out  land  utilization  plans. 
This  would  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  loans  to 
appropriate  State  and  local  public  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  facili¬ 
tating  the  shift  of  land  resources  out  of  unsuitable  uses  or  out  of  the 
unneeded  production  of  surplus  crops  into  new  and  better  uses.  It 
would  also  provide  an  opportunity  for  rural  renewal  development  by 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  help  develop  plans  for 
improvements  and  to  assist  in  carrying  out  such  plans  by  means  of 
loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies.  These  plans  could  be 
developed  for  severely  disadvantaged  rural  areas  where  much  of  the 
land  is  not  in  its  best  use,  resulting  in  chronic  underemployment  and 
poorly  developed  community  facilities.  Their  objective  would  be  to 
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create  conditions  that  would  make  these  communities  attractive  to 
private  investment  and  individual  enterprise.  No  such  loan  may  be 
made  unless  the  plans  have  been  submitted  to,  and  not  disapproved 
by,  the  Governor  or  the  appropriate  State  agency.  Repayment  would 
be  required  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  interest  at  the  average 
rate  paid  by  the  Treasury  on  obligations  of  similar  maturity. 

Loans  in  excess  of  $250,000  would  require  approval  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Section  103 — Amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act. — Section  103  provides  authority  for  the  Secretary  to 
assist  local  organizations  to  include  public  recreational  developments 
on  the  basis  of  demonstrated  needs  in  watershed  projects  carried  out 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act.  The  rapidly  increasing  need  for  public  recreational 
developments  has  been  widely  recognized.  The  report  recently 
made  to  the  Congress  by  the  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review 
Commission  recommends  legislation  substantially  in  accord  with 
the  provisions  of  section  103. 

Section  103  makes  three  changes  in  the  existing  authority  contained 
in  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  namely: 

1.  It  adds  recreational  development  as  a  purpose  for  cost  sharing. 
This  means,  for  example,  that  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  act  could  be  used  to  cost  share  with  local  organizations 
in  enlarging  a  reservoir  to  make  it  more  suitable  for  recreation.  It 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  cost  of 
land,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  reservoir  or  other  sites  or  areas 
to  be  dedicated  to  public  recreation  and  of  providing  minimum  basic 
facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to  and  use  of  the 
reservoir  or  other  area.  The  cost  sharing  is  conditional  on  a  local 
organization  agreeing  to  operate  and  maintain  the  reservoir  or  other 
area  for  public  use.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  participate  in 
recreational  development  in  any  watershed  project  only  to  the  extent 
that  the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards 
to  be  established  by  the  Secretary,  taking  into  account  the  antici¬ 
pated  man-days  of  use  of  the  projected  recreational  development 
and  giving  consideration  to  such  factors  as  the  availability  within 
the  region  of  existing  water-based  outdoor  recreational  developments. 

Minimum  basic  facilities  are  those  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  area  and  its  features  and  for  the  health,  safety,  and  recreation 
use  of  the  public,  including  such  facilities  as  water  supplies,  sanitary 
facilities,  electrical  service,  boat  anchorage  and  launching  sites, 
swimming  beaches,  access  and  circulatory  roads,  parking  areas,  public 
camp  and  picnic  sites,  trails,  overlook  stations,  cleared  public  use 
water  areas,  and  related  administrative  facilities. 

Local  organizations  would  be  required  to  assume  responsibility  for 
operating  and  maintaining  the  public  recreational  facilities.  They 
would  have  to  be  agencies  that  qualify  as  local  organizations  under  the 
definition  in  the  Federal  act.  They  could  include  agencies  of  the 
State  government  such  as  the  fish  and  wildlife  and  park  agencies. 
They  could  also  be  counties,  municipalities,  and  special  purpose 
districts  created  by  or  under  the  provisions  of  State  legislation. 
Sportsmen’s  clubs,  service  clubs,  or  social,  religious,  or  political  groups 
would  not  qualify  as  local  organizations  for  cost  sharing  under  this 
amendment. 


28 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


This  amendment  would  not  authorize  the  Federal  Government  to 
acquire'  title  to  any  land.  The  language  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  the 
cost  of  the  land,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  and  minimum  basic 
facilities  is  permissive. 

2.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  advance  funds  to  the  local  organi¬ 
zations  for  immediate  acquisition  of  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  to  prevent  encroachment  of  other  developments  but  such  funds 
must  be  repaid  with  interest  prior  to  construction,  except  for  any  part 
of  such  costs  which  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  bear. 

3.  It  changes  the  criteria  for  Federal  participation  for  all  purposes, 
other  than  flood  prevention  and  municipal  or  industrial  water  supply, 
from  the  principle  of  “consideration  of  the  direct  identifiable  benefits” 
to  the  principle  of  “consideration  of  national  needs  and  assistance 
authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal  programs.” 
Public  recreation,  for  example,  cannot  be  related  to  direct  identifiable 
beneficiaries — it  will  be  provided  for  the  general  public.  Moreover, 
cost  sharing  for  this  purpose  should  be  reasonably  comparable  with 
that  provided  under  other  Federal  programs. 

TITLE  II - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

Section  201. — Amendments  to  title  IV  oj  Public  Law  J+80. — Section 
201  would  amend  title  IV  of  Public  Law  480,  as  amended,  which 
authorizes  long-term  supply  contracts  for  dollar  credits,  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  respects : 

Amendment  to  statement  oj  'purpose. — Section  401  of  the  act  would 
be  amended  so  as  to  (1)  make  it  clear  that  the  purposes  of  title  IV 
include  stimulating  and  increasing  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  for  dollars  through  long-term  supply  contracts  and  the 
extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  and  (2) 
reflect  in  the  statement  of  purposes  the  addition  of  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  to  enter  into  supply  agreements  with  the  private  trade. 

Under  the  statement  of  purposes  as  presently  worded,  the  emphasis 
is  on  the  use  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  to  assist  the  economic 
development  of  friendly  nations,  and  agreements  with  the  private 
trade  are  not  authorized.  The  agricultural  commodities  covered  by 
such  private  trade  sales  agreements  would  be  consumed  within  the 
underdeveloped  country  to  which  they  are  shipped  and  could  not  be 
reexported  or  transshipped  to  other  countries. 

Financial  institutions  acting  in  behalj  oj  friendly  nations. — Section 
402  of  the  act  would  be  amended  so  as  to  permit  agreements  to  be 
entered  into  with  financial  institutions  of  friendly  nations  acting  in 
behalf  of  such  nations. 

This  will  permit  the  President  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with 
government  banking  institutions  of  other  countries  such  as  central 
banks  or  similar  institutions  and  thereby  give  greater  flexibility  in 
negotiating  title  IV  sales  agreements. 

Sales  agreements  with  private  trade. — Section  402  of  the  act  would 
also  be  amended  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  trans¬ 
actions  with  foreign  and  U.S.  private  trade  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  applicable  to  government-to-government  sales  agreements 
as  currently  authorized.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  require 
the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  he  determines  necessary  to  provide 
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reasonable  assurance  of  payment,  of  the  amount  due  for  commodities 
sold  under  such  private  sales  agreements. 

Repayment  provisions  modified. — Section  403  of  the  act  would  be 
amended  to  remove  the  requirement  that  repayments  for  commodities 
supplied  under  title  IV  be  in  "approximately  equal  annual  amounts” 
and  to  substitute  in  its  place  the  requirement  that  repayments  be  in 
reasonable  annual  amounts  with  authority  to  defer  the  date  for  begin¬ 
ning  such  payments  to  not  later  than  2  years  after  the  date  of  the  last 
delivery  of  commodities  in  each  calendar  year.  This  amendment  will 
provide  greater  flexibility  to  schedule  the  dollar  repayments  and  fix 
the  amounts  of  annual  repayments  in  terms  of  the  individual  country’s 
financial  situation  and  debt  structure.  The  present  requirement  for 
equal  annual  payments,  beginning  not  later  than  December  31  of  the 
year  following  the  year  in  which  commodities  are  delivered,  has 
precluded  in  a  number  of  instances  the  use  of  title  IV. 

Participation  by  otlcer  exporting  nations. — Section  405  of  the  act 
would  be  amended  so  as  to  make  discretionary  rather  than  mandatory 
®tlie  authority  under  which  other  exporting  nations  are  permitted  to 
participate  in  the  supply  and  assistance  program  authorized  by  title 
IV  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  those  applicable  to  the  United 
States.  Such  authority  would  also  be  placed  in  the  President  instead 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  present  language  of  section  405  of  the  act  directs  that  the 
Secretary  endeavor  to  reach  agreement  with  other  exporting  nations 
for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance  program.  Experi  - 
ence  indicates  that  a  discretionary  rather  than  a  mandatory  provision 
is  more  appropriate  in  view  of  the  fact  that  most  other  friendly  sup¬ 
plying  nations  generally  are  either  not  able  or  are  unwilling  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  long-term  supply  and  credit  programs. 

Additional  provisions  oj  title  I  made  applicable  to  title  IV. — Section 
202  would  amend  section  406  of  the  act  so  as  to  make  certain  additional 
provisions  of  title  I  of  the  act  applicable  to  sales  under  title  IV ; 
namely,  that  in  negotiating  sales  under  title  IV  the  President  shall 
take  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that  private  trade  channels  are  used 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable;  and  shall  give  special  considera¬ 
tion  to  utilizing  the  authority  and  funds  provided  for  developing 
i^narkets  for  agricultural  commodities. 

These  provisions  are  not  presently  applicable  to  sales  under  title  IV 
of  the  act. 

TITLE  III - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 


Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 


Subtitle  A  of  title  III  extends  the  1962  feed  grain  program  to  cover 
the  1963  crop. 

Section  SOI — Price  support  on  feed  grains  j or  1963. — The  provisions 
of  this  section  are  the  same  as  for  the  1962  crop.  Section  301  of  the 
bill  would  amend  section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  to 
provide  price  support  on  1963  crop  corn  at  such  level  not  less  than  65 
percent  of  parity  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Piice  support  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  is  limited  to  a  quantity  not  to  exceed 
the  normal  production  as  determined  for  the  1963  acreage  of  corn,, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1980  crop  acreage.  Section  301  also 
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provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  that 
the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program  for  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of  malting  barley  or  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm,  shall  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960.  Similar  provisions  are 
provided  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1963 
crop  of  barley  with  a  requirement  that  the  producer  shall  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in 
excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  in  1959  and  1960.  It  is  understood  that  the  extent  of 
participation  in  each  of  these  programs  required  as  a  condition  of 
price  support  would  be  20  percent  of  the  1959-60  adjusted  acreage 
devoted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  or  barley,  respectively,  subject, 
of  course,  to  the  Secretary’s  authority  under  section  304  of  the  bill  to  j 
limit  participation  as  a  result  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or  1 
other  disaster  or  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage  in  supply. 

No  producer  of  malting  barley,  however,  shall  be  required  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program  for  barley  if  such  producer  has 
previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only 
of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963  and  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  in  1959  and  1960.  A  producer  of  barley  on  a  farm  where 
summer  fallow  is  the  normal  practice,  who  does  not  knowingly  devote 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  summar  fallow  in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the  production 
of  wheat  under  the  special  1963  wheat  program,  and  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  bar¬ 
ley  in  excess  of  80  percent  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm 
to  corn,  grain  sorghums  and  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  would  also  be 
exempt  from  being  required  to  participate  in  the  1963  program  for 
barley. 

In  determining  the  maximum  quantity  of  a  commodity  eligible  for 
price  support,  the  Secretary,  as  under  the  price  support  program  for  jfc 
the  1962  crop,  would  have  authority  to  determine  and  adjust  yields  \) 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreages  in  the  manner  provided  in  section 
302  of  the  bill.  The  Secretary  would  have  similar  authority  with  re¬ 
spect  to  determining  acreages  for  1959  and  1960  for  price  support 
purposes.  In  addition,  the  language  of  the  bill  permitting  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  prescribe  the  extent  to  which  producers  must  participate  in 
the  1963  feed  grain  program  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support  on 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  vests  him  with  authority  to  provide 
price  support  to  producers  who  did  not  knowingly  violate  the  require¬ 
ments  for  particination  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Section  302 — Special  feed  grain  program  for  1963. — Section  302  of 
the  bill  amends  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  to  provide  for  a  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963 
under  which  payments  shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage 
in  1963  from  the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
respectively,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their 
average  acreage  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil  conserving 
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crops  or  practices,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  by  an  equal 
amount.  Producers  may  elect  in  lieu  of  payment  to  devote  the 
diverted  acreage  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or 
sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary. 

The  provisions  for  the  1963  feed  grain  program  are  the  same  as  those 
for  the  1962  program. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  for  payment,  a  producer  (other  than  a  pro¬ 
ducer  of  malting  barley  or  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow 
farm  as  described  in  section  301  of  the  bill)  who  participates  in  the 
1963  feed  grain  program  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not 
knowlingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average 
1959-60  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley,  and  a  producer  who 
participates  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program  for  barley  must  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  excess  of  the  average  1959-60  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
corn  and  sorghums. 

Payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  may  be  made  on  diverted  acreage 
)  equivalent  to  20  percent  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted 
to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 
1960,  or  up  to  20  acres,  whichever  is  greater,  on  an  amount  of  the 
commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  percent  of  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  based  on  its  adjusted  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in 
kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to 
an  additional  20  percent  of  such  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley 
acreage,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Such  payments  shall  be 
made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  60  percent  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  acreage. 

Payments  are  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rates  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain 
program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops.  The 
section  provides  that  the  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per¬ 
cent  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

j)  The  bill  requires  that  producers  increase  their  average  acreage  de- 
?  voted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil-conserving  crops  and  prac¬ 
tices,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  by  a  specified  amount. 

The  Secretary  would  make  adjustments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years  as  he  determined  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  measures,  and  topography.  If  the  producer  proves  the  actual 
acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
acreage  and  yield  figures  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations, 
subject  to  adjustment  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  crop  rotation 
practices,  and  other  factors.  The  authority  for  the  Secretary  to 
determine  terms  and  conditions  for  the  program  includes  authority  to 
provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  for  the  program  includes  authority  to 
provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  program.  The  terms  of  the  bill 
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for  the  1963  feed  grain  program,  similar  to  the  program  authorized  for 
1962,  do  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost-sharing  payments  under  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for 
conservation  practices  carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses. 

Section  808 — Payments  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. — This 
section  of  the  bill  authorizes  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
payments  under  the  1963  feed  grain  program  in  cash  or  in  kind  through 
the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  shall  be  redeemed  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  feed  grains.  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  certificates  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  best  effectuates 
the  purposes  of  the  program.  This  provision  is  the  same  as  the  one 
contained  in  the  1962  feed  grain  program. 

Section  SO  If. — Emergency  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster. — This 
section  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  place  such  limits  on  the 
extent  that  producers  may  participate  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program 
as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought 
or  other  disaster  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage  in  the 
supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley.  This  provision  is  needed 
to  provide  the  Secretary  with  authority  to  take  care  of  any  emergency 
situations  which  might  arise  after  the  enactment  of  this  legislation. 
Under  this  section,  the  Secretary  could  impose  uniform  limitations 
on  the  participation  of  all  producers  if  a  general  feed  grain  shortage 
should  develop,  or  a  uniform  limitation  on  all  producers  within  a 
particular  area  if  a  drought  or  other  disaster  in  such  area  should  make 
such  limitation  necessary. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Section  310 — Legislative  findings. — Section  310  of  the  bill  would 
amend  section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  which  contains  legislative  findings  with  respect  to  wheat. 
The  amendments  would  provide  additional  findings  to  show  the  need 
for  legislation  to  prevent  the  use  of  acreage  diverted  from  wheat 
production  to  produce  other  commodities  in  surplus  supply  and  would 
provide  a  constitutional  basis  therefor  under  the  commerce  clause. 

Section  311 — National  marketing  quota. — Section  311  would  repeal 
the  present  section  332  of  the  1938  act  dealing  with  the  proclamation 
of  the  national  acreage  allotment  of  wheat  and  substitute  therefor  a 
section  332  providing  that  whenever  prior  to  April  15  of  any  calendar 
year  the  Secretary  should  determine  that  the  total  supply  for  wheat 
would,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  ex¬ 
cessive,  he  would  proclaim  a  national  marketing  quota  of  wheat  for 
the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  calendar  year  and  may,  if 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  act,  proclaim  a  national 
marketing  quota  for  either  the  following  marketing  year  or  the 
following  2  marketing  years.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  should 
be  proclaimed  the  Secretary  would,  during  the  period  of  January 
1-April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  the 
marketing  3rear  begins,  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  which  would  be  the  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary 
estimated  (1)  would  be  utilized  for  human  consumption  in  the  United 
States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages;  (2)  would  be  used  in  the 
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United  States  as  seed;  (3)  would  be  exported  as  wheat  or  wheat 
products;  and  (4)  the  average  amount  used  as  livestock  (including 
poultry)  feed  in  the  1959-60  and  1960-61  marketing  years;  less  (1) 
estimated  imports  and  (2)  if  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  wheat 
stocks  should  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  the 
amount  of  wheat  determined  to  be  a  desirable  reduction  in  such 
stocks.  The  bill  provides  for  a  minimum  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  of  1  billion  bushels.  If  the  Secretary  should  determine 
that  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the  Nation  were  insufficient  to  assure 
an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  marketing  year  he 
would  be  required  to  increase  the  national  quota  sufficiently  to  assure 
an  adequate  carryover.  Authority  would  be  given  the  Secretary, 
after  investigation,  to  terminate  or  increase  any  national  marketing 
quota  if  necessary  to  meet  a  national  emergency  or  material  increase 
in  export  demand.  If  an  increase  is  proclaimed,  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  would  be  increased  by  a  uniform  percentage. 

Section.  312 — National  acreage  allotment. — Section  312  of  the  bill 
would  revise  the  present  section  333  of  the  1938  act  to  provide  for 
I#/ the  proclamation  by  the  Secretary  of  a  national  acreage  allotment  of 
wheat  at  the  same  time  the  national  marketing  quota  was  proclaimed. 
The  amount  of  such  allotment  would  be  the  number  of  acres  which  on 
the  basis  of  expected  yields  would,  together  with  the  expected  produc¬ 
tion  on  increases  in  acreage  allotments  for  small  farms  and  on  in¬ 
creased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm  exemption,  make  avail¬ 
able  a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota. 

Under  existing  provisions  of  section  333  of  the  1938  act  the  national 
acreage  allotment  is  the  acreage  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  the  national  average  yield  of  wheat  as  will  produce  an  amount 
of  wheat,  which,  with  estimated  carryover  and  imports,  would  make 
available  a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to  a  normal  year’s  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  exports  plus  30  percent. 

Section  313 — Increased  allotments  jor  kinds  of  wheat  in  short  supply. — 
Section  313  of  the  bill  contains  five  amendments  to  section  334  of  the 
1938  act. 

Amendment  (1)  would  make  subsection  (e),  which  provides  author¬ 
ity  for  increasing  Durum  wheat  acreage  allotments,  inapplicable  to 
the  1963  and  succeeding  crops.  Durum  wheat  would  then  come 
within  the  new  provision  added  by  amendment  (5)  of  section  313, 
"  which  is  applicable  to  any  kind  of  wheat  in  short  supply. 

Amendment  (2)  would  repeal  subsection  (g)  dealing  with  preserva¬ 
tion  of  history  in  cases  where  the  producer  is  prevented  from  seeding 
wheat  because  of  unfavorable  weather,  and  redesignate  subsections 
(h)  and  (i)  as  (g)  and  (h),  respectively.  Subsection  (g)  under  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  of  the  act  has  been  superseded  by  the  broader  provisions 
of  section  377  of  the  act. 

Amendment  (3)  would  amend  (new)  subsection  (h)  to  exempt  farms 
in  Tulelake  area  of  California  which  receive  increased  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  to  produce  Durum  wheat  under  that  subsection  from  the  land- 
use  provisions  of  section  339  of  the  act. 

Amendment  (4)  would  also  amend  (new)  subsection  (h).  Py  an 
amendment  in  Public  Law  87-357,  a  sentence  was  added  to  the  effect 
that  any  law  providing  for  a  general  reduction  in  farm  allotments  or 
for  an  acreage  diversion  program  for  the  1962  or  1963  crop  of  wheat 
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would  not  be  applicable  to  any  increased  allotment  under  this  sub¬ 
section  unless  such  law  was  expressly  made  applicable  to  such  farms. 
In  view  of  amendment  (3)  above,  the  words  “or  1963”  are  no  longer 
needed  and  are  deleted  by  this  amendment  (4). 

Amendment  (5)  adds  a  new  provision  to  the  act  which  would  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  to  increase  allotments  for  any  kind  of  wheat  which 
he  determines  to  be  in  short  supply.  An  increased  allotment  would 
not  be  authorized  if  the  producer  planted  any  wheat  on  the  farm  other 
than  the  kind  in  short  supply.  A  farm  receiving  an  increased  acreage 
allotment  for  the  production  of  wheat  in  short  supply  would  not  be 
subject  to  the  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  and  the  producers 
on  the  farm  could  obtain  price  support  "without  complying  with  such 
provisions. 

Section  314 — Commercial  area. — Section  314  of  the  bill  would  add  a 
new  section  334a  to  the  1938  act  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  could, 
in  order  to  promote  effective  administration  of  the  1938  act  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  designate  any  State  having  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  25,000  acres  or  less  as  being  outside  the  commer¬ 
cial  area  for  such  crop.  Farm  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  would  not  be  applicable  in  the  noncommercial  area. 

The  new  section  is  a  rewritten  version  of  (but  substantially  identical 
with)  section  335(e)  of  the  1938  act. 

Section  315 — Small  farm  exemption. — Section  315  would  amend 
section  335  of  the  1938  act  by  repealing  the  present  provisions  of  the 
section  dealing  with  national  and  farm  marketing  quotas  and  certain 
exemptions  therefrom  (some  of  which  are  obsolete)  and  substituting 
in  lieu  of  the  present  provisions  a  new  section  335  on  the  exemption 
of  small  farms  from  marketing  quotas.  The  new  section  would  pro¬ 
vide  that  no  marketing  quota  would  apply  to  any  farm  with  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  of  less  than  15  acres  if  the  wheat  acreage  did  not 
exceed  the  small-farm  base  unless  the  operator  should  elect  in  writing 
to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The  small-farm  base 
acreage  would  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the  average  of  the  highest  3  years 
during  the  5-year  period  1957-61,  or  such  later  5-year  period  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  with  certain  adjustments,  or  (B)  15  acres. 
The  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  would  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the 
small-farm  base  acreage  for  the  farm  reduced  by  the  same  percentage 
by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  reduced  below  55  million 
acres  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment  determined  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  (1).  If  no  election  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing 
quota  should  be  made,  (1)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  purposes  of 
computing  excess  acreage  and  penalty  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  larger 
of  the  acreage  allotment  or  the  small-farm  base  acreage,  (2)  the  land- 
use  provision  of  section  339  of  the  act  would  be  inapplicable  to  the 
farm,  (3)  the  crop  of  wheat  would  be  ineligible  for  price  support,  and 
(4)  no  wheat  marketing  certificates  under  section  379c  would  be 
issued  for  the  farm. 

Under  existing  law  (par.  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Cong.)  the 
exemption  from  quotas  is  15  acres.  This  was  reduced  to  13.5  acres 
generally  and  to  a  smaller  acreage  in  certain  cases  for  the  purposes 
of  the  1962  program  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961. 

Section  315  repeals  section  335(f)  of  the  1938  act,  which  provides 
for  the  so-called  feed  wheat  exemption  permitting  any  producer  to 
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harvest  up  to  30  acres  of  wheat  without  penalty,  if  the  entire  crop 
is  used  on  the  farm  where  produced. 

Section  316 — Referendum. — Section  316  of  the  bill  would  rewrite 
the  present  provisions  of  section  336  of  the  1938  act  on  referendum. 
The  section  would  provide  for  a  referendum  of  wheat  farmers  to  be 
held  not  later  than  60  days  after  publication  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  the  national  marketing  quota  proclamation  to  determine  if  such 
farmers  favor  or  oppose  the  quota  for  the  year  or  years  for  which 
proclaimed.  All  producers  on  farms  having  farm  acreage  allotments 
woidd  be  eligible  to  vote  except  those  on  farms  with  small  farm  base 
acreages  for  which  the  owner  and  operator  did  not  elect  to  be  subject 
to  the  program.  Results  of  referendum  would  be  proclaimed  within 
30  days  after  date  of  referendum.  A  two-thirds  favorable  vote  of 
the  farmers  voting  would  be  required  for  the  quota  to  remain  in  effect. 

Under  existing  law  the  referendum  must  be  held  between  the  date 
of  the  proclamation  of  the  national  quota  and  July  25.  Farmers 
.eligible  to  vote  are  those  who  will  be  subject  to  the  quota,  i.e.,  those 
■  Hvho  will  produce  more  than  15  acres  of  wheat,  excluding  farmers  who 
obtained  the  feed  wheat  exemption  for  the  immediately  preceding 
crop. 

Section  317 — Repeal  of  (old)  section  337. — Section  317  of  the  bill 
would  repeal  the  present  (largely  obsolete)  provisions  of  section  337 
dealing  with  adjustment  and  suspension  of  quotas. 

Section  318 — Land  use. — Section  318  of  the  bill  would  add  a  new 
section  339  to  the  1938  act.  Under  subsection  (a)  of  the  new  section, 
whenever  marketing  quaotas  are  in  effect  wheat  producers  on  any 
farm  (except  a  farm  with  a  new-farm  allotment)  would  be  required 
to  divert  from  wheat  an  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  equal  to  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  is  re¬ 
duced  below  what  the  acreage  allotment  would  have  been  on  the  basis 
of  a  national  acreage  allotment  of  55  million  acres.  A  penalty  at  the 
rate  of  65  percent  of  parity  times  the  farm  normal  yield  of  wheat 
would  apply  to  the  producers  on  the  farm  jointly  and  severally,  plus 
6  percent  interest,  for  each  acre  of  a  crop  produced  on  acreage  re¬ 
quired  to  be  diverted  from  wheat  production  unless  (1)  the  crop  is 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and 
_  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  di- 
J^Verted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not  substanti¬ 
ally  impair  the  purposes  of  the  program,  or  (2)  no  wheat  was  produced 
on  the  farm  and  the  producers  had  not  filed  an  agreement  or  intention 
to  participate  in  the  payment  program  under  subsection  (b).  Until 
the  penalty  has  been  paid,  a  lien  would  be  in  effect  on  the  crop  of 
wheat  and  on  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest. 

The  Secretary  could,  to  the  extent  he  determined  it  to  be  desirable, 
require  the  producer  to  designate  the  same  land  each  year  as  the 
diverted  acres. 

The  Secretary  could  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed. 

Under  subsection  (b)  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized  to  make 
payments  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  wheat  to 
producers  who  divert  acreage  from  wheat.  Such  payment  may  not 
exceed  the  normal  production  of  wheat  for  the  acreage  diverted, 
multiplied  by  50  percent  of  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  crop. 
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Such  payments  would  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (a)  and  the  Secretary  could  permit  producers  to 
divert  for  payment  additional  acreage  equal  to  20  percent  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  Producers  at  their  election  could  divert 
acreage  for  payment,  in  addition  to  that  diverted  under  subsection 
(a),  as  would  bring  the  total  diverted  acreage  to  15  acres.  Such 
payment  program  would  require  the  producer  to  devote  the  diverted 
acreage  to  conservation  uses,  and  to  maintain  his  normal  acreage  of 
conservation  uses,  summer  fallow,  and  idle  land.  Appropriated 
adjustments  in  the  normal  acreage  of  conserving  uses  are  authorized 
in  order  to  establish  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for  the 
farm.  Also  the  producer  could  not  knowingly  exceed  any  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  any  commodity  produced  on  the  farm  and,  except 
as  the  Secretary  might  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotments  on  any 
other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a  share.  A  farm 
which  is  exempt  from  quotas  under  the  small-farm  exemption  (does 
not  exceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage)  would  not  be  deened  to  be 
in  excess  of  the  allotment.  Producers  on  new  wheat  farms  would  not  ('  #j 
be  entitled  to  payments.  Payments  would  be  made  in  cash  or  in  ^ 
wheat  and  would  be  divided  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis. 

Subsection  (c)  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  adjust  any  payment 
for  failure  to  comply  with  terms  and  conditions  of  the  program 
regulations.  Thus  if  a  violation  occurred,  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire 
payment  would  not  necessarily  be  required,  but  the  payment  could  be 
adjusted  to  take  into  account  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  violation. 

Subsection  (d)  would  authorize  up  to  50  percent  of  any  diversion 
payment  to  be  made  to  producers  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

Subsection  (e)  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  permit  diverted 
acreage  to  be  devoted  to  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor 
beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support  is  not 
made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not,  and  will  not  be,  in 
surplus  supply.  The  payment  rate  in  such  case  could  not  exceed 
one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable,  and  no  price 
support  would  be  available  for  the  production  on  the  diverted  acreage. 

Subsection  (f)  ould  authorize  the  Secretary  to  include  in  the 
program  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  considered  desirable.  J| 

Subsection  (g)  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  promulgate  program 
regulations. 

Subsection  (h)  would  authorize  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  making  program  payments 
and  paying  administrative  expenses  during  the  period  ending  June  30, 
1963.  The  subsection  would  authorize  appropriations  for  paying 
administrative  expenses  after  that  date. 

Subsection  (i)  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  accept  performance 
rendered  in  good  faith  upon  the  action  or  advice  of  an  authorized 
representative  of  the  Secretary,  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  or  of  the  1962  wheat  diversion  payment  program.  Payment 
for  such  performance  may  be  made  in  accordance  with  such  action  or 
advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in  order  to  provide 
fair  and  equitable  treatment. 
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Section  819 — Compliance. — Section  319  of  the  bill  contains  nine 
amendments  to  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  dealing  largely  with 
compliance  features  of  the  wheat  marketing  quota  program. 

Amendment  (1)  would  rewrite  paragraph  (1)  of  said  public  law  to 
require  computation  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  initially  as  double 
the  farm  normal  yield  of  wheat  times  the  excess  acres,  but  such  excess 
would  be  reduced  to  the  actual  yield  times  the  excess  acres  upon 
proof  by  the  producer  of  the  actual  yield.  The  guarantee  in  existing 
law  that  the  farm  marketing  excess  cannot  be  more  than  the  actual 
production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  normal  production  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  would  no  longer  apply.  Amendment  (1) 
would  also  make  it  clear  that  the  acreage  of  wheat  not  disposed  of 
by  the  prescribed  disposal  date  would  be  considered  wheat  acreage, 
with  the  wheat  production  thereon  appraised  for  the  purposes  of 
determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess; 
that  wheat  acreage  disposed  of  prior  to  the  disposal  date  would  not 
be  considered  wheat  acreage;  that  the  acreage  of  volunteer  wheat  not 
disposed  of  would  be  considered  wheat  acreage. 

Amendment  (2)  would  rewrite  paragraph  (2)  of  Public  Law  74  so 
as  to  increase  the  penalty  rate  to  65  percent  of  parity  and  to  add  a 
provision  that  all  wheat  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  penalty.  Under  existing  law 
the  penalty  rate  is  45  percent  of  parity,  except  that  it  was  established 
at  65  percent  of  parity  for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  by  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961. 

Amendment  (3)  would  amend  paragraph  (3)  of  Public  Law  74  so 
as  to  require  computation  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  initially  upon 
twice  the  normal  yield. 

Amendment  (4)  would  rewrite  paragraph  (4)  to  delete  any  reference 
therein  to  corn  and  to  provide  that  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States 
for  unpaid  penalt}’-  would  be  in  effect  on  the  current  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  and  on  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest.  Since  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas  are  no  longer  applicable  to  corn,  the 
references  to  corn  are  obsolete. 

Amendments  (5)  and  (6)  would  delete  any  reference  to  corn  from 
paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  Public  Law  74. 

Amendment  (7)  would  repeal  paragraph  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  and 
renumber  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through  (10),  respec¬ 
tively.  Paragraph  (7),  providing  for  the  15-acre  exemption,  would 
be  superseded  by  section  315  of  the  bill. 

Amendment  (8)  would  eliminate  references  to  corn  in  renumbered 
paragraph  (7)  of  Public  Law  74  and  add  a  provision  making  the  buyer 
who  fails  to  collect  any  penalty  and  all  producers  on  the  farm  jointly 
and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty.  The  current  provisions  of  the 
act  are  interpreted  as  permitting  the  imposition  of  joint  and  several 
liability  for  penalty,  but  this  provision  of  the  bill  would  expressly  so 
provide. 

Amendment  (9)  would  repeal  paragraph  (12)  of  Public  Law  74 
guaranteeing  a  minimum  farm  marketing  quota  equal  to  the  normal 
yield  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  It  also  would  add  two  new  para¬ 
graphs  (11)  and  (12)  to  require  the  payment  of  6  percent  interest  on 
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unpaid  penalty  and  to  provide  that  when  wheat  marketing  quotas  are 
not  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  previous  wheat  quotas  would 
be  terminated,  effective  at  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year,  but 
that  such  termination  should  not  abate  penalties  previously  incurred 
or  relieve  any  buyer  from  remitting  any  penalty  previously  collected. 
Provisions  of  existing  law  do  not  authorize  imposition  of  interest  on 
unpaid  penalties  until  a  judgment  has  been  obtained.  There  is  no 
express  provision  in  existing  law  providing  for  termination  of  previous 
quotas  whenever  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year. 

Section  320 — Wheat  “normal  yield.” — Section  320  makes  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “normal  yield”  for  rice  applicable  to  wheat  which  means  that 
the  normal  yield  for  wheat  will  be  the  average  yield  for  the  most 
recent  5  years,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  insect  pests, 
plant  disease,  or  other  uncontrollable  natural  cause,  and  for  trends. 
If  on  account  of  such  abnormal  conditions,  the  yield  for  any  year  of 
the  5-year  period  is  less  than  75  percent  of  the  average,  75  percent  of 

If  on  account  of  abnor- 


the  average  would  be  substituted  therefor 


mally  favorable  weather  conditions,  the  yield  for  any  year  of  the  J 
5-year  period  is  in  excess  of  125  percent  of  the  average,  125  percent  ^ 


of  the  average  would  be  substituted  therefor. 

Under  existing  law,  “normal  yield”  for  wheat  is  defined  as  the 
average  yield  for  the  most  recent  10  years,  adjusted  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions  and  for  trends,  but  without  the  specific  guidelines 
for  making  the  adjustments  for  abnormal  conditions. 

Section  321 — General  adjustment  of  quotas. — -Section  321  of  the  bill 
would  amend  section  371  of  the  1938  act  providing  for  general  adjust¬ 
ment  of  quotas  and  allotments  by  striking  out  references  therein  to 
wheat  and  corn.  Adjustments  of  wheat  quotas  would  be  provided  in 
section  332(c)  of  the  1938  act,  as  amended  by  section  311  of  the  bill. 
There  are  not  allotments  or  quotas  for  corn  in  existing  law. 

Section  322 — Finality  of  wheat  diversion  payments. — Section  322  of 
the  bill  would  amend  section  385  of  the  1938  act,  which  provides  that 
the  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  certain  Federal  payments  and  loans 
when  made  in  conformity  with  applicable  regulations  of  the  Secretary 
may  not  be  reviewed  by  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  include  wheat  diversion  payments  under  the  bill.  In  the 
same  way  the  section  would  be  amended  to  add  wheat  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  list  of  Federal  payments  as  to  which  the  Secretary  would  Jl 
be  authorized  to  determine  to  whom  to  make  payment  in  cases  where  ~ 
the  producer  entitled  to  payment  dies,  becomes  incompetent,  or  dis¬ 
appears  before  receiving  the  payment. 

Section  323— Applicability  oj  amendments. — Section  323  of  the  bill 
provides  that  the  amendments  to  the  1938  act  and  to  Public  Law  74 
made  by  sections  310  through  322  of  the  bill  would  apply  to  the  1963 
and  subsequent  crops  and  to  the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1963 
and  subsequent  years. 

Section  32j — Wheat  marketing  allocation  program. — Section  324  of 
the  bill  adds  a  new  subtitle  D  to  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  provide  for  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program. 

Section  379a — Legislative  findings. — Section  379a  of  the  new  sub¬ 
title  contains  legislative  findings  with  respect  to  the  need  for  a  wheat 
marketing  allocation  program  and  provides  a  constitutional  basis 
therefor  under  the  commerce  clause. 
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Section  379b — Wheat  marketing  allocation. — Section  379b  of  the  new 
subtitle  provides  that  during  any  year  for  which  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year  for  the 
1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  shall  be  in  effect. 
Each  farm  would  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  equal  to  the 
number  of  bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the  normal  production 
for  the  number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  the  national 
allocation  percentage.  The  national  allocation  percentage  would  be 
that  percentage  of  the  national  marketing  quota  which  represents  the 
amount  of  wheat  used  during  the  year  for  human  consumption  in  the 
United  States  plus  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  used  for 
exports  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that  marketing  certificates 
shall  be  issued  in  order  to  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price 
and  income  objectives  of  the  program. 

Section  379c— Marketing  certificates . — Section  379c  of  the  new  sub¬ 
title  provides  for  the  issuance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  in  the 
amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing  allocation.  If  the  producer 
planted  less  than  the  number  of  acres  necessary  to  qualify  for  the  full 
allocation,  he  would  be  limited  to  wheat  marketing  certificates  in  the 
amount  of  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  times  the  normal  yield 
plus  the  amount  of  any  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
penalty  which  is  released  from  storage  during  such  year  on  account  of 
underplanting  or  underproduction.  Wheat  marketing  certificates 
would  be  shared  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  crop. 

No  producer  would  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat  marketing  certif¬ 
icates  if  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is  assessed  for  any  commodity 
on  the  farm  or  if  the  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  require¬ 
ments  for  wheat  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or,  except 
as  the  Secretary  may  by  'regulations  prescribe,  if  he  exceeds  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  or  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he 
has  an  interest  as  a  producer.  A  producer  would  not  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  excess  wheat 
is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment 
of  the  penalty. 

The  Secretary  would  determine  and  proclaim  for  each  year  the  face 
value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The  face  value  per  bushel 
of  such  certificates  would  be  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the  support 
price  for  wheat  accompanied  by  certificates  exceeded  the  support 
price  for  noncertificate  wheat. 

Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  would  be  represented 
by  such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts,  certifications, 
or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the  Secretary  prescribes. 

Section  37 9d — Marketing  restrictions. — Section  379d  of  the  new 
subtitle  provides  that  any  person  acquiring  marketing  certificates 
from  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued  is  required  to 
purchase  an  equal  number  of  bushels  of  wheat.  Any  unused  certifi¬ 
cates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  producer  to  whom  the  certificates 
were  issued  would  be  purchased  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  would  also  be  authorized  to  purchase 
certificates  from  producers  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued, 
without  requiring  wheat  to  be  delivered,  in  any  case  where  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to  require 
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the  producer  to  transfer  the  certificates  only  in  connection  with  the 
disposition  of  wheat. 

Persons  engaged  in  the  processing  of  wheat  into  food  products 
prior  to  marketing  the  product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States 
would  be  required  to  acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the 
number  of  bushels  of  wheat  in  such  product.  Any  person  exporting 
wheat  or  food  products  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  would  be 
required  to  acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number 
of  bushels  of  wheat  exported.  Marketing  certificates  would  be  valid 
only  to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  year  with  respect 
to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used  would  be  void. 

The  Secretary  may,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe, 
permit  a  person  to  market  wheat  or  wheat  products  without  first 
acquiring  certificates  to  cover  such  transaction,  by  posting  a  bond  or 
other  undertaking  to  secure  the  purchase  of  the  necessary  certificates. 

The  term  “food  products”  is  defined  to  be  an}^  product  to  be  used 
for  human  consumption,  including  beverage.  » 

Section  379e — Assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  oj  marketing  certifi-'  {] 
cates. — In  order  to  facilitate  the  purchase  and  sale  of  certificates,  sec¬ 
tion  379e  of  the  new  subtitle  authorizes  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing  certificates.  The  Corporation 
would  be  authorized  to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the 
quantity  of  certificates  which  it  purchases.  The  Corporation  would 
be  authorized  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates,  to  charge,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  face  value  of  the  certificate,  an  amount  to  cover  administra¬ 
tive  costs  and  interest. 

Section  379j — Conversion  factors. — Section  379f  of  the  new  subtitle 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  establish  conversion  factors  to  determine 
the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in  any  food  product.  Such  conversion 
factor  would  be  determined  upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  the  product. 

Section  379g — Authority  to  facilitate  transition. — Section  379g  of  the 
new  subtitle  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  take  such  action  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from  the  program 
currently  in  effect  to  the  new  program.  Such  authority  would  include 
the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  any  part  of  the  wheat  or  food  products 
in  the  channels  of  trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  from  hav-  * 
ing  to  acquire  certificates  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  ^ 
wheat  food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  determines. 

Section  379h — Reports  and  records. — Section  379h  of  the  new  subtitle 
subtitle  requires  processors  of  wheat,  warehousemen  and  exporters  of 
wheat  and  wheat  products,  and  all  persons  dealing  in  wheat  marketing 
certificates  to  keep  such  records  and  make  such  reports  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary.  The  Secretary  would  be  authorized  to  examine 
such  records. 

Section  379i — Penalties. — Any  person  failing  to  acquire  marketing 
certificates  as  required  by  section  379d(b)  would  be  required  to  forfeit 
two  times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in  the 
violation. 

This  section  makes  it  a  misdemeanor,  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $5,000,  for  any  person  except  a  producer  to  violate  any  provision 
of  the  act  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition, 
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or  handling  of  marketing  certificates,  or  to  fail  to  make  any  report  or 
keep  any  record  required  by  section  379h. 

This  section  provides  for  forfeiture  of  marketing  certificates,  in 
whole  or  in  part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  by  a  producer  who 
knowingly  violates  any  provision  of  the  act  or  of  any  regulation  govern¬ 
ing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates,  or 
who  fails  to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record  required  by  section 
379h.  The  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the  amount 
of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be  forfeited  shall  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  default. 

This  section  also  makes  it  a  felony,  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  10  years,  or  both,  to  alter, 
forge,  or  counterfeit  any  certificate. 

Section  379j — Regulations. — Section  379j  of  the  new  subtitle  author¬ 
izes  the  Secretary  to  prescribe  such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  program. 

Section  325 — Price  support. — -Section  325  of  the  bill  amends  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  as  follows: 

Beginning  with  the  1963  crop,  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  marketing  certificates  would  be  at  such  level  between  65  and  90 
percent  of  parity  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate,  taking  into 
consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section  401(b)  of  the  act. 

Price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates 
would  be  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate,  taking 
into  consideration  competitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  level  at 
which  price  support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains,  and  the  feeding 
value  of  wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains. 

Price  support  would  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators.  If 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  cooperator 
would  be  a  producer  who  (1)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  any  commodity  on  the  farm  or,  except  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other 
farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer, 
and  (2)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements  for  wheat.  If 
marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  cooperator 
would  be  a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat.  A  producer  would  not  be  deemed  to  have  ex¬ 
ceeded  his  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  excess  wheat  is 
stored,  but  he  would  not  be  eligible  for  price  support  on  the  excess 
wheat. 

If  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  wheat  are  voted  down  by 
producers,  price  support  would  be  at  such  level,  not  to  exceed  50 
percent  of  parity,  as  the  Secretary  determines,  after  consideration  of 
the  factors  in  section  401(b)  of  the  act. 

If  a  national  marketing  quota  is  not  proclaimed,  the  level  of  price 
support  would  be  as  presently  provided  in  section  101;  namely,  not 
less  than  75  nor  more  than  90  percent  of  parity. 

Section  325  of  the  bill  amends  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  restrictions  on  sales  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  to  provide  that  if  a  wheat  marketing  allocation 
program  is  in  effect,  the  minimum  sales  price  for  wheat  will  be  105 
percent  of  the  support  price  for  wheat  accompanied  by  a  certificate, 
plus  carrying  charges. 
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TITLE  IV - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  401 — Farmers'  Home  Administration  loans. — Section  401 
amends  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  by — 

(1)  Including  recreational  uses  and  facilities  along  with  the 
conservation,  development,  and  utilization  of  land  and  water  as 
purposes  for  which  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  farm  owners  and  tenants  under  section  304  of  existing 
law; 

(2)  Including  shifts  in  land  use  and  the  development  of 
recreational  facilities  and  sewer  systems  among  the  purposes  for 
which  planning  and  other  financial  assistance  may  be  made  to 
local  public  and  quasi-public  nonprofit  groups  among  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  assistance  may  be  given  to  such  organizations 
under  section  306(a)  of  the  act; 

(3)  Increasing  the  aggregate  amount  of  loans  to  be  sold  and 
insured  under  section  309(f)(1)  of  the  act  which  the  Secretary  A 
may  make  out  of  the  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund  and  have  ™ 
undisposed  of  at  any  one  time  from  $10  to  $25  million.  The 
purpose  of  this  change  is  to  accommodate  the  increased  demand 
of  large  investors  for  the  assembly  of  substantial  blocks  of  such 
loans  for  purchase  from  time  to  time;  and 

(4)  Adding  to  the  purpose  for  which  short-term  farm  operating 
loans  can  be  made  under  section  312  of  the  act  funds  for  recrea¬ 
tional  uses  and  facilities  on  farms. 

Section  4-02 — REA  loan  account. — Section  402  amends  section  3(a) 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  which  hereto¬ 
fore  has  constituted  the  authority  for  Treasury  borrowings  by  the 
Administrator  as  a  source  of  funds  for  electrification  and  telephone 
loans  by  the  Administrator,  by  substituting  therefor  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  for  electrification  and  telephone  loans  by  the 
Administrator  which  heretofore  has  been  contained  in  section  3(b)  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 

Section  402  amends  section  3(b)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended,  which  authorizes  appropriations  for  electrifica¬ 
tion  and  telephone  loans  by  the  Administrator,  by  substituting 
therefor  the  authorization  of  Treasury  borrowings  by  the  Adminis-  d 
trator  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the  pur-  ™ 
pose  of  obtaining  funds  in  such  amounts  as  the  Congress  may  approve 
annually  in  appropriation  acts  for  electrification  and  telephone  loans. 
The  authorization  of  Treasury  borrowings  for  this  purpose  is  similar 
to  the  authorization  heretofore  contained  in  section  3(a)  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936.  The  interest  rate  on  such  Treasury 
borrowings  would  continue  to  be  as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  but  not  in  excess  of  2  percent.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  would  continue  to  be  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  loans  to 
the  Administrator  for  use,  as  a  public  debt  transaction,  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  any  securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act,  as  amended.  Redemptions,  purchases,  and  sales  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator’s  notes  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would  continue  to  be 
treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  is  also  amended 
to  establish  a  “loan  account”  into  which  would  be  merged  appro- 
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priations  for  loans  made  under  the  authority  of  subsection  (a),  funds 
obtained  as  a  result  of  Treasury  borrowings  by  the  Administrator 
under  subsection  (b),  and  the  unexpended  balances  of  any  funds 
available  for  electrification  and  telephone  loans  on  the  effective  date 
of  the  amendment.  Notes  to  the  Administrator  and  property  held 
by  the  Administrator  as  a  result  of  electrification  and  telephone  loans 
under  the  act  and  all  collections  in  connection  therwith  are  to  be 
assets  of  the  “loan  account.”  The  notes  of  the  Administrator  in 
connection  with  Treasury  borrowings  under  the  act  and  all  other 
liabilities  against  the  appropriations  or  assets  in  the  “loan  account” 
are  liabilities  of  the  “loan  account.”  The  “loan  account”  would  be 
available  for  interest  and  principal  repayments  on  Treasury  borrow¬ 
ings  and  for  electrification  and  telephone  loans  under  the  act  in 
amounts  determined  by  Congress  in  appropriations  acts.  The 
amounts  authorized  for  loans  and  advances  would  remain  available 
until  expended.  The  provisions  in  the  existing  section  3(a)  relating 
to  the  use  of  borrowers’  obligations  as  security  for  Treasury  borrow¬ 
ings  are  omitted  as  unnecessary  in  view  of,  and  as  inconsistent  with, 
the  establishment  of  the  “loan  account.” 

The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  that  the  funds  in  the  loan 
account  would  not  be  available  to  the  Administrator  for  loans  with¬ 
out  current  authorization  of  the  Congress.  This  would  not,  of  course, 
prevent  unobligated  current  authorizations  from  being  carried  for¬ 
ward  as  now  permitted  under  section  3(e)  of  the  act. 

Section  403 — Repeal. — Section  403  repeals  section  3(f)  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  which  provided  for  the  covering  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts  of  all  payments  on  loans  made 
by  the  Administrator. 

Section  404 — Separability. — Section  404  contains  the  usual  sever¬ 
ability  clause  applicable  to  all  provisions  of  the  act  and  preserving 
the  validity  of  the  remaining  provisions  should  any  particular  pro¬ 
vision  be  held  invalid  or  unconstitutional. 

TITLE  V — -INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

This  title  would  establish  a  new  agency  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  be  known  as  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial 
Use  Administration.  The  new  agency  woidd  coordinate  and  expedite 
efforts  to  develop  new  uses  for  farm  products,  new  crops  to  replace 
those  in  surplus,  and  additional  means  of  disposal  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  in  Government  inventory. 

The  new  agency  would  be  headed  by  an  Administrator  under  the 
general  direction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  may  hue  up 
to  10  scientists  and  technicians  at  rates  higher  than  allowed  by  the 
Classification  Act.  To  accomplish  the  objective  of  title  V  of  the 
bill,  the  new  agency  would  be  empowered  to — 

(1)  Utilize  existing  facilities  and  authorities; 

(2)  Make  research  grants; 

(3)  Use  foreign  currencies  accumulated  under  Public  Law  480, 
83d  Congress; 

(4)  Enter  into  contracts  or  cooperative  arrangements; 

(5)  Make  incentive  payments; 

(6)  Make  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  available;' 

(7)  Provide  for  private  operation  of  Government  facilities; 
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(8)  Assist  in  the  acquisition  or  expansion  of  facilities  by  persons 
contracting  or  cooperating  in  research  and  development; 

(9)  Grant  exclusive  licenses  to  use  patents  under  the  control 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  and 

(10)  Build,  maintain,  and  operate  manufacturing  facilities. 

The  authorities  granted  to  the  new  agency  would  supplement,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  putting  research  findings  to  industrial  use, 
the  broad  powers  already  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  and  other 
statutes.  Some  new  authorities  contained  in  title  V  are  those  dealing 
with  grants  and  incentives  for  farmers  and  industry.  The  new 
agency  would  be  authorized  to  make  contracts  providing  for  the 
commercialization,  market  acceptance,  and  economic  feasibility  for 
use  of  agricultural  products  in  the  competitive  market.  It  would 
operate  Government-owned  plants  or  could  contract  for  their  opera¬ 
tion  privately,  and  it  would  subsidize  the  manufacture  of  an  agri¬ 
cultural  product  in  order  to  introduce  it  into  the  market. 

Section  501.  Declarations  and  Findings:  Sets  forth  the  declarations 
and  findings  of  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  development  of  new 
and  improved  uses  for  farm  products,  new  crops  to  replace  those  now 
in  surplus,  and  the  disposal  of  surplus  commodities  owned  by  the 
Government.  These  findings  point  out  the  capacity  of  farms  in  the 
United  States  to  produce  larger  quantities  of  farm  products  than  can 
now  be  marketed  at  adequate  prices;  the  needs  for  a  prosperous  agri¬ 
culture,  maintenance  of  high  productive  capacity,  basic  research  in 
agricultural  products  and  their  uses,  research  to  develop  new  uses  and 
products;  and  the  beneficial  effect  of  such  research  and  development 
on  farm  income  and  the  farm  program.  Subsection  (f)  declares  that 
public  and  private  research  agencies  and  others  should  be  utilized  for 
an  all-out  attack  on  development  of  new  and  improved  uses  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  byproducts. 

Section  502.  Creation  of  New  Agency:  Establishes  a  new  agency 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  known  as  the  Agricultural  Research 
and  Industrial  Use  Administration  to  carry  out  the  program  provided 
by  this  title.  It  would  be  headed  by  an  Administrator,  subject  to  the 
general  direction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
for  a  6-year  term,  with  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $20,000  per  annum. 
The  duties  of  the  new  agency  are  to  coordinate  and  expedite  efforts  to 
develop  through  research,  new  industrial  uses,  and  increased  use  under 
existing  processes,  of  agricultural  products,  as  well  as  to  develop  new 
replacement  crops  and  to  reduce  the  stocks  of  commodities  owned  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Section  503.  Scientific  and  Technical  Personnel:  Provides  for  three 
Deputy  Administrators  in  GS-18  grade,  in  addition  to  the  positions 
in  that  grade  now  provided  for  bv  section  505(b)  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1105(b)).  Grade  18  now  provides 
a  salary  of  $18,500  a  year.  Ten  positions  for  especially  qualified  sci¬ 
entific  or  professional  personnel  are  authorized  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
the  $19,000  limit  established  by  the  act  of  August  1,  1947,  as  amended 
and  supplemented  (5  U.S.C.  1161-1163).  Temporary  appointment 
or  contract  employment  of  research,  technical,  or  special  services  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  Classification  Act  is  also  author- 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962  45 

ized  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  by  section  208  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1627). 

Section  504.  Powers  and  Duties:  Authorizes  the  new  agency  to  co¬ 
ordinate  and  expedite  activities  toward  research,  pilot  plant,  develop¬ 
ment,  trial  commercialization,  and  industrial  uses,  with  Federal  and 
State  Governments,  educational  institutions,  private  research  organi¬ 
zations,  trade  associations,  individuals,  and  industrial  corporations  in 
expanding  the  industrial  utilization  of  the  products  of  farm  and  forest 
and  the  development  of  new  crops.  In  the  discharge  of  its  duties,  it 
would  have  specific  authority  to  (a)  use  existing  authority  available 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  facilities  of  Federal  departments 
and  agencies,  land-grant  institutions,  and  experiment  stations  (maxi¬ 
mum  use  of  pilot  plants,  regional  laboratories,  and  other  facilities  and 
equipment  controlled  by  the  Federal  Government  being  required); 
(6)  make  grants  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges, 
universities,  and  other  research  institutions,  and  individuals  for  periods 
not  to  exceed  5  years’  duration;  (c)  contract  with  foreign  individuals, 
organizations,  institutions  of  learning,  or  private  corporations, using 
foreign  currencies  accumulated  under  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress, 
without  regard  to  nrovisions  of  law  requiring  reimbursement  from 
appropriations  (thereby  adding  authority  to  use  such  currencies  for 
general  agricultural  products  research  and  development  to  the  existing 
authority  to  use  such  currencies  for  market  development) ;  (d)  contract 
or  enter  into  cooperative  arrangements  in  accordance  with  sections 
10(a)  and  205  of  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act  (act  of  August  14, 
1946), 1  with  respect  to  commercialization,  market  acceptance,  the 
economic  feasibility  of  industrial  utilization  and  other  matters;  (e)  ex¬ 
tend  incentives  to  farmers  or  industry  to  enable  the  establishment  of  a 
new  crop  or  of  a  new  industrial  use;  (f)  direct  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  deliver  any  of  its  stocks  of  commodities  for  use  in 
research,  pilot-plant  operation,  trial  commercialization,  export  of 
manufactured  products,  or  new  or  byproduct  uses,  the  Corporation  to 
bear  the.  handling  and  delivery  charges  and  receive  the  consideration, 
if  any,  paid;  ( g )  contract  for  the  private  operation  of  any  property  or 
facility  transferred  from  another  Government  agency;  (h)  make  loans 
or  grants  to  contractors  or  cooperators  to  assist  in  the  acquisition  or 
expansion  of  facilities  and  equipment  for  research  or  development 
activities;  (i)  include  in  all  contracts  provision  for  the  disposition  of 
inventions  produced  thereunder  in  a  manner  protecting  the  public 
interest  and  the  equities  of  the  contractor  and  not  inconsistent  with 
existing  provisions  of  law  affecting  the  issuance  or  use  of  patents; 
(j)  grant  exclusive  licenses  with  or  without  payment  of  royalty  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  5  years  for  the  use  of  patents  under  the  control 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  (k)  make  incentive  awards  to  pri¬ 
vate  citizens  for  suggestions  to  implement  the  program ;  and  (l)  test 
production  procedures  on  a  commercial  basis,  and  acquire,  maintain, 
and  operate  manufacturing  facilities  in  order  to  prove  the  commercial 
feasibility  of  volume  production. 

Section  505.  Transfer  of  Government  Plants:  Authorizes  the  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  new  agency  without  regard  to  any  other  provision  of  law,  of 
any  Government-owned  facility  useful  in  the  program  (together  with 

1  These  sections  provide  for  contracts  of  up  to  4  years’  duration  entered  into  without  advertisement  (not¬ 
withstanding  the  requirements  of  41  U.S.C.  5).  Advance  payments  could  be  made  without  regard  to 
31  U.S.C.  529. 
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the  funds,  personnel,  and  authority  related  to  such  facility)  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Section  506.  Definition:  Defines  the  terms  “agricultural  products” 
and  “farm  and  forest  products”  as  used  in  this  title  to  have  the  same 
meaning  as  “agricultural  products”  in  section  207  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1626).  Section  207  of  the  1946  act 
defines  the  term  to  include  agricultural,  horticultural,  viticultural,  and 
dairy  products,  livestock  and  poultry,  bees,  forest  products,  fish  and 
shellfish,  and  any  products  thereof,  including  processed  and  manu¬ 
factured  products,  and  any  and  all  products  raised  or  produced  on 
farms  and  processed  or  manufactured  product  thereof. 

Section  507.  Annual  Report:  Requires  an  annual  report  by  the 
Administrator  to  Congress,  by  January  20  in  each  year. 

Section  508.  Savings  provision:  Emphasizes  that  the  authorities 
contained  in  title  V  are  in  addition  to  and  not  in  substitution  for 
authorities  otherwise  available  under  existing  law. 

Section  509.  Appropriations:  Authorizes  the  appropriation  of  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  V. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

******* 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  ANDT)OMESTIC  ALLOTMENT  ACT 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  POLICY  AND  ENUMERATION  OF  PURPOSES 

Sec.  7.  (a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  this  Act  also  to 
secure,  and  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  also  include,  (1)  preserva¬ 
tion  and  improvement  of  soil  fertility;  (2)  promotion  of  the  economic 
use  and  conservation  of  land;  (3)  diminution  of  exploitation  and 
wasteful  and  unscientific  use  of  national  soil  resources;  (4)  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  rivers  and  harbors  against  the  results  of  soil  erosion  in  aid  of 
maintaining  the  navigability  of  waters  and  water  courses  and  in  aid  of 
flood  control;  and  (5)  reestablishment,  at  as  rapid  a  rate  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  determines  to  be  practicable  and  in  the  general 
public  interest,  of  the  ratio  between  the  purchasing  power  of  the  net 
income  per  person  on  farms  and  that  of  the  income  per  person  not  on 
farms  that  prevailed  during  the  five-year  period  August  1909-July 
1914,  inclusive,  as  determined  from  statistics  available  in  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  maintenance  of  such  ratio. 
The  powers  conferred  under  sections  7  to  14,  inclusive,  of  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  assist  voluntary  action  calculated  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  specified  in  this  section.  Such  powers  shall  not  be  used  to 
discourage  the  production  of  supplies  of  foods  and  fibers  sufficient  to 
maintain  normal  domestic  human  consumption  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  from  the  records  of  domestic  human  consumption  in  the 
years  1920  to  1929,  inclusive,  taking  into  consideration  increased  pop¬ 
ulation,  quantities  of  any  commodity  that  were  forced  into  domestic 
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consumption  by  decline  in  exports  during  such  period,  current  trends 
in  domestic  consumption  and  exports  of  particular  commodities,  and 
the  quantities  of  substitutes  available  for  domestic  consumption 
within  any  general  class  of  food  commodities.  In  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section  due  regard  shall  be  given  to  the  maintenance 
of  a  continuous  and  stable  supply  of  agricultural  commodities  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  consumer  demand  at  prices  fair  to  both  producers  and 
consumers. 

[GRANTS  TO  STATES 

[(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  cooperate  with  States,  in 
the  execution  of  State  plans  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
by  making  grants  under  this  section  to  enable  them  to  carry  out  such 
plans. 

[SUBMISSION  OF  STATE  PLANS 

[(c)  Any  State  which  submits  to  the  Secretary,  prior  to  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  Secretary  prescribes,  a  State  plan 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  entitled  to  payments, 
as  provided  in  this  section,  for  the  year  to  which  such  plan  is  appli¬ 
cable,  if  such  plan  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  in  this 
section. 

[REQUIREMENTS  OF  STATE  PLANS 

[(d)  No  such  plan  shall  be  approved  unless  by  its  terms: 

[(1)  It  provides  that  the  agency  to  administer  the  plan  shall  be 
such  State  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  Secretary  if  such 
agency  is  authorized  by  the  State,  or  such  other  State  agency  as 
is  authorized  by  the  State  and  approved  by  the  Secretary; 

[(2)  It  provides  for  such  methods  of  administration,  and  such 
participation  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  by  county  and 
community  committees  or  associations  of  agricultural  producers 
organized  for  such  purpose,  as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  for 
the  effective  administration  of  the  plan ;  and 

[(3)  It  provides  for  the  submission  to  the  Secretary  of  such 
reports  as  he  finds  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  plan  is 
being  carried  out  according  to  its  terms,  and  for  compliance 
with  such  requirements  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  to  assure 
the  correctness  of  and  make  possible  the  verification  of  such 
reports. 

[APPROVAL  OF  STATE  PLANS 

[(e)  Such  plan  shall  be  approved  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  there  is 
a  reasonable  prospect  that — 

[(1)  Substantial  accomplishment  in  effectuating  the  purposes 
of  this  section  will  be  brought  about  through  the  operation  of 
such  plan  and  the  plans  submitted  by  other  States,  and 

[(2)  The  operation  of  such  plan  will  result  in  as  substantial 
a  furtherance  of  such  accomplishment  as  may  reasonably  be 
achieved  through  the  action  of  such  Slate. 

[allocation  of  funds  for  state  plans 

[(f)  Upon  approval  of  any  State  plan  for  any  year  the  Secretary 
shall  allocate  to  such  State  such  sum  (not  in  excess  of  the  maximum 
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amount  fixed  in  pursuance  of  subsection  (g)  for  such  State  for  such 
year)  as  he  finds  necessary  to  carry  out  such  plan  for  such  year,  and 
thereupon  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment 
to  such  agency  of  the  State  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  certifies 
is  designated  in  the  plan,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay 
to  such  agency,  one-fourth  of  the  amount  so  allocated.  The  remainder 
of  the  amount  so  allocated  shall  be  similarly  certified  and  paid  in  such 
installments  (payable  prior  to  the  end  of  the  calendar  year)  as  may 
be  provided  in  the  plan.  No  such  installment  shall  be  certified  for 
payment  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  that,  prior  to  the  due 
date  of  such  installment,  there  has  been  a  substantial  failure  by  the 
State  to  carry  out  the  plan  according  to  its  terms,  or  that  the  further 
operation  of  the  plan  according  to  its  terms  will  not  tend  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  section.  No  amount  shall  be  certified  for  pay¬ 
ment  under  any  such  installment  in  excess  of  the  amount  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  necessary  for  the  effective  carrying  out  of  the  plan  during 
the  period  to  which  the  installment  relates. 

[APPORTIONMENT  OF  FUNDS  FOR  SUCCEEDING  YEAR  STATE  PLANS  1 

[(g)  On  or  before  November  1  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
apportion  among  the  several  States  the  funds  which  will  be  available 
for  carrying  out  State  plans  during  the  next  calendar  year,  and  in 
determining  the  amount  to  be  apportioned  to  each  State,  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  acreage  and  value  of  the  major  soil 
depleting  and  major  export  crops  produced  in  the  respective  States 
during  a  representative  period  and  the  acreage  and  productivity  of 
land  devoted  to  agricultural  production  (including  dairy  products) 
in  the  respective  States  during  a  representative  period:  Provided, 
however,  That  any  such  apportionment  of  funds  available  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  State  plans  during  any  year  prior  to  1942  may  be  made  at  any 
time  prior  to  or  during  the  year  to  which  such  plans  relate.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  making  of  an  apportionment  to  any  State  for  any  cal¬ 
endar  year,  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  for  which  no  plan 
has  been  approved  for  such  year,  and  any  amount  apportioned  to  any 
State  which  is  not  required  to  carry  out  an  approval  plan  for  such 
State  for  such  year,  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  7  to  14,  inclusive,  of  this  Act.]  ^ 

[AUTHORITY  OF  SECRETARY  TO  MAKE  PAYMENTS  OR  GRANTS  OF  AID 

DIRECTLY  TO  FARMERS] 

Sec.  8.  [(a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  specified  in  section 
7(a)  during  the  period  necessary  to  afford  a  reasonable  opportunity 
for  legislative  action  by  a  sufficient  number  of  States  to  assure  the 
effectuation  of  such  purposes  by  State  action  and  in  order  to  promote 
the  more  effective  accomplishment  of  such  purposes  by  State  action 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  the  powers  conferred  in  this 
section  during  the  period  prior  to  January  1,  1963,  except  with  respect 
to  farming  operations  commenced  in  any  State  after  the  effective  date 
of  a  State  plan  for  such  State  approved  pursuant  to  section  7.  No 
such  powers  shall  be  exercised  after  December  31,  1962,  except  with 
respect  to  payments  or  grants  in  connection  with  farming  operations 
carried  out  prior  to  January  1,  1963.  During  the  period  prior  to 
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January  1,  1963,  the  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  purposes  specified 
in  section  7  (a)  through  State  action  as  rapidly  as  adequate  State  laws 
are  enacted  and  satisfactory  State  plans  are  submitted.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section  and  section  7,  the 
provisions  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  State,  county,  and  local 
committees  of  farmers  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  the  administration  of  State  plans.] 

BASIS  FOR  PAYMENTS  AND  GRANTS  OF  AID;  LOCAL,  COUNTY,  AND  STATE 
committees;  CONSERVATION  MATERIALS  and  services 

(b)  [Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the]  The  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
specified  in  clauses  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  of  section  7(a)  by  mak¬ 
ing  payments  or  grants  of  other  aid  to  agricultural  producers,  in¬ 
cluding  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  connection  with  the  effectua¬ 
tion  of  such  purposes  during  the  year  with  respect  to  which  such 
payments  or  grants  are  made,  and  measured  by  (1)  their  treat¬ 
ment  or  use  of  their  land,  or  a  part  thereof,  for  soil  restoration,  soil 
conservation,  or  the  prevention  of  erosion;  (2)  changes  in  the  use  of 
their  land;  (3)  their  equitable  share,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  of  the  normal  national  production  of  any  commodity  or  com¬ 
modities  required  for  domestic  consumption;  or  (4)  their  equitable 
share,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  national  production  of 
any  commodity  or  commodities  required  for  domestic,  consumption 
and  exports  adjusted  to  reflect  the  extent  to  which  their  utilization 
of  cropland  on  the  farm  conforms  to  farming  practices  which  the 
Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the  purposes  specified  in 
section  7(a);  or  (5)  any  combination  of  the  above.  Clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  above  shall  be  construed  to  cover  water  conservation  and 
the  beneficial  use  of  water  on  individual  farms,  including  measures 
to  prevent  runoff,  the  building  of  check  dams  and  ponds,  and  pro¬ 
viding  facilities  for  applying  water  to  the  land.  In  determining 
the  amount  of  any  payment  or  grant  measured  by  (1)  or  (2)  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  productivity  of  the  land 
affected  by  the  farming  practices  adopted  during  the  j^ear  with 
respect  to  which  such  pajunent  is  made.  In  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  in  the  States  of  the  Union,  except  Alaska, 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  utilize  the  services  of  local  and  State 
committees  selected  as  hereinafter  provided.  The  Secretary  shall 
designate  local  administrative  areas  as  units  for  administration  of 
programs  under  this  section.  No  such  local  area  shall  include  more 
than  one  county  or  parts  of  different  counties.  Farmers  within  any 
such  local  administrative  area,  and  participating  or  cooperating  in 
programs  administered  within  such  area,  shall  elect  annually  from 
among  their  number  a  local  committee  of  not  more  than  three  mem¬ 
bers  for  such  area  and  shall  also  elect  annually  from  among  their 
number  a  delegate  to  a  county  convention  for  the  election  of  a 
county  committee.  The  delegates  from  the  various  local  areas  in 
the  county  shall,  in  a  county  convention,  elect,  annually,  the  county 
committee  for  the  county  which  shall  consist  of  three  members  who 
are  farmers  in  the  county.  The  local  committee  shall  elect  a  secre¬ 
tary  and  may  utilize  the  county  agricultural  extension  agent  for 
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such  purpose.  The  county  committee  shall  select  a  secretary  who 
may  be  the  county  agricultural  extension  agent.  If  such  county  agri¬ 
cultural  extension  agent  shall  not  have  been  elected  secretarj7’  of  such 
committee,  he  shall  be  ex  officio  a  member  of  the  county  committee. 
The  county  agricultural  extension  agent  shall  not  have  the  power 
to  vote.  In  any  county  in  which  there  is  only  one  local  committee 
the  local  committee  shall  also  be  the  county  committee.  In  each 
State  there  shall  be  a  State  committee  for  the  State  composed  of 
not  less  than  three  or  more  than  five  farmers  who  are  legal  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  State  and  who  are  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  The 
State  director  of  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service  shall  be  ex 
officio  a  member  of  such  State  committee.  The  ex  officio  members 
of  the  county  and  State  committees  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  members  of  such  committees  hereinbefore  specified.  The 
Secretary  shall  make  such  regulations  as  are  necessary  relating  to 
the  selection  and  exercise  of  the  functions  of  the  respective  com¬ 
mittees,  and  to  the  administration,  through  such  committees,  of  such 
programs.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Sec¬ 
retary — shall,  as  far  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of  tenants 
and  sharecroppers;  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  agricultural  exten¬ 
sion  service  and  other  approved  agencies;  shall  accord  such  recog¬ 
nition  and  encouragement  to  producer-owned  and  producer -controlled 
cooperative  associations  as  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  policy 
toward  cooperative  associations  set  forth  in  existing  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  as  will  tend  to  promote  efficient  methods  of  marketing 
and  distribution;  shall  not  have  power  to  acquire  any  land  or  any 
right  of  interest  therein;  shall,  in  every  practicable  manner,  protect 
the  interests  of  small  producers;  and  shall  in  every  practical  way 
encourage  and  provide  for  soil-conserving  and  soil-rebuilding  prac¬ 
tices  rather  than  the  growing  of  soil-depleting  crops.  Rules  and 
regulations  governing  payments  or  grants  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  as  simple  and  direct  as  possible,  and,  wherever  practicable,  they 
shall  be  classified  on  two  bases:  (a)  Soil-depleting  crops  and  prac¬ 
tices,  (b)  soil-building  crops  and  practices. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  in  making  available 
conservation  materials  consisting  of  seeds,  seed  inoculants,  ferti¬ 
lizers,  liming  and  other  soil-conditioning  materials,  trees,  or  plants, 
or  in  making  available  soil-conserving  or  soil-building  services,  to 
agricultural  producers  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  may 
make  payments  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance  by  the 
producers,  to  persons  who  fill  purchase  orders  covering  approved 
conservation  materials  or  covering  soil-conserving  or  soil-building 
services,  furnished  to  producers,  or  who  render  services  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  delivering  to  producers  approved  conservation  materials, 
for  the  carrying  out,  by  the  producers,  of  soil-building  or  soil-con¬ 
serving  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  price  at  which 
purchase  orders  for  any  conservation  materials  or  services  are  filled 
may  be  limited  to  a  fair  price  fixed  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Appropriations  are  hereby  authorized  for  the  purchase  in  advance 
of  the  program  year  for  which  the  appropriation  is  made  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  materias  or  any  soil¬ 
terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 
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Secretary  in  programs  under  this  Act;  for  the  reimbursement  of  any 
Federal,  State,  or  local  government  agency  for  fertilizers,  seeds,  lime, 
trees,  or  other  farming  materials,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  fur¬ 
nished  by  such  agency;  and  for  the  payment  of  all  expenses  necessary 
in  making  such  grants,  including  all  or  part  of  the  costs  incident  to 
the  delivery  thereof. 

******* 

Sec.  16.  *  *  * 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1962,  without  regard  to 
provisions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural 
conservation  program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments 
in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  respectively, 
to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average  acre¬ 
age  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil 
conserving  crops  or  practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle 
land  by  an  equal  amount:  Provided ,  however,  That  any  producer 
may  elect  in  lieu  of  such  payment  to  devote  such  diverted  acreage 
to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment, 
a  producer  (other  than  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described 
in  section  105(c)(4)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  a  producer 
of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  described  in  such  section), 
who  participates  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
of  1962  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  a  producer  who 
participates  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
1962  for  barley  must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960. 
The  excess,  if  any,  of  the  acreage  devoted  to  barley  in  1962  on  a 
summer-fallow  farm  as  described  in  section  105(c)(4)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  over  the  average  acreage  devoted  to 
barley  on  such  farm  in  1959  and  1960  shall  be  considered  as 
planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  for  the  purpose  of  deter¬ 
mining  extent  of  participation  and  payments  under  the  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1962  for  corn  and  grain 
sorghums.  Such  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 
insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments 
in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conser¬ 
vation  program  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum 
of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain 
sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to 
twenty  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or 
in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1961  crop  in 
effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1962  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
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between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1961  and  1962  crops 
may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of 
up  to  an  additional  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on 
the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the 
crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional 
acreage  may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 

1961  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payments  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1962  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect 
any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1961  and 

1962  crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley, 
not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the 
acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its 
adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acre¬ 
age.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation 
practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures, 
and  topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in  making 
determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  determina¬ 
tion  of  performance. 

(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry 
out  this  section  16(d).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance 
of  appropriations  therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as 
may  be  ncessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962, 
and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section 
133  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing 
contracts. 

(e)  ( 1 )  For  the  purpose  o  f  promoting  the  conservation  and  economic  use 
of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing  provisions  oi  this 
Act,  except  those  relating  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  com¬ 
mittees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  he  carried  out  during 
such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may  determine,  with  farm  and 
ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for  practices  or  measures  to  be 
carried  out  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used 
in  the  production  of  crops  ( including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and 
clovers,  which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by 
conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for 
the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and 
recreation  resources,  or  for  nonag ricultural  purposes.  Such  agreements 
shall  include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  desir- 
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able  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  may  provide  for  pay¬ 
ments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in 
amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect  the 
interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for  shar¬ 
ing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

(3)  l1  he  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of  agreements  pre¬ 
viously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration 
of  the  program  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

{5)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary,  to  the 
extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
may  provide  in  any  agreement  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an  equal 
period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allotment  history 
applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  any  Federal 
program  under  which  such  history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or 
other  limitation  on  the  production  of  such  crop;  or  ( B )  surrender  of 
any  such  history  and  allotments. 

(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  not  enter 
into  agreements  hereunder  which  would  require  payments,  the  furnishing 
of  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of 
$10,000,000  in  any  calendar  year. 

if)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services ,  facilities  and  author¬ 
ities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  purpose  of  making  dis¬ 
bursements  to  producers  under  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sections 
8  and  16(e)  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  disbursements  shall  be 
made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has  received  funds  to 
cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations  available  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  such  programs. 

(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963,  without  regard  to  provisions 
which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation 
program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall  be  made  to  producers 
who  divert  acreage  from  the  production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley,  respectively,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase 
their  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  desig¬ 
nated  soil  conserving  crops  or  practices  including  summer  fallow  and 
idle  land  by  an  equal  amount:  Provided,  however,  That  any  pro¬ 
ducer  may  elect  in  lieu  of  such  payment  to  devote  such  diverted  acre¬ 
age  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment,  a 
producer  ( other  than  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in 
section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19 49,  or  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  described  in  such  section )  who 
participates  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  of  1963 


54 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  19  62 


for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  jarm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1961,  and  a  producer  who  participates  in  the 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  must 
not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960.  The  excess,  if  any,  of  the 
acreage  devoted  to  barley  in  1963  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  over  the 
average  acreage  devoted  to  barley  on  such  farm  in  1959  and  1960 
shall  be  considered  as  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  extent  of  participation  and  payments  under 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn  and 
grain  sorghums.  Such  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  insects, 
weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or 
in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation  program 
shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the 
crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is  greater. 
Such  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic  county  support  rate 
for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963 
crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from 
the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per 
acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in  kind  only 
may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an  additional 
20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and 
grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Pay¬ 
ments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the  basic 
county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payments 
rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established , 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
or  barley,  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of  the  normal  production 
of  the  acreage  diverted,  from  the  commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its 
adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  cor¬ 
rect  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production,  and  to  give  due  con¬ 
sideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography .  To  the 
extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the 
farm  for  the  1959  avd  1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and,  yields 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance 
of  determination  of  performance. 

(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section 
16(g).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations 
therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
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advance  from,  its  capital  funds  such  sum.s  as  may  be  necessary  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  such  program  during 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may 
be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section  80S  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm  on 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing  contracts. 


THE  BANKHEAD-JONES  FARM  TENANT  ACT 

******* 

Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  develop  a 
program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  including  the  more 
economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retirement  of  lands  which  are  submar¬ 
ginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultivation,  in  order  thereby  to 
correct  maladjustments  in  land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling 
soil  erosion,  reforestation,  enabling  local  public  authorities  to  provide 
public  recreation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish  and 
wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams  and  reser¬ 
voirs,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture,  protecting  the 
watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protecting  the  public  lands[, 
health,  safety,  and  welfare]. 

Sec.  32.  To  effectuate  the  program  provided  for  in  section  31  of 
this  title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized — 

[(a)  to  acquire  by  purchase,  gift,  or  devise,  or  by  transfer 
from  any  agency  of  the  United  States  or  from  any  State,  territory, 
or  political  subdivision,  submarginal  land  and  land  not  primarily 
suitable  for  cultivation,  and  interests  in  and  options  on  such 
land.  Such  property  may  be  acquired  subject  to  any  reserva¬ 
tions,  outstanding  estates,  interests,  easements,  or  other  encum¬ 
brances  which  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  interfere  with 
the  utilization  of  such  property  for  the  purposes  of  this  title ;] 

(b)  to  protect,  improve,  develop,  and  administer  any  property 
so  acquired  and  to  construct  such  structures  thereon  as  may  be 
necessary  to  adapt  it  to  its  most  beneficial  use; 

(c)  to  sell,  exchange,  lease,  or  otherwise  dispose  of,  with  or 
without  a  consideration,  any  property  so  acquired,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  will  best  accomplish  the 
purposes  of  this  title,  but  any  sale,  exchange,  or  grant  shall  be 
made  only  to  public  authorities  and  agencies  and  only  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  property  is  used  for  public  purposes:  Provided, 
however,  That  an  exchange  may  be  made  with  private  owners  and 
with  subdivisions  or  agencies  of  State  governments  in  any  case 
where  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  exchange  would  not  conflict 
with  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  that  the  value  of  the  property 
received  in  exchange  is  substantially  equal  to  that  of  the  property 
conveyed.  The  Secretary  may  recommend  to  the  President 
other  Federal,  State,  or  territorial  agencies  to  administer  such 
property,  together  with  the  conditions  of  use  and  administration 
which  will  best  serve  the  purposes  of  a  land-conservation  and 
land-utilization  program,  and  the  President  is  authorized  to 
transfer  such  property  to  such  agencies; 
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(d)  with  respect  to  any  land,  or  any  interest  therein,  acquired 
by,  or  transferred  to,  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
to  make  dedications  or  grants,  in  his  discretion,  for  any  public 
purpose,  and  to  grant  licenses  and  easements  upon  such  terms  as 
he  deems  reasonable; 

(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  territorial,  and  other 
public  agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  program  of  land  con¬ 
servation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist  in  carrying  out  such  plans 
by  means  of  loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  designated  by 
the  State  legislature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and  in¬ 
vestigations  relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this 
title,  and  to  disseminate  information  concerning  these  activities. 
Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  shall  be  made  only  if  such 
plans  have  been  submitted  and  not  disapproved  within  J+5  days  by 
the  State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  such  plans, 
or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency.  No  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  for  any  single  loan  under  this  subsection  in  excess 
of  $250,000  unless  such  loan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  Loans 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  under  contracts  which  will  pro¬ 
vide,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appro¬ 
priate,  for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with 
interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  its  marketable  public  obliga¬ 
tions  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan 
is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15 
years  from  date  of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and  interest  on 
such  loans  shall  begin  within  5  years; 

(f)  To  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  to 
prevent  trespasses  and  otherwise  regulate  the  use  and  occupancy 
of  property  acquired  by,  or  transferred  to,  the  Secretary  for  the 
purposes  of  this  title,  in  order  to  conserve  and  utilize  it  or  advance 
the  purposes  of  said  sections.  Any  violation  of  such  rules  and 
regulations  shall  be  punished  as  prescribed  in  section  104  of 
Title  18. 


THE  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

ACT 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  to  providing 
Federal  assistance  for  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  that 
local  organizations  shall — - 

(1)  acquire,  or  with  respect  to  interests  in  land  to  be  acquired 
by  condemnation  provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
that  they  will  acquire,  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government, 
such  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  as  will  be  needed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  works  of  improvement  installed  with  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  :  Provided,  That  when  a  local  organization  agrees  to 
operate  and  maintain  any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan 
for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  costs  of 
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(a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired 
by  the  local  organization  for  such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  ( b ) 
minimum  basic  facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access 
to,  and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  purposes:  Pro¬ 
vided  further:  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  participate 
in  recreational  development  in  any  watershed  project  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in  accordance  with 
standards  established  by  him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated 
man-days  of  use  of  the  projected  recreational  development  and  giving 
consideration  to  the  availability  within  the  region  of  existing  water- 
based  outdoor  recreational  developments:  Provided  further,  That 
when  the  Secretary  and  a  local  organization  have  agreed  that  the 
immediate  acquisition  by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements, 
or  rights-of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for  works 
oi  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from  encroachment  by  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  or  other  development,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
authorized  to  advance  to  the  local  organization  from  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  construction  oi  works  oi  improvement  the  amounts  required 
for  the  acquisition  oi  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of-way ;  and, 
except  where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by  the  Secretary,  such  advance 
shall  be  repaid  by  the  local  organization,  with  interest,  prior  to 
construction  of  the  works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  con¬ 
struction  funds. 

(2)  assume  (A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  [the  direct 
identifiable  benefits]  national  needs  and  assistance  authorized  for 
similiar  purposes  under  other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of 
installing  any  works  of  improvement,  involving  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  ( excluding  engineering  costs),  which  is  applicable  to  the 
agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of 
such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs)  applicable  to 
flood  prevention  and  features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act; 


AGRICULTURE  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE 

ACT  OF  1954 

******* 
TITLE  IV— LONG-TERM  SUPPLY  CONTRACTS 

Sec.  401.  The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  utilize  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  and  the  products  thereof  produced  in  the  United  States 
to  assist  the  economic  development  of  friendly  nations  by  providing 
long-term  credit  for  purchases  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
for  domestic  consumption  during  periods  of  economic  development  so 
that  the  resources  and  manpower  of  such  nations  may  be  utilized  more 
effectively  for  industrial  and  other  domestic  economic  development 
without  jeopardizing  meanwhile  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
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commodities  for  domestic  use.  It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
dollars  through  long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
oj  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities ,  by  agreements  either  with 
Jriendly  nations  or  with  the  private  trade,  thereby  assisting  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  economies  oj  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade: 
Provided,  That  agreements  with  the  private  trade  shall  be  limited  to  the 
purchase  oj  commodities  for  shipment  to  underdeveloped  countries  jor 
consumption  in  the  underdeveloped  countries  to  which  they  are  shipped. 

Sec.  402.  In  furtherance  of  this  purpose,  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  friendly  nations,  including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations,  under  which  the  United 
States  shall  undertake  to  provide  for  delivery  annually  of  certain 
quantities  of  such  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  periods  of 
not  to  exceed  ten  years,  pursuant  to  the  terms  and  conditions  set  out 
in  this  title,  providing  such  commodities  are  in  surplus  at  the  time 
delivery  is  to  be  made.  In  furtherance  oj  the  purpose  oj  maximizing 
dollar  sales  through  the  private  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for  the  delivery  oj 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  over  such  periods  oj  time  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  set  jorth  in  this  title.  Any  agreement  entered  into 
hereunder  with  the  private  trade  shall  provide  jor  the  jurnishing  oj  such 
security  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  oj  payment  o  f  the  amount  due  for  agricultural  comm  odities  sold 
pursuant  to  such  agreement. 

Sec.  403.  Payment  for  such  commodities  shall  be  in  dollars  with 
interest  at  such  rate  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  but  not  more  than 
the  cost  of  the  funds  to  the  United  States  Treasury  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  taking  into  consideration  the  current 
average  market  yields  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  having  maturity  comparable  to  the  maturities  of  loans 
made  by  the  President  under  this  section.  Payment  may  be  made  in 
[approximately  equal]  reasonable  annual  amounts  over  periods  of 
not  to  exceed  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  the  last  delivery  of  com¬ 
modities  in  each  calendar  year  under  the  agreement,  except  that  the 
date  jor  beginning  such  annual  payments  may  be  dej erred  jor  a  period  not 
later  than  two  years  ajter  such  date  oj  last  delivery,  and  interest  shall  be 
computed  from  the  date  of  such  last  delivery. 

Sec.  404.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  endeavor  to  maximize  the  sale  of  United  States 
agricultural  commodities  talcing  such  reasonable  precautions  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  avoid  replacing  any  sales  which  the  Secretary 
finds  and  determines  would  otherwise  be  made  for  cash  dollars. 

Sec.  405.  [In  entering  into  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  shall 
endeavor  to  reach  agreement  with  other  exporting  nations  of  such 
commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis.] 
In  entering  into  agreements  with  jriendly  nations  jor  the  sale  oj  surplus 
agricultural  commodities,  the  President  may,  to  the  extent  deemed  prac¬ 
ticable  and  in  the  best  interests  oj  the  United  States,  permit  other  jriendly 
and  historic  supplying  nations  to  participate  in  supplying  such  commodi¬ 
ties  under  the  sales  agreement  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  those 
applicable  to  the  United  States. 
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Sec.  406.  In  carrying  out  this  title,  the  provisions  of  sections 
101  ( b )  and  (c),  102,  103(a),  106,  107,  and  108  of  this  Act  shall  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  this  title. 


THE  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 


*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called  the 
"Secretary”)  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  available  through 
loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations,  price  support  to  cooperators  for 
any  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  if  producers  have  not 
disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  at  a  level  not  in  excess 
of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  commodity  nor  less  than 
the  level  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  as  follows: 

(a)  For  tobacco  (except  as  otherwise  provided  herein),  corn,  and 
wheat,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  is: 

The  level  of  support  shall  be  not 
less  than  the  following  per¬ 
centage  of  the  parity  price: 


Not  more  than  102 _  90 

More  than  102  but  not  more  than  104 _  89 

More  than  104  but  not  more  than  106 _  88 

More  than  106  but  not  more  than  108 _  87 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  86 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  85 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _  84 

More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  83 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  82 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _  81 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  80 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  79 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  126 _  78 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  128 _  77 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 


*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section— 

******* 

(3)  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of 
a  basic  agricultural  commodity,  except  tobacco,  for  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  50  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  of  such  commodity;  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop  of  tobacco  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers; 

(4)  Repealed. 

(5)  price  support  may  be  made  available  to  noncooperators  at 
such  levels,  not  in  excess  of  the  level  of  price  support  to  coopera¬ 
tors,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  facilitate  the  effective  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  program. 

******* 

(7)  Where  a  State  is  designated  under  section  335(e)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  outside  the 
commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  any  crop  of  wheat,  the 
level  of  price  support  for  wheat  to  cooperators  in  such  State  for 
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such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  75  per  centum  of  the  level  of  price 
support  to  cooperators  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area. 
******* 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  90  per  centum  of  the 
average  price  received  by  farmers  during  the  three  calendar  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing  year 
for  such  crop  begins,  adjusted  to  offset  the  effect  on  such  price  of  any 
abnormal  quantities  of  low-grade  corn  marketed  during  any  of  such 
year:  Provided,  That  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of  corn 
shall  not  be  less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor. 

(b)  Beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain 
sorghums  at  such  level  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  determines  is  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  level 
at  which  price  support  is  made  available  for  corn,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  feeding  value  of  such  commodity  in  relation  to  corn, 
and  the  other  factors  set  forth  in  section  401(b)  hereof. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — - 

(1)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1961  crop  of  corn  shall 
be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  deter¬ 
mine.  Price  support  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  shall  be  made 
available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1961 
acreage  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  of  each  eligible  farm  based 
on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  price  support  on  the  1961  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
any  other  feed  grain  which  he  may  designate,  that  the  producer 
shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1961  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

(3)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1962  crop  of  corn  shall 
be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
termine.  Price  support  for  corn,  grain,  sorghums,  and  barley 
shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production 
of  the  1962  acreage  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each 
eligible  farm  based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  acreage. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support  on  the  1962  crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  that 
the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  19C2  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  (except  in  the  case  of  a  producer 
of  malting  barley  as  hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case 
of  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer -fallow  farm  as  hereinafter 
described)  shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1962  crop  of  barley 
that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  con- 
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servation  program  for  1962  for  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and 
1960:  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1962  for  barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced 
.a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable 
malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1962,  does  not  knowingly  devote 
.an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 
1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
•corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  producer  of  barley  on  a  farm  where  summer 
fallow  is  the  normal  practice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1962  for  barley 
if  he  (i)  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer 
fallow  in  1961  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
under  the  special  1962  wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  in  excess  of  SO  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  corn  shall  be 
established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Price 
support  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available 
on  not  to  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  that  the 
producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1963  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  ( except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of 
malting  barley  as  hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case  of  a 
producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  hereinafter  described) 
shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess 
of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 
The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
support  on  the  1963  crop  of  barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate 
in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly 
devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of 
the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  com  and  grain  sorghums 
in  1959  and  1960:  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley 
shall  be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1963 for  barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced 
« a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 
variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on 
the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  know- 
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ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in 
excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  com  and  grain 
sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided  further ,  That  no  producer 
of  barley  on  a  farm  where  summer  fallow  is  the  normal  practice  shall 
be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963 for  barley  if  he  (i)  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer 
fallow  in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under 
the  special  1963  wheat  program,  and  ( ii )  does  not  knowingly  devote 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  in  excess 
of  80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  com, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

******* 

Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 
beginning  with  the  1963  crop — ■ 

(1 )  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates 
shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or  more  than  90 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section 

w  <!>),. 

(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  wheat  price  support  for 
wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such 
level  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  competitive  roorld  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of  wheat  in 
relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made 
available  for  feed  grains, 

(3)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators; 
and  if  a  commercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  such 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area, 

(4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  marketing 
quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  at  such  level 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  after  consideration  of  the  factors  specified 
in  section  401  ( b ), 

(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  a 
national  marketing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  shall  be  as  provided  in 
section  101,  and 

(6)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a 
“ cooperator ”  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  (. A )  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm  or 
( B )  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he 
has  an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use 
requirements  of  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  If 
marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  '‘cooperator” 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a 
producer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
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excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  ap¬ 
plicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  oj  the  penalty, 
but  the  producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on  such 
marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm 
is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  the 
section  335. 

******* 

Sec.  407.  The  Coinmodit}7-  Credit  Corporation  may  sell  any  farm 
commodity  owned  or  controlled  by  it  at  any  price  not  prohibited  bj^ 
this  section.  In  determining  sales  policies  for  basic  agricultural 
commodities  or  storable  nonbasic  commodities,  the  Corporation 
should  give  consideration  to  the  establishing  of  such  policies  with 
respect  to  prices,  terms,  and  conditions  as  it  determines  will  not  dis¬ 
courage  or  deter  manufacturers,  processors,  and  dealers  from  acquir¬ 
ing  and  carrying  normal  inventories  of  the  commodity  of  the  current 
crop.  The  Corporation  shall  not  sell  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  storable  nonbasic  commodity  at  less  than  5  per  centum 
above  the  current  support  price  for  such  commodity,  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges:  Provided,  That  effective  with  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year  for  the  1961  crop,  the  Corporation  shall  not  sell  any 
upland  or  extra  long  staple  cotton  for  unrestricted  use  at  less  than 
15  per  centum  above  the  curi'ent  support  price  for  cotton  plus  reason¬ 
able  carrying  charges,  except  that  the  Corporation  may,  in  an  orderly 
manner  and  so  as  not  to  affect  market  prices  unduly,  sell  for  unre¬ 
stricted  use  at  the  market  price  at  the  time  of  sale  a  number  of  bales 
of  cotton  equal  to  the  number  of  bales  by  which  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  is  reduced  below  the  estimated 
domestic  consumption  and  exports  for  such  marketing  year  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  342  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  That  if  a  commercial  wheat  marketing 
allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  support  price  for  wheat  shall 
be  the  support  price  for  wheat  accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificate 
and  wheat  sold  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificate.  The 
foregoing  restrictions  shall  not  apply  to  (A)  sales  for  new  or  byproduct 
uses;  (B)  sales  of  peanuts  and  oilseeds  for  the  extraction  of  oil;  (C) 
sales  for  seed  or  feed  if  such  sales  will  not  substantially  impair  any 
price-support  program;  (D)  sales  of  commodities  which  have  sub¬ 
stantially  deteriorated  in  quality  or  as  to  which  there  is  a  danger  of 
loss  or  waste  through  deterioration  or  spoilage;  (E)  sales  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  claims  arising  out  of  contract  or  against 
persons  who  have  committed  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  other 
wrongful  acts  with  respect  to  the  commodity;  (F)  sales  for  export; 
(G)  sales  of  wool;  and  (H)  sales  for  other  than  primary  uses.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  foregoing,  the  Corporation,  on  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  shall  make 
available  any  farm  commodity  or  product  thereof  owned  or  controlled 
by  it  for  use  in  relieving  distress  (1)  in  any  area  in  the  United  States 
declared  by  the  President  to  be  an  acute  distress  area  because  of 
unemployment  or  other  economic  cause  if  the  President  finds  that 
such  use  will  not  displace  or  interfere  with  normal  marketing  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  (2)  in  connection  with  any  major  dis¬ 
aster  determined  by  the  President  to  warrant  assistance  by  the 
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Federal  Government  under  Public  Law  875,  Eighty-first  Congress,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1855)  and  shall  make  feed  owned  or  controlled 
by  it  available  at  any  price  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  current 
support  price  for  such  feed  (or  a  comparable  price  if  there  is  no  current 
support  price)  for  assistance  in  the  preservation  and  maintenance  of 
foundation  herds  of  cattle  (including  producing  dairy  cattle),  sheep, 
and  goats,  and  their  offspring,  in  any  area  of  the  United  States  where, 
because  of  flood,  drought,  fire,  hurricane,  earthquake,  storm,  disease, 
insect  infestation,  or  other  catastrophe  in  such  areas,  the  Secretary 
determines  that  an  emergency  exists  which  warrants  such  assistance, 
such  feed  to  be  made  available  only  to  persons  who  do  not  have,  and 
are  unable  to  obtain  through  normal  channels  of  trade  without  undue 
financial  hardship,  sufficient  feed  for  such  livestock.  Except  on  a 
reimbursable  basis,  the  Corporation  shall  not  bear  any  costs  in  con¬ 
nection  with  making  such  commodity  available  beyond  the  cost  of 
the  commodities  to  the  Corporation  in  store  and  the  handling  and 
transportation  costs  in  making  delivery  of  the  commodity  to  desig¬ 
nated  agencies  at  one  or  more  central  locations  in  each  State.  Nor 
shall  the  foregoing  restrictions  apply  to  sales  of  commodities  the 
disposition  of  which  is  desirable  in  the  interest  of  the  effective  and 
efficient  conduct  of  the  Corporation's  operations  because  of  the  small 
quantities  involved,  or  because  of  age,  location  or  questionable  con¬ 
tinued  storability,  but  such  sales  shall  be  offset  by  such  purchases  of 
commodities  as  the  Corporation  determines  are  necessary  to  prevent 
such  sales  from  substantially  impairing  any  price-support  program, 
but  in  no  event  shall  the  purchase  price  exceed  the  then  current 
support  price  for  such  commodities.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
sales  for  export  shall  not  only  include  sales  made  on  condition  that  the 
identical  commodities  sold  be  exported,  but  shall  also  include  sales 
made  on  condition  that  commodities  of  the  same  kind  and  of  com¬ 
parable  value  or  quantity  be  exported,  either  in  raw  or  processed  form. 


AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 


******* 


Sec.  301.  *  *  * 
(b)  *  *  * 


f. 


(13)  [(A)  “Normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of  corn 
or  wheat,  shall  be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  corn  or  wheat  for 
the  county  during  the  ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  or 
the  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  corn,  immediately  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined,  adjusted  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions  and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  for  trends 
in  yields.  Such  normal  yield  per  acre  for  any  county  need  be 
redetermined  only  when  the  actual  average  yield  for  the  ten 
calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  or  the  five  calendar  years  in 
the  case  of  corn,  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  such  yield  is  being  reconsidered  differs  by  at  least  5  per 
centum  from  the  actual  average  yield  for  the  ten  years  in  the 
case  of  wheat,  or  the  5  years  in  the  case  of  corn,  upon  which  the 
existing  normal  yield  per  acre  for  the  county  was  based. 3 
(D)  “Normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of  rice  and  wheat, 
shall  be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  rice  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be, 
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for  the  county  during  the  five  calendar  years  immediately  preceding 
the  year  for  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined,  adjusted  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  yields.  If  for  any  such 
year  data  are  not  available,  or  there  is  no  actual  yield,  an  appraised 
yield  for  such  year,  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  taking  into  consideration  the  yields  obtained  in 
surrounding  counties  during  such  year  and  the  yield  in  years  for  which 
data  are  available,  shall  be  used  as  the  actual  yield  for  such  year. 

(E)  “Normal  yield”  for  any  farm,  in  the  case  of  rice  and  wheat,  shall 
be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  rice  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the 
farm  during  the  five  calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  year 
for  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined,  adjusted  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  yields.  If  for  any  such  year  the 
data  are  not  available  or  there  is  no  actual  yield,  then  the  normal  yield 
for  the  farm  shall  be  appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  taking  into  consideration  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  trends  in  yields,  the  normal  yield  for  the  county,  the  yields 
obtained  on  adjacent  farms  during  such  year  and  the  yield  in  years  for 
which  data  are  available. 

(F)  In  applying  subparagraphs  (D)  and  (E),  if  on  account  of 
drought,  flood,  insect  pests,  plant  disease,  or  other  uncontrollable 
natural  cause,  the  yield  for  any  year  of  such  five-year  period  is  less 
than  75  per  centum  of  the  average,  75  per  centum  of  such  average  shall 
be  substituted  therefor  in  calculating  the  normal  yield  per  acre.  If, 
on  account  of  abnormally  favorable  weather  conditions,  the  yield  for 
any  year  of  such  five-year  period  is  in  excess  of  125  per  centum  of  the 
average,  125  per  centum  of  such  average  shall  be  substituted  therefor 
in  calculating  the  normal  yield  per  acre. 

(G)  “Normal  yield”  for  any  farm,  in  the  case  of  corn,  [wheat,] 
cotton,  or  peanuts,  shall  be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  corn,  [wheat,] 
cotton,  or  peanuts,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the  farm,  adjusted  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions  [and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in 
the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields],  during  the 
[ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and]  five  calendar  years 
[in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,]  immediately  preceding  the 
year  in  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined.  If  for  any  suck  year 
the  data  are  not  available  or  there  is  no  actual  yield,  then  the  normal 
yield  for  the  farm  shall  be  appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
of  the  Secretary,  taking  into  consideration  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  the  normal  yield  for  the  county,  and  the  yield  in  years  for  which 
data  are  available. 

******* 
Part  III — Marketing  Quotas — Wheat 

LEGISLATIVE  FINDINGS 

Sec.  331.  Wheat  is  a  basic  source  of  food  for  the  Nation,  is  pro¬ 
duced  throughout  the  United  States  by  more  than  a  million  farmers, 
is  sold  on  the  country-wide  market  and,  as  wheat  or  flour,  flows 
almost  entirely  through  instrumentalities  of  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  from  producers  to  consumers. 

Abnormally  excessive  and  abnormally  deficient  supplies  of  wheat 
on  the  country- wide  market  acutely  and  directly  affect,  burden,  and 
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obstruct  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Abnormally  excessive 
supplies  overtax  the  facilities  of  interstate  and  foreign  transporta¬ 
tion,  congest  terminal  markets  and  milling  centers  in  the  flow  of 
wheat  from  producers  to  consumers,  depress  the  price  of  wheat  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  and  otherwise  disrupt  the  orderly 
marketing  of  such  commodity  in  such  commerce.  Abnormally  defi¬ 
cient  supplies  result  in  an  inadequate  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  with  consequent  injurious  effects 
to  the  instrumentalities  of  such  commerce  and  with  excessive  increases 
in  the  prices  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce. 

It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  general  welfare  that  interstate  and  for¬ 
eign  commerce  in  wheat  and  its  products  be  protected  from  such 
burdensome  surpluses  and  distressing  shortages,  and  that  a  supply 
of  wheat  be  maintained  which  is  adequate  to  meet  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  and  export  requirements  in  years  of  drought,  flood,  and  other 
adverse  conditions  as  well  as  in  years  of  plenty,  and  that  the  soil 
resources  of  the  Nation  be  not  wasted  in  the  production  of  such| 
burdensome  surpluses.  Such  surpluses  result  in  disastrously  low 
prices  of  wheat  and  other  grains  to  wheat  producers,  destroy  the 
purchasing  power  of  grain  producers  for  industrial  products,  and 
reduce  the  value  of  the  agricultural  assets  supporting  the  national 
credit  structure.  Such  shortages  of  wheat  result  in  unreasonably 
high  prices  of  flour  and  bread  to  consumers  and  loss  of  market  out¬ 
lets  by  wheat  producers. 

The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  marketing  of  wheat 
are  such  that,  without  Federal  assistance,  farmers,  individually  or 
in  cooperation,  cannot  effectively  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  sur¬ 
pluses  and  shortages  and  the  burdens  on  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  resulting  therefrom,  maintain  normal  supplies  of  wheat,  or  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  orderly  marketing  thereof  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce. 

[The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative  plan  to  wheat 
producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  surpluses  and 
shortages  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide 
for  the  maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  and  provide 
for  an  adequate  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and  for¬ 
eign  commerce.  The  provisions  hereof  for  regulation  of  marketings! 
by  producers  of  wheat  whenever  an  abnormally  excessive  supply  of 
such  commodity  exists  are  necessary  in  order  to  maintain  an  orderly 
flow  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  under  such  condi¬ 
tions.] 

Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat  is  an  addition 
to  the  total  supply  of  wheat  and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  wheat  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circumstances,  wheat  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered  in  the  same  manner  as 
mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to  the  production  of 
commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply 
if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden, 
obstruct,  and  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such  commodities  in 
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interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in  the  supply  of  a  com¬ 
modity  could  create  a  sufficient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such 
commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the 
supply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the  price  of  the 
commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and,  also,  could  overtax 
the  handling,  processing,  and  transportation  facilities  through  which  the 
flow  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed. 
Such  adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could  further 
result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the  succeeding  year,  caus¬ 
ing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  such  year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent 
acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply 
if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage. 

The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative  plan  to  wheat 
producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  surpluses  and 
shortages  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an 
adequate  and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and 
consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
from  adversely  affecting  other  commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce. 


[proclamations  of  supplies  and  allotments] 

NATIONAL  MARKETING  QUOTA 

Sec.  332.  [N  ot  later  than  May  15  of  each  calendar  year  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  ascertain  and  proclaim  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  produced  in  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year.] 

(a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year  beginning 
in  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing 
quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in  effect  for  such  marketing 
year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing  year  or  the  following  two 
marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such  proc¬ 
lamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

( b )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been  proclaimed  for 
any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  the  amount 
of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than 
January  1  or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  an  amount 
of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such 
marketing  year  for  human  consumption  in  the  United  States  as  food, 
food  products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  (ii)  will 
be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United  States  for  seed,  {Hi) 
will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  ( iv ) 
as  the  avergae  amount  which  was  utilized  as  livestock  {including  poultry) 
feed  in  the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less  {A)  an 
amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of  wheat  into  the  United 
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States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  ( B )  ij  the  stocks  oj  wheat  owned 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  excessive,  an  amount  oj  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a 
desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the 
policy  oj  the  Act:  Provided,  That  ij  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total 
stocks  oj  wheat  in  the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing 
quota  otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover:  And 
provided  jurther,  That  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  jor  any 
marketing  year  shall  be  not  less  than  one  billion  bushels. 

(c)  Ij,  ajter  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat 
for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that,  because 
oj  a  national  emergency  or  because  oj  a  material  increase  in  the  demand 
for  wheat,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the 
amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation  to 
be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet 
such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand  jor  wheat.  Ij,  on  the  basis 
oj  such  investigation,  the  Secretary  jinds  that  such  action  is  necessary, 
he  shall  immediately  proclaim  such  jinding  and  the  amount  oj  any  such 
increase  jound  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 
marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case  any 
national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allotments 
established  under  this  part  by  a  unijorm  percentage. 

NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

Sec.  333.  [The  national  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  be  that  acreage  which  the  Secretary  determines  will,  on  the 
basis  of  the  national  average  yield  for  wheat,  produce  an  amount 
thereof  adequate,  together  with  the  estimated  carry-over  at  the 
beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop  and  imports,  to  make 
available  a  supply  for  such  marketing  year  equal  to  a  normal  year’s 
domestic  consumption  and  exports  plus  30  per  centum  thereof.  The 
national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  for  any  year  shall  be  not  less 
than  fifty-five  million  acres.]  Whenever  the  amount  oj  the  national 
marketing  quota  jor  wheat  is  proclaimed  jor  any  marketing  year,  the 
Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  national  acreage  allotment 
jor  the  crop  oj  wheat  planted  jor  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  oj  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  jor  any  crop  o  f  wheat  shall  be  the  number  oj  acres  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  on  the  basis  oj  expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings 
oj  jarm  acreage  allotments  will,  together  with  ( 1 )  the  expected  production 
on  the  increases  in  acreage  allotments  jor  jarms  based  upon  small-jarm 
base  acreages  pursuant  to  section  355,  and  ( 2 )  the  expected  production 
on  increased  acreages  resulting  jrom  the  small-jarm  exemption  pursuant 
to  section  335,  make  available  a  supply  oj  wheat  equal  to  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  jor  such  marketing  year. 

APPORTIONMENT  OF  NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

Sec.  334.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  re¬ 
serve  of  not  to  exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as 
provided  in  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
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among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  seeded  for  the 
production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
determined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under 
previous  agricultural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with 
adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  acre¬ 
age  during  such  period:  Provided,  That  in  establishing  State  acreage 
allotments  the  acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  plus  the 
acreage  diverted  for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  for  any  farm  on 
which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to 
the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty  shall  be  the  base  acreage  of 
wheat  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  for  determining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such 
year,  but  if  any  part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later 
depleted  and  penalty  becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  State  wheat  acreage  allotments  sub- 

1  sequent  to  such  depletion  the  seeded  plus  diverted  acreage  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  for  the  year  in  which  the  excess  was  produced  shall  be 
reduced  to  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  year.  The 
reserve  acreage  set  aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary 
shall  be  used  to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the 
county  allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional  allotment 
because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas  coming  into  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  ending  with  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(b)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
the  counties  in  the  State,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage,  seeded  for  the 
production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
determined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under 
previous  agricultural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with 
adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  trends  in  acreage 

.  during  such  period  and  for  the  promotion  of  soil-conservation  practice: 

f  Provided,  That  in  establishing  county  acreage  allotments  the  acreage 
seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  plus  the  acreage  diverted  for  1959 
and  any  subsequent  year  for  any  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount 
of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  penalty  shall  be  the  base  acreage  of  wheat  determined 
for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  for  deter¬ 
mining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such  year,  but  if  any  part 
of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later  depleted  and  penalty  becomes 
due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  county 
acreage  allotments  subsequent  to  such  depletion  the  seeded  plus  di¬ 
verted  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm  for  the  year  in  which  the  excess 
was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
for  such  year. 

(c) (1)  The  allotment  to  the  county  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary  through  the  local  committees,  among  the  farms  within  the 
county  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat,  tillable  acres,  crop- 
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rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography.  Not  more  than  3 
per  centum  of  the  State  allotment  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on 
which  wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three  marketing 
years  immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allot¬ 
ment  is  made.  For  the  purpose  of  establishing  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments— (i)  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  1958  shall  be  the 
base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by 
the  Secretary  for  determining  1958  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments; 
(ii)  if  subsequent  to  the  determination  of  such  base  acreage  the  1958 
wheat  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  is  increased  through  administra¬ 
tive,  review,  or  court  proceedings,  the  1958  farm  base  acreage  shall  be 
increased  in  the  same  proportion;  and  (iii)  the  past  acreage  of  wheat 
for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  shall  be  the  wheat  acreage  on  the 
farm  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment, 
plus,  in  the  case  of  any  farm  which  is  in  compliance  with  its  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment,  the  acreage  diverted  under  such  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  programs:  Provided ,  That  for  1959  and  subsequent  years  in 
the  case  of  any  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty, 
the  past  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  year  in  which  such  farm  marketing 
excess  is  so  delivered  or  stored  shall  be  the  farm  base  acreage  of  wheat 
determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  determining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such  year, 
but  if  any  part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later  depleted  and 
penalty  becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  subsequent  to  such  deple¬ 
tion  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm  for  the  year  in  which  the 
excess  was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  year. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each  old  or  new 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  as  determined  on 
the  basis  of  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million 
acres  shall  be  reduced  by  10  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of 
farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  have  been  mailed 
to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2), 
new  notices  showing  the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed  to  farm 
operators  as  soon  as  practicable. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  this  section, 
any  farm — 

(1)  to  which  a  wheat  marketing  quota  is  applicable;  and 

(2)  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  exceeds  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment;  and 

(3)  on  which  the  marketing  excess  is  zero 

shall  be  regarded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm 
marketing  excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  penalty.  This  subsection  shall  be  applicable  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  acreage  seeded  and  diverted  and  the  past  acreage  of  wheat 
for  1959  and  subsequent  years  in  the  apportionment  of  allotments 
beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat.  For  the  purpose  of  clause 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  a  farm  with  respect  to  which  an  exemption 
has  been  granted  under  section  335(f)  for  any  year  shall  not  be 
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regarded  as  a  farm  to  which  a  wheat  marketing  quota  is  applicable 
for  such  year,  even  though  such  exemption  should  become  null  and 
void  because  of  a  violation  of  the  conditions  of  the  exemption. 

(e)  If,  with  respect  to  [any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops]  the 
1962  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  of  farms  producing  durum  wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for 
the  production  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  durum  wheat  to  satisfy  the 
demands  therefor  (but  not  including  export  demand  involving  a  sub¬ 
sidy  by,  or  a  loss  to,  the  Federal  Government),  he  shall  increase  the 
farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  of  wheat 
for  farms  located  in  counties  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  South  Dakota,  and  California,  designated  by  the  Secretary 
as  counties  which  (1)  are  capable  of  producing  durum  wheat  (class 
II),  and  (2)  have  produced  such  wheat  for  commercial  food  products 
during  one  or  more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  crop  is  harvested.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the 
percentage  factor  by  which  the  average  acreage  of  durum  wheat  (class 
II)  produced  during  the  last  two-year  period  for  which  statistics  are 
available  (excluding  any  increases  in  durum  wheat  acreage  as  a  result 
of  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection) 
must  be  increased  to  satisfy  such  demand.  The  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  farm  established  for  such  crop  without  regard  to  this 
subsection,  after  reduction  in  the  case  of  the  1962  crop  as  required  by 
section  334(c)(2),  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  'original  allotment’) 
shall  be  increased  by  an  acreage  computed  by  multiplying  the  average 
acreage  of  durum  wheat  (class  II)  on  the  farm  during  such  two-j7ear 
period  (excluding  any  increase  in  the  acreage  of  durum  wheat  as  a 
result  of  an  increase  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  subsection)  by  such  percentage  factor:  Provided, 
That  such  increased  allotment  shall  not  exceed  the  cropland  on  the 
farm  well  suited  to  wheat.  The  increase  in  the  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  farm  shall  be  conditioned  upon  the  production  of  an 
acreage  of  durum  wheat  (class  II)  at  least  equal  to  the  average  acre¬ 
age  of  such  wheat  produced  during  such  two-year  period  plus  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  allotment  is  increased.  Any  increases 
in  wheat  acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in 
addition  to  the  National,  State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments, 
and  such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State 
county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and 
section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage 
amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  estab¬ 
lished  without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased  allot¬ 
ment  under  this  subsection.  As  used  in  this  subsection  the  term 
'durum  wheat’  means  durum  wheat  (class  II)  other  than  the  varieties 
known  as  ‘Golden  Ball’  and  ‘Peliss’.  Any  farm  receiving  an  in¬ 
creased  allotment  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  required  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support,  or  permitted,  to  participate 
in  the  special  1962  wheat  program  formulated  under  section  124  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961.  The  Secretary  shall  give  growers  and 
millers  of  durum  wheat  and  manufacturers  of  semolina  products  an 
opportunity  to  present  their  views  and  recommendations,  prior  to 
making  any  determination  hereunder.” 
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(f)  Any  part  of  any  1955,  1956,  or  1957  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  on  which  wheat  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily 
surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from  the  allot¬ 
ment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county  commit¬ 
tee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the 
basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat  tillable  acres,  crop  rotation  practices, 
type  of  soil,  and  topography.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  volun¬ 
tarily  surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the  county  committee 
may  surrender  the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be  used 
for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State  acreage  reserve  under  subsection 
(c)  of  this  action.  Any  allotment  transferred  under  this  provision 
shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
as  having  been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  transferred  rather 
than  on  the  farm  to  which  transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not 
operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  was  transferred 
eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having  wheat  planted  thereon  during  the 
three-year  base  period:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other  | 
provisions  of  law,  any  part  of  any  1955,  1956,  or  1957  farm  acreage  ^ 
allotment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the  county 
committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm,  and  reappor¬ 
tioned  as  provided  herein.  Acreage  surrendered,  reapportioned 
under  this  subsection,  and  planted  shall  be  credited  to  the  State  and 
county  in  determining  future  acreage  allotments. 

[(g)  If  the  county  committee  determines  that  any  producer  is  pre¬ 
vented  from  seeding  wheat  for  harvest  as  grain  in  his  usual  planting 
season  because  of  unfavorable  weather  conditions,  and  the  operator 
of  the  farm  notifies  the  county  committee  not  later  than  December  1 
in  any  area  where  only  winter  wheat  is  grown,  or  June  1  in  the  spring 
wheat  area  (including  an  area  where  both  spring  and  winter  wheat 
are  grown),  that  he  does  not  intend  to  seed  his  full  wheat  allotment 
for  the  crop  year  because  of  the  unfavorable  weather  conditions,  the 
entire  farm  wheat  allotment  for  such  year  shall  be  regarded  as  wheat 
acreage  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
acreage  allotments:  Provided,  That  if  any  producer  on  a  farm  obtains 
a  reduction  in  the  storage  amount  of  any  previous  crop  of  wheat  by 
reason  of  underplanting  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  i 
1340(6)),  or  by  reason  of  producing  less  than  the  normal  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  pursuant  to  section  326(b)  of 
this  Act,  this  provision  may  not  be  made  applicable  to  such  farm  with 
respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  the  farm  acreage  allotment  was 
established.] 

[(h)]  ( g )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  acreage  in 
the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  seeded  to  wheat  for  harvest  as 
grain  in  1958  or  thereafter  in  excess  of  acreage  allotments  shall  be 
considered  in  establishing  future  State  and  county  acreage  allotments 
except  as  prescribed  in  the  provisos  to  the  first  sentence  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b),  respectively,  of  this  section.  The  planting  on  a  farm  in 
the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  of  wheat  of  the  1958  or  any 
subsequent  crop  for  which  no  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  was 
established  shall  not  make  the  farm  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  an 
old  farm  pursuant  to  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  nor  shall  such  farm  by  reason  of  such  planting  be  considered 
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ineligible  for  an  allotment  as  a  new  farm  under  the  second  sentence 
of  such  subsection. 

[(i)]  (A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act  the 
Secretary  shall  increase  the  acreage  allotments  for  the  1958  through 
1963  crops  of  wheat  for  farms  in  the  irrigable  portion  of  the  area  known 
as  the  Tulelake  division  of  the  Klamath  project  of  California  located 
in  Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties,  California,  as  defined  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  area.  The  increase  for  the  area  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  determined  by  adding  to  the  total  allotments  established 
for  farms  in  the  area  for  the  particular  crop  without  regard  to  this 
subsection,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  original  allotments,  an  acre¬ 
age  sufficient  to  make  available  for  each  such  crop  a  total  allotment 
of  eight  thousand  acres  for  the  area.  The  additional  allotments  made 
available  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State 
and  county  allotments  otherwise  established  under  this  Act,  but  the 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  pursuant  to  such  increased  allotments  shall 
be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
acreage  allotments.  The  Secretar}^  shall  apportion  the  additional 
allotment  acreage  made  available  under  this  subsection  between 
Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  for 
additional  allotments  for  the  portion  of  the  area  in  each  county. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  allot  such  additional  acreage  to  individual 
farms  in  the  area  for  which  an  application  for  an  increased  acreage 
is  made  on  the  basis  of  tillable  acres,  crop  rotation  practices,  type 
of  soil  and  topography,  and  taking  into  account  the  original  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  farm,  if  any.  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  wheat  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  any  farm 
for  any  year  for  which  such  farm  receives  an  additional  allotment 
under  this  subsection;  and  no  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  in  such 
year  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support.  The  increase  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  under  this  subsection  shall  be  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  the  production  of  durum  wheat  (class  11)  on  such  in¬ 
creased  acreage.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section  839  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment  under  this 
subsection.  Any  provision  of  law  providing  for  a  general  reduction 
in  farm  acreage  allotments,  or  for  an  acreage  diversion  program, 
for  the  1962  [or  1963]  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  construed  to  apply 
to  farms  for  which  acreage  allotments  are  increased  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  hereof  unless  such  provision  of  law  is  made  applicable  specif¬ 
ically  to  such  farms. 

(i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any  kind  of  wheat  are  inadequate 
to  provide  for  the  production  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of 
wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for 
such  crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Secretary 
as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of  producing  such  kind  of  wheat,  and 
(; 2 )  has  produced  such  kind  of  wheat  for  commercial  food  products  during 
one  or  more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  percentage 
as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity.  No  increase  shall 
be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any 
farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other  than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted 
on  such  farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments 
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authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State, 
and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  such  increases  shall  not  be 
considered  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  allotments. 
The  provisions  of  paragraph  ( 6 )  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  134-0(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating 
to  the  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not 
to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection.  The  land-use  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an 
increased  allotment  under  this  subsection  and  the  producers  on  such 
farms  shall  not  be  required  to  comply  with  such  provision  as  a  condition 
of  eligibility  for  price  support. 

COMMERCIAL  AREA 

Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in  order  to 
promote  efficient  administration  of  this  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  for  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so  designated, 
acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in  such  State.  Acreage 
allotments  in  any  State  shall  not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such  desig¬ 
nation} 

[marketing  quotas 

[Sec.  335.  (a)  Whenever  in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines— 

[(1)  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  year 
beginning  in  such  calendar  year  will  exceed  the  normal  supply 
for  such  marketing  year  by  more  than  20  per  centum;  or 

[(2)  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  year  end¬ 
ing  in  such  calendar  year  is  not  less  than  the  normal  supply  for 
the  marketing  year  so  ending,  and  that  the  average  farm  price 
for  wheat  for  three  successive  months  of  the  marketing  year  so 
ending  does  not  exceed  66  per  centum  of  parity, 
the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  May  15  of  such  calendar  year, 
proclaim  such  fact  and,  during  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1 
of  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year  and  continuing  throughout  such 
marketing  year,  a  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect  with 
respect  to  the  marketing  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that 
the  wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year. 

[(b)  The  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall 
be  equal  to  the  normal  year’s  domestic  consumption  and  exports  plus 
30  per  centum  thereof,  less  the  sum  of  (1)  the  estimated  carry-over 
of  wheat  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  the  quota  is  proclaimed  and  (2)  the  estimated  amount  of  wheat 
which  will  be  used  on  farms  as  seed  or  livestock  feed  during  the 
marketing  year. 


1  Compare  with  section  335(e)  of  existing  law. 
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[(c)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  farm  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equal  to  the  sum  of — 

[(1)  A  number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  greater,  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment;  and 

[(2)  A  number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  amount,  or  part  thereof, 
of  wheat  from  any  previous  crop  which  the  farmer  has  on  hand 
which,  had  such  amount,  or  part  thereof,  been  marketed  during 
the  preceding  marketing  year  in  addition  to  the  wheat  actually 
marketed  during  such  preceding  marketing  year,  could  have  been 
marketed  without  penalty. 

[(3)  Any  farmer  who  does  not  market  wheat  in  excess  of  the 
normal  production  or  the  actual  production,  whichever  is  the 
greater,  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  not  be  subject  to 
penalty  under  the  provisions  of  section  339.  Any  farmer  who 
stores,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  of  wheat  which  is  less  than  the  amount  subject  to  penalty, 
shall  be  presumed  to  have  marketed  the  amount  of  such  wheat 
subject  to  penalty  which  is  not  so  stored. 

(d)  Repealed  August  8,  1961. 

[(e)  If,  for  any  marketing  year,  the  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
for  any  State  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in 
order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this  Act  and  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area  for  such  marketing  year.  No  farm  marketing 
quota  or  acreage  allotment  with  respect  to  wheat  under  this  title 
shall  be  applicable  in  such  marketing  year  to  any  farm  in  any  State 
so  designated;  and  no  acreage  allotment  in  any  other  State  shall  be 
increased  by  reason  of  such  designation.  Notice  of  any  such  designa¬ 
tion  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

[(f)  The  Secretary,  upon  application  made  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  shall  exempt  producers  from  any  obligation  under 
this  Act  to  pay  the  penalty  on,  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  or  store  the 
farm  marketing  excess  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
harvested  in  1958  or  any  subsequent  year  on  the  following  conditions: 

[(1)  That  the  total  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed 
30  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  this  condition  shall  not  apply 
to  farms  operated  by  and  as  part  of  State  or  county  institutions 
or  religious  or  eleemosynary  institutions; 

[(2)  That  none  of  such  crop  of  wheat  is  removed  from  such 
farm  except  to  be  processed  for  use  as  human  food  or  livestock 
feed  on  such  farm  and  none  of  such  crop  is  sold  or  exchanged 
for  goods  or  services; 

[(3)  That  such  entire  crop  of  wheat  is  used  on  such  farm  for 
seed,  human  food,  or  feed  for  livestock,  including  poultry,  owned 
by  any  such  producer,  or  a  subsequent  owner  or  operator  of  the 
farm;  and 

[(4)  That  such  producers  and  their  successors  comply  with 
all  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  compliance  with  the  foregoing  conditions. 

Failure  to  comply  with  any  of  the  foregoing  conditions  shall  cause  the 
exemption  to  become  immediately  null  and  void  unless  such  failure  is 
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due  to  circumstances  byond  the  control  of  such  producers  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary.  In  the  event  an  exemption  becomes  null  and 
void  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  become  applicable  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  such  exemption  had  not  been  granted.  No  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  a  crop 
covered  by  an  exemption  hereunder  shall  be  considered  in  determining 
any  subsequent  wheat  acreage  allotment  or  marketing  quota  for  such 
farm  and  the  estimated  production  from  such  excess  acreage  shall  not 
be  included  in  total  supply  and  normal  supply  in  the  determination  of 
future  marketing  quotas  and  level  of  price  support.  No  producer 
exempted  under  this  section  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum 
under  section  336  with  respect  to  the  next  subsequent  crop  of  wheat.] 

SMALL  FARM  EXEMPTION 

Sec.  385.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oj  this  part,  no  jarm 
marketing  quota  jor  any  crop  oj  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  jarm 
with  a  jarm  acreage  allotment  oj  less  than  fijteen  acres  ij  the  acreage  oj  | 
such  crop  oj  wheat  does  not  exceed  the  small-jarm  base  acreage  determined 
for  the  jarm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  jorm  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to  the  jarm  acreage 
allotment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small-jarm  base  acreage  for  a 
farm  shall  be  the  smaller  o  f  ( A )  the  average  acreage  oj  the  crops  oj  wheat 
planted  jor  harvest  in  the  three  years  in  which  the  acreage  was  highest 
during  the  five-year  period  1957-61,  or  such  later  five-year  period  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secret-ary  to  be  representative,  with  adjustments  jor  abnormal 
weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  jarm  and 
such  other  jactors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should  be  considered  for 
the  purpose  oj  establishing  a  jair  and  equitable  small-jarm  base  acreage, 
or  (B)  fijteen  acres.  The  acreage  allotment  jor  any  jarm  shall  be  the 
larger  oj  ( 1 )  the  small-jarm  base  acreage  determined  on  the  basis  of  the 
jive-year  period  1957-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which 
the  national  acreage  allotment  jor  the  crop  is  reduced  below  fijty-five 
million  acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment  determined  without  regard  to 
(1)  above.  Ij  the  operator  oj  any  such  jarm  jails  to  make  such  election 
with  respect  to  any  crop  oj  wheat,  (i)  jor  the  purposes  oj  Public  Law  7 j, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  the  jarm  acreage 
allotment  jor  such  crop  oj  wheat  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  larger  oj  (A)  the  \ 
small-jarm  base  acreage  or  ( B )  the  acreage  allotm  ent  jor  the  jarm,  (ii)  the 
land-use  provisions  oj  section  339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  jarm, 
(Hi)  such  crop  oj  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  jor  price  support,  and  (iv) 
wheat  marketing  certificates  applicable  to  such  crop  shall  not  be  issued 
with  respect  to  the  jarm.  The  additional  acreage  required  to  provide 
acreage  allotments  jor  jarms  based  upon  small-jarm  base  acreages  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  National,  State,  and  county  acreage 
allotments. 

REFERENDUM 

Sec.  336.  [Between  the  date  of  the  issuance  of  any  proclamation 
of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25,  the  Secretary 
shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  who  will  be 
subject  to  the  quota  specified  therein  to  determine  whether  such 
farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota,  the  Secretary 
shall,  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota,  by  proclamation 
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suspend  the  operation  of  the  national  marketing  quotas  with  respect 
to  wheat.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  hereof,  the  referen¬ 
dum  with  respect  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  the 
marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  may  be  conducted  not  later 
than  August  26,  1961.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  hereof, 
farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess  of  13.5  acres  of  wheat  in  at 
least  one  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961  shall  not  be  entitled  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1962.]  If  a  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  pro¬ 
claimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proc¬ 
lamation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a  referendum,  by 
secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they  favor  or  oppose  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any 
producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any 
referendum  held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  that  a  producer  who  has 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not  be  eligible  to 
vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant  to  section  835  to  be  subject 
to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of 
any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such 
referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one-third  of 
the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with 
respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year 
following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting  in  a  ref¬ 
erendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing 
years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of 
such  period. 

[adjustment  and  suspension  of  quota 

[Sec.  337.  (a)  If  the  total  supply  as  proclaimed  by  the  Secretary 
within  forty-five  days  after  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  is 
less  than  that  specified  in  the  proclamation  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  335(a),  then  the  national  marketing  quota  specified  in  the 
proclamation  under  such  section  shall  be  increased  accordingly. 

[(b)  Whenever  it  shall  appear  from  either  the  July  or  the  August 
production  estimates,  officially  published  b}7-  the  Division  of  Crop 
and  Livestock  Estimates  of  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  of 
the  Department,  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  as  of  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  year  was  less  than  a  normal  year’s  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  exports  plus  30  per  centum  thereof,  the  Secretary  shall 
nroclaim  such  fact  prior  to  July  20,  or  August  20,  as  the  case  may  be, 
if  farm  marketing  quotas  have  been  announced  with  respect  to  the 
crop  grown  in  such  calendar  year.  Thereupon  such  quotas  shall  be¬ 
come  ineffective.] 

transfer  of  quotas 

Sec.  338.  Farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  shall  not  be  trans¬ 
ferable,  but,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  such  purpose,  any  farm  marketing  quota  in  excess  of  the 
supply  of  wheat  for  such  farm  for  any  marketing  year  may  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  other  farms  on  which  the  acreage  allotment  has  not  been 
exceeded. 
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LAND  USE 

Sec.  389.  (a)  ( 1 )  During  any  year  in  which  marketing  quotas  jor 
wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm  ( except  a  new  farm  receiv¬ 
ing  an  allotment  from  the  reserve  for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is 
produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any  marketing 
quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  provided  in  this  subsection 
unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in 
surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or 
( 2 )  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an 
agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (6)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  shall  be 
an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by 
dividing  the  number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
reduced  below  fifty  five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres  in  the  national 
acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of  any  crop  subject  to  penalty 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the 
penalty  on  such  crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the 
producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to 
marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  persons  liable 
for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be 
liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from 
the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

(8)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on  any  farm  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  in  the  previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such 
requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

( b )  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
with  respect  to  the  1968,  196 j,  and  1965  crops  of  wheat  under  which, 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate 
on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted,  taking  into  account  the 
income  objectives  of  the  Act,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section.  The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any  farm  to  divert 
from  the  production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in  addition  io  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat:  Provided,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm 
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may,  at  their  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted 
on  the  farm,  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program  shall  require  ( 1 )  that  the 
diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the 
Secretary;  (2)  that  the  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  excluding 
the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  and  acreage  diverted  under  section 
16(g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  shall  be  not 
less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  affecting  production,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  prac¬ 
tices  on  the  farm,  (Hi)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
(iv)  unusually  higher  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  conserving 
uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary  determines  should  be 
considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil- 
conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer  shall  not 
knowingly  exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any  com¬ 
modity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by 
regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acreage  allotments  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a  share:  Provided,  That  no  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  post¬ 
pone  payment  of  the  penalty:  And  provided  further ,  That  no  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop 
under  section  335.  The  producers  on  a  new  farm  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of 
payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis. 
Payments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account 
of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  land-use  program 
formulated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to  producers  under 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the 
production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  other 
annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax, 
when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any 
such  crop  shall  be  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the 
production  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment 
exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be 
made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically 
provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  section. 
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(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such  regulations  as 
may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

( h )  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize  its 
capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  payments 
authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary 
in  carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period  ending  June  SO,  1963. 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

(i)  Notwithstanding  a.ny  other  provision  of  law,  performance  rendered 
in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an  authorized  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Secretary  may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
this  section,  or  of  section  12 J+  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat. 
297-298),  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such 
action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in  order  to 
provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

*  ****** 

GENERAL  ADJUSTMENT  OF  QUOTAS 

Sec.  371.  (a)  If  at  any  time  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe 
that  in  the  case  of  [com,  wheat,]  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  tobacco  the 
operation  of  farm  marketing  quotas  in  effect  will  cause  the  amount  of 
such  commodity  which  is  free  of  marketing  restrictions  to  be  less  than 
the  normal  supply  for  the  marketing  year  for  the  commodity  then 
current,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made  with 
respect  thereto.  In  the  course  of  such  investigation  due  notice  and 
opportunity  for  hearing  shall  be  given  to  interested  persons.  If  upon 
the  basis  of  such  investigation  the  Secretary  finds  the  existence  of 
such  fact,  he  shall  proclaim  the  same  forthwith.  He  shall  also  in  such 
proclamation  specify  such  increase  in,  or  termination  of,  existing 
quotas  as  he  finds,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  is  necessary  to 
make  the  amount  of  such  commodity  which  is  free  of  marketing 
restrictions  equal  the  normal  supply. 

(b)  hf  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  na¬ 
tional  emergency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  export  demand, 
[any  national  acreage  allotment  for  com  or]  any  national  marketing 
quota  or  acreage  allotment  for  [wheat,]  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  to¬ 
bacco  should  be  increased  or  terminated,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  to  determine  whether  the  increase  or  termina¬ 
tion  is  necessary  [in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy  of  this  Act  or] 
to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  export  demand.  If,  on  the  basis 
of  such  investigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  increase  or  termi¬ 
nation  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately  proclaim  such  finding  (and 
if  he  finds  an  increase  is  necessary,  the  amount  of  the  increase  found 
by  him  to  be  necessary)  and  thereupon  such  quota  or  allotment  shall 
be  increased,  or  shall  terminate,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(c)  In  case  any  national  marketing  quota  or  acreage  allotment  for 
any  commodity  is  increased  under  this  section,  each  farm  marketing 
quota  or  acreage  allotment  for  the  commodity  shall  be  increased  in  the 
same  ratio. 
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Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 


LEGISLATIVE  FINDINGS 

Sec.  87 '9a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the  great 
export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and  its  production  for  domestic 
consumption  and  for  export  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound 
national  economy  and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat 
from  producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any  of  the 
products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 
Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to  producers  impair  their  purchasing 
power  for  nonagricultural  products  and,  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious 
disparity  with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assistance,  producers 
cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low  prices  for  wheat.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat  producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to 
regulate  the  price  of  wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the 
manner  provided  in  this  subtitle. 


I) 


WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION 


Sec.  879b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing  quota 
is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year  for  the  1968 
crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided 
in  this  subtitle.  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  ( 1 )  the  wheat 
marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall  be  the  amount  of  wheat 
which  wall  be  used  during  such  year  for  human  consumption  in  the 
United  States,  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat,  and,  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will 
be  exported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof  during  the  marketing 
year  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that  marketing  certificates  shall 
be  issued  to  producers  in  order  to  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the 
price  and  income  objectives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national  alloca¬ 
tion  percentage  which  shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota.  Each  farm  shall 
receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  marketing  year  equal  to 
the  number  of  bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in 
|\/ie  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for 
' ' the  farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multiplying  the  resulting 
number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation  percentage.  If  a  noncom¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  any  marketing  year, 
farms  in  such  area  shall  be  given  wheat  marketing  allocations  which  are 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the 
wheat  marketing  allocation  given  producers  in  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area. 

MARKETING  CERTIFICATES 

Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing 
allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on 
any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 


82 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  19  62 


to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal  to  the  value 
of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing  certificates  issued  with  respect 
to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm 
wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  marketing  year  begins  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
for  the  farm,  plus  ( ii )  the  amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a 
marketing  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduction.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat 
crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

(6)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat  marketing  certificates 
with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  is  assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which, 
the  farm  has  not  complied,  with  the  land-use  requirements  of  section  339 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  which,  except  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage 
allotment,  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  inter¬ 
est,  as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on 
any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
for  such  crop  under  section  335. 

( c )  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  any 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  for  such 
marketing  year  the  face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The 
face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount 
by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  certificates 
exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates 
( noncertificate  wheat). 

(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall  be  represented  by 
such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts,  certifications,  or 
other  statements  or  forms  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

MARKETING  RESTRICTIONS 

Sec.  379d.  ( a )  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquiring  marketing 
certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued,  unless 
such  certificates  are  acquired  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such 
producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable  only  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any  unused  certificates 
held  by  persons  other  than  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are 
issued  shall  be  purchased  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  certificates  not 
accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  ihe  Secretary  determines  that  it 
would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to  require  the  producer  to  transfer 
his  certificates  only  in  connection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

(b)  Curing  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  processing  of 
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wheat  into  food  products  composed  wholly  or  partly  oj  wheat  shall ,  prior 
to  marketing  any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States, 
acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  of 
wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and  (ii)  all  persons  exporting  wheat  or 
food  products  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall  prior  to  such 
export  acquire  export  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  so  exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover  only 
sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used  to  cover  a  sale  or  export 
of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of  wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall  be  disposed 
of  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment  for  such  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  as  may  be  required,  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  any  person  required  to  have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to 
market  or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  mat  ket  any  such  com¬ 
modity  without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certificates. 

iff)  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  food  products’  means  any  product 
to  be  used  for  human  consumption,  including  beverage. 

ASSISTANCE  IN  PURCHASE  AND  SALE  OF  MARKETING  CERTIFICATES 

Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing  certificates  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the 
Corporation  to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  cer¬ 
tificates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to  charge,  in  addition  to  the 
face  value  thereof,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  appro¬ 
priate  to  cover  estimated  administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the  pur¬ 
chase  and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  interest  incurred  on  funds 
of  the  Corporation  invested  in  certificates  purchased  by  it. 

CONVERSION  FACTORS 

Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion  factors  which  shall 
be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in  any  food  product. 
The  conversion  factor  for  any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined  upon 
the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 

AUTHORITY  TO  FACILITATE  TRANSITION 

Sec.  37 9g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such  action  as  he  de¬ 
termines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from  the  program 
currently  in  effect  to  the  program  provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to.  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of  the 
wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of  trade  on  the 
effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle  from  the  marketing  re¬ 
strictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  37 9d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons 
owning  such  wheat  or  food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine.  Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 
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REPORTS  AND  RECORDS 

I 'Sec .  S79h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  warehousemen,  processors  of 
wheat,  warehousemen  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  flour,  and  all  persons 
purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certificates. 
Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to  time  on  request  of  the  Secretary,  re¬ 
port  to  the  Secretary  such  information  and  keep  such  records  as  the 
Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such  records 
shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  For  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of  any  report  made  or  record 
kept,  or  of  obtaining  information  required  to  be  furnished  in  any  report, 
but  not  so  furnished,  the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such 
books,  papers,  records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  documents, 
and  memorandums  as  he  has  reason  to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within 
the  control  of  such  person. 

PENALTIES 

Sec.  37 9i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who 
participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  subsection 

(b)  of  section  37 9d  of  this  Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum 
equal  to  two  times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in 
such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  action 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

( b )  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer,  who 
violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation 
of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  mraketing  certificates  or  who  fails 
to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be 
subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000  for  each  violation. 

(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer,  knowingly  violates 
or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition, 
disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any 
report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall,  (i)  forfeit 
any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in  part  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the  farm  or  farms  and  for  the 
marketing  year  with  respect  to  which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed, 
or  (ii) ,  if  such  marketing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the 
Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of  such  certificates, 
or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Such  determination 
by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates 
to  be  forfeited  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into 
consideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act  or  default  committed 
and  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  default. 

(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters,  forges,  or  counter¬ 
feits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  intent  possesses, 
transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely  made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or 
counterfeited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and 
upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $10,000 
or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or  both. 
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REGULATIONS 

Sec.  S79j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  including  but  not 
limited  to  regulations  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling 
of  marketing  certificates. 

******* 
Subtitle  — Rice  Certificates 

LEGISLATIVE  FINDINGS 

Sec.  380a.  to  Sec.  380p.  Applicable  only  to  1956,  1957  and  1958 
crops  of  rice. 

Subtitle  [E]E — Miscellaneous  Provisions  and  Appropriations 
******* 

FINALITY  OF  FARMERS’  PAYMENTS  AND  LOANS 

Sec.  385.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Act  payment,  parity  payment,  payment  under  section  839  loan, 
or  price  support  operation,  or  the  amount  thereof,  when  officially 
determined  in  conformity  with  the  applicable  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  or  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive  and  shall  not  be  reviewable  by  any  other  officer 
or  agency  of  the  Government.  In  case  any  person  who  is  entitled 
to  any  such  payment  dies,  becomes  incompetent,  or  disappears  be¬ 
fore  receiving  such  payment,  or  is  succeeded  by  another  who  renders 
or  completes  the  required  performance,  the  payment  shall,  without 
regard  to  any  other  provisions  of  law,  be  made  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  determine  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  and  provided  by  regulations. 

Sec.  386.  The  provisions  of  section  3741  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(U.S.C.,  1934  edition,  title  41,  sec.  22)  and  sections  114  and  115  of 
the  Criminal  Code  of  the  United  States  (U.S.C.,  1934  edition,  title 
18,  secs.  204  and  205)  [now  18  U.S.C.  431  and  432]  shall  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  loans  or  payments  made  under  this  Act  (except  under  sec¬ 
tion  383(a)). 

PUBLIC  LAW  74,  77TH  CONGRESS 

That  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) — 
[(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat.  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for 
any  crop  of  corn  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  corn  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage 
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planted  to  corn  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  corn. 

[The  normal  production,  or  the  actual  production,  whichever 
is  the  smaller,  of  such  excess  acreage  is  hereinafter  called  the 
“farm  marketing  excess”  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution,  “actual  production”  of  any 
number  of  acres  of  corn  or  wheat  on  a  farm  means  the  actual 
average  yield  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the  farm 
times  such  number  of  acres.] 

(1)  The  jar m  marketing  quota  jor  any  crop  oj  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  oj  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  oj  wheat  on  the 
jarm  less  the  jarm  marketing  excess.  The  jarm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  oj  wheat  per 
acre  established  jor  the  jarm  multiplied  by  the  number  oj  acres  oj  such 
crop  oj  wheat  on  the  jarm  in  excess  oj  the  jarm  acreage  allotment  jor 
such  crop  unless  the  producer ,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 

to  the  satisjaction  oj  the  Secretary  the  actual  production  oj  such  crop  £ 
oj  wheat  on  the  jarm.  Ij  such  actual  production  is  so  established,  ^ 
the  jarm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual 
production  oj  the  number  oj  acres  oj  wheat  on  the  jarm  in  excess  oj 
the  jarm  acreage  allotment  jor  such  crop.  In  determining  the  jarm 
marketing  quota  and  jarm  marketing  excess,  any  acreage  oj  wheat 
remaining  ajter  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  jor  the  disposal 
oj  excess  acres  oj  wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage  oj  wheat  on  the 
jarm,  and  the  production  thereoj  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  accurate  esti¬ 
mate  oj  such  production.  Any  acreage  oj  wheat  disposed  oj  in 
accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretaty  shall  be  excluded  in  determining 
the  jarm  marketing  quota  and  jarm  marketing  excess.  Selj-seeded 
(■ volunteer )  wheat  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  acreage  oj 
wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect 
with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is  marketed 
prior  to  the  beginning  oj  such  marketing  year. 

(2)  [During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in  effect, 
the  producer  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  4 
excess  of  corn  and  wheat.  The  rate  of  the  penalty  on  wheat  ™ 
shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat 
as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.] 
Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  with  respect  to  any 
crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty 
on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to 
65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each  producer 
having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a 
farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess. 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  [corn  and]  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  commodity  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normaljproduc- 
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tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  Where,  upon  the  application  of  the 
producer  for  an  adjustment  of  penalty  or  of  storage,  it  is  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  the  actual  production 
of  the  excess  acreage  is  less  than  twice  the  normal  production 
thereof,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  as  computed  upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal  production 
and  as  computed  upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be 
returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer.  The  Secretary  shall  issue 
regulations  under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  the  com¬ 
modity  for  the  farm  may  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon 
failure  to  store  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary  the  farm  marketing 
excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  [corn  or]  wheat  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  in  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce. 

(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 
any  crop  of  [corn  or]  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  [com  or]  wheat 
[,  as  the  case  may  be,]  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent 
crop  oj  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has 
an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States 
for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

(5)  The  penalty  upon  [corn  or]  wheat  stored  shall  be  paid  by 
the  producer  at  the  time,  and  to  the  extent,  of  any  depletion  in 
the  amount  of  the  commodity  so  stored,  except  depletion  re¬ 
sulting  from  some  cause  beyond  the  control  of  the  producer. 

(6)  Whenever  the  planted  acreage  of  the  then  current  crop 
of  [corn  or]  wheat  on  any  farm  is  less  than  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  commodity,  the  total  amount  of  the  commodity 
from  any  previous  crops  required  to  be  stored  in  order  to  post¬ 
pone  or  avoid  payment  of  penalty  shall  be  reduced  by  that  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  normal  production  of  the  number  of  acres 
by  which  the  farm  acreage  allotment  exceeds  the  planted  acreage. 
The  provisions  of  section  326  (b)  and  (c)  of  the  Act  shall  be 
applicable  also  the  wheat. 

[(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  of 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a 
farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the 
smaller  of  (1)  13.5  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  actually 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar 
years  1959,  1960,  or  1961.] 

[(8)]  (7)  Until  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  [com  or]  wheat 
[,  as  the  case  may  be,]  is  stored  or  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or 
the  penalty  thereon  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  the  commodity  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  farm  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person 
within  the  United  States  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  resolution.  Such  penalty  shall  be 
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paid  by  the  buyer,  who  may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to  the 
penalty  from  the  price  paid  to  the  producer.  If  the  buyer  fails  to 
collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share  in 
the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty. 

[(9)]  (#)  (Not  applicable  to  wheat.) 

[(10)]  (9)  (Applicable  only  through  the  1946  crop.) 

[(H)]  (10)  The  provisions  of  this  resolution  are  amendatory 
of  and  supplementary  to  the  Act,  and  all  provisions  of  law  appli¬ 
cable  in  respect  of  marketing  quotas  and  loans  under  such  Act 
as  so  amended  and  supplemented  shall  be  applicable,  but  nothing 
in  this  resolution  shall  be  construed  to  amend  or  repeal  section 
301(b)(6),  323(b),  or  335(d)  of  the  Act. 

[(12)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  foregoing  provisions,  the 
farm  marketing  excess  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  any  farm  shall 
not  be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production  of 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  exceeds  the  normal  production 
of  the  farm  wheat-acreage  allotment,  if  the  producer  establishes 
such  actual  production  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary. 
Where  a  downward  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  is  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  as  computed  upon  the  farm  marketing  excess  before  such 
adjustment  and  as  computed  upon  the  adjusted  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer.] 

(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the 
penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the 
penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in  effect  for  any 
marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wheat 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing 
year.  Such  termination  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him. 

THE  CONSOLIDATED  FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

ACT  OF  1961 

Subtitle  A — Real  Estate  Loans 

Sec.  304.  Loans  may  also  be  made  or  insured  under  the  subtitle 
to  any  farmowners  or  tenants  without  regard  to  the  requirements  of 
section  302  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  for  the  purposes  only  if  land  and  water 
development,  use  and  conservation,  including  recreational  uses  and 
facilities. 

******* 

Sec.  306.  (a)  The  Secretary  also  is  authorized  to  make  or  insure 
loans  to  associations,  including  corporations  not  operated  for  profit 
and  public  and  quasi-public  agencies,  to  provide  for  the  application 
or  establishment  of  soil  conservation  practices,  shifts  in  land  use 
including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities,  the  conservation, 
development,  use,  and  control  of  water  and  the  installation  or  im- 
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provement  of  drainage  or  sewer  facilities,  all  primarily  for  serving 
farmers,  ranchers,  farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  and  rural  residents, 
and  to  furnish  financial  assistance  or  other  aid  in  planning  projects 
for  such  purposes.  No  such  loans  shall  be  made  or  insured  which 
would  cause  an  association’s  unpaid  principal  indebtedness  under  this 
section  and  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  to  exceed  $500,000 
in  the  case  of  direct  loans  and  $1,000,000  in  the  case  of  insured  loans 
at  any  one  time. 


******  * 


D 


> 


Sec.  309.  (a)  The  fund  established  pursuant  to  section  11(a)  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  shall  hereafter  be 
called  the  Agricultural  Credit  Insurance  Fund  and  is  hereinafter  in 
this  subtitle  referred  to  as  the  “fund”.  The  fund  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  as  a  revolving  fund  for  the  discharge  of  the  obligations  of  the 
Secretary  under  agreements  insuring  loans  under  this  subtitle  and 
loans  and  mortgages  insured  under  prior  authority. 

(b)  Moneys  in  the  fund  not  needed  for  current  operations  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  the 
fund  or  invested  in  direct  obligations  of  the  United  States  or  obliga¬ 
tions  guaranteed  by  the  United  States.  The  Secretary  may  purchase 
with  money  in  the  fund  any  notes  issued  by  the  Secretary  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  for  the 
fund. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  and  issue  notes  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  necessary 
for  discharging  obligations  under  this  section  and  for  authorized 
expenditures  out  of  the  fund.  Such  notes  shall  be  in  such  form  and 
denominations  and  have  such  maturities  and  be  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at  a 
rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  taking  into  consideration 
the  current  average  market  yield  of  outstanding  marketable  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  having  maturities  comparable  to  the  notes 
issued  by  the  Secretary  under  this  subtitle.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes  of  the 
Secretary  issued  hereunder,  and,  for  that  purpose,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  any  securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act,  as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which  such  securities  may  be 
issued  under  such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to  include  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  notes  issued  by  the  Secretary.  All  redemptions,  purchases, 
and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such  notes  shall  be 
treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  Notes  and  security  acquired  by  the  Secretary  in  connection 
with  loans  insured  under  this  subtitle  and  under  prior  authority  shall 
become  a  part  of  the  fund.  Notes  may  be  held  in  the  fund  and 
collected  in  accordance  with  their  terms  or  may  be  sold  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  with  or  without  agreements  for  insurance  thereof  at  the  balance 
due  thereon,  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  may  determine 
from  time  to  time.  All  net  proceeds  from  such  collections,  including 
sales  of  notes  or  property,  shall  be  deposited  in  and  become  a  part 
of  the  fund. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  deposit  in  the  fund  such  portion  of  the 
charge  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  at  least 
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equal  to  a  rate  of  one-half  of  1  per  centum  per  annum  on  the  out¬ 
standing  principal  obligations  and  the  remainder  of  such  charge  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  to  be  transferred  annually  and  become  merged  with 
any  appropriation  for  administrative  expenses. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  utilize  the  fund — - 

(1)  to  make  loans  which  could  be  insured  under  this  subtitle 
whenever  the  Secretary  has  reasonable  assurance  that  they  can 
be  sold  without  undue  delay,  and  may  sell  and  insure  such  loans. 
The  aggregate  of  the  principal  of  such  loans  made  and  not 
disposed  of  shall  not  exceed  [$10,000,000]  $25 ,000 ,000  at  any 
one  time. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Subtitle  B — -Operating  Loans 
*  *****  * 

Sec.  312.  Loans  may  be  made  under  this  subtitle  for  (1)  paying 
costs  incident  to  reorganizing  the  farming  system  for  more  profitable! 
operation,  (2)  purchasing  livestock,  poultry,  and  farm  equipment, 
(3)  pm-chasing  feed,  seed,  fertilizer,  insecticides,  and  farm  supplies 
and  to  meet  other  essential  farm  operating  expenses  including  cash 
rent,  (4)  financing  land  and  water  development,  use,  and  conservation 
including  recreational  uses  and  facilities,  (5)  refinancing  existing 
indebtedness,  (G)  other  farm  and  home  needs  including  but  not  limited 
to  family  subsistence,  and  (7)  for  loan  closing  costs. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT  OF  1936 

******* 

Sec.  3.  [(a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  loans  to  the  Administrator,  upon  the  request 
and  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  such  amounts  in  the 
aggregate  for  each  fiscal  year  commencing  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1948,  as  the  Congress  may  from  time  to  time  determine  to 
be  necessary,  either  without  interest  or  at  such  rate  of  interest  per 
annum,  not  in  excess  of  the  rate  provided  for  in  sections  4  and  5  of 
this  Act,  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  determine,  upon  the 
security  of  the  obligations  of  borrowers  from  the  Administratoi! 
appointed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  or  from  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  established  by 
Executive  Order  Numbered  7037.  Interest  rates  on  the  unpaid 
balance  of  any  loans  made  by  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation 
to  the  Administrator  prior  to  July  1,  1947,  shall  be  adjusted  to  the 
interest  rate,  if  any,  established  for  loans  made  after  June  30,  1947,  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  provision:  Provided,  That  such  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  generating  plants,  electric  transmission  and  distribution  lines, 
or  systems  and  for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  improvement,  expan¬ 
sion,  construction,  acquisition,  and  operation  of  facilities  to  render 
telephone  service  shall  be  fully  amortized  over  a  period  not  to  exceed 
thirty-five  years,  and  that  the  maturity  of  such  obligations  incurred 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  wiring  of  premises  and  the  acquisition 
and  installation  of  electrical  and  plumbing  appliances  and  equipment 
shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  assured  life  thereof  and  not  more 
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than  five  years.  The  Administrator  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
all  such  endorsements,  to  execute  all  such  instruments,  and  to  do  all 
such  acts  and  things  as  shall  be  necessary  to  effect  the  valid  transfer 
and  assignment  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  all  such  obliga¬ 
tions,  and  to  execute  such  trust  instruments  as  shall  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  providing  for 
the  holding  in  trust  by  the  Administrator  of  all  such  obligations  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  as  security  for  loans  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  heretofore  made  by  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation 
or  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  All  rights, 
interest,  obligations,  and  duties  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration  arising  out  of  loans  made  or  authorized  to  be  made  to  the 
Administrator  are,  as  of  the  close  of  June  30,  1947,  vested  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury;  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  transfer,  as  of  the  close  of  June  30,  1947, 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  receive  all  loans  outstanding  on  that 
Kdate,  plus  accrued  unpaid  interest,  theretofore  made  to  the  Adminis- 
I  ‘  trator  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  all  notes  and  other  evi¬ 
dences  thereof  and  all  obligations  constituting  the  security  therefor. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  cancel  notes  of  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation,  and  sums  due  and  unpaid  upon  or  in  connection 
with  such  notes  at  the  time  of  such  cancellation,  in  an  amount  equal 
to  the  unpaid  principal  of  the  loans  so  transferred,  plus  accrued  unpaid 
interest  through  June  30,  1947.  Subsequent  to  June  30,  1947,  the 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  shall  make  no  further  loans  or 
[  advances  to  the  Administrator;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed,  in  lieu  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation,  to  lend  or  advance  to  the  Administrator,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (3) (a),  any  unobligated  or  un¬ 
advanced  balances  of  the  sums  which  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  has  theretofore  been  authorized  and  directed  to  lend  to 
I  the  Administrator.  For  the  purpose  of  making  loans  or  advances 
I  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
to  use  as  a  public-debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended, 
I  and  the  purposes  for  which  securities  may  be  issued  under  that  Act 
ftinre  extended  to  include  such  loans  or  advances  to  the  Administrator. 
\* Repayments  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  on  such  loans  or  ad¬ 
vances  shall  be  treated  as  a  public-debt  transaction  of  the  United 
States. 

[(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  the  Congress  may  from  time  to  time  determine  to  be  necessary  for 
.  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  hereinafter  provided. J  ( a )  There  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  as 
the  Congress  may  from  time  to  time  determine  to  be  necessary. 

( b )  When  authorized  by  Congress,  the  Administrator  is  authorized, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  to  make  and  issue  notes 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  in 
such  amounts  as  the  Congress  may  approve  annually  in  appropriation 
Acts  for  making  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act.  Such  notes 
shall  be  in  such  form  and  denominations  and  be  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Administrator  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate 
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fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  not  in  excess  of  the  rate  provided 
for  in  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  , 
authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued 
hereunder ,  and  for  that  purpose  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  author-  . 
ized  to  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as 
amended,  are  extended  to  include  the  purchase  of  notes  issued  by  the 
Administrator .  All  redemptions ,  purchases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  of  such  notes  shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions 
of  the  United  States. 

The  appropriations  for  loans  made  under  the  authority  of  subsection 
(a)  and  funds  obtained  in  accordance  with  the  preceding  paragraph  of 
this  subsection  and  the  unexpended  balances  of  any  funds  available  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  for  loans 
under  this  Act,  including  any  funds  made  available  for  loans  under  the 
item  “Rural  Electrification  Administration” ,  in  the  Department  of* 
Agriculture  appropriation  Acts  current  on  such  date  of  enactment  shallM 
be  merged  into  a  single  account  hereafter  in  this  section  called  the  “loan 
account”.  All  notes,  bonds,  obligations,  and  property,  including  those 
now  held  by  the  Administrator  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  all  collections  therefrom,  made  or  held  under  the  loan  provisions  of 
titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  shall  be  assets  of  said  account. 

The  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  and  all  other  liabilities  against  the  appro¬ 
priations  or  assets  in  the  loan  account  shall  be  liabilities  of  said  account, 
and  all  other  obligations  against  such  appropriations  or  assets  shall  be 
obligations  of  said  account.  Moneys  in  the  loan  account  shall  also  be 
available  for  interest  and  principal  repayments  on  notes  issued  by  the 
Administrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Otherwise,  the  balances 
in  said  account  shall  remain  available  to  the  Administrator  for  loans  under 
titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act  and  for  advances  in  connection  therewith,  except 
that  no  such  loans  shall  be  made  in  any  year  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
previously  authorized  therefor  in  appropriation  Acts  for  such  year  or 
available  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  The  amounts  so 
authorized  for  loans  and  advances  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

(c)  Twenty-five  per  centum  of  the  annual  sums  herein  made  avail-^-, 
able  or  appropriated  for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant  tojyl 
sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be  allotted  yearly  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the 
number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric 
service  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States  not 
then  receiving  such  service:  Provided,  That  if  any  part  of  such  sums 
are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  six  months  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  part  shall  thereafter  be 
available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  without  allotment:  Provided, 
however,  That  not  more  than  25  per  centum  of  said  sums  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.  The  Administra¬ 
tor  shall  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms 
not  then  receiving  such  service. 

(d)  The  remaining  75  per  centum  of  such  annual  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  rural  electrification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in  the 
Territories,  without  allotment  as  hereinabove  provided  in  such 
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amounts  for  each  State  and  Territory  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  may  be  effectively  employed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
and  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 :  Provided,  however,  That 
not  more  than  25  per  centum  of  said  unallotted  annual  sums  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
they  are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall 
be  available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or 
years  without  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than  25 
per  centum  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification  loans  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

[(f)  All  money  representing  payments  of  principal  and  interest  on 
loans  made  by  the  Administrator  shall  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  payment  of  loans  made  to  the  Administrator  by  the  Recon¬ 
struction  Finance  Corporation  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  upon 
the  payment  of  such  loans  all  moneys  representing  payments  of  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest  on  loans  made  by  the  Administrator  shall  be  covered 
'.into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.] 
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AN  ACT 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 


1 

2 

3 

4 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 


tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


That  this  Act  mav  he  cited  as  the  “Food  and 
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4—1 


AITAE  4  A-PJA84MEA4 


Seer  404t  4ke  8ed 
mcnt  Aet  -f49  Stat.-  163)  7  as 
as  Allows-: 


and  Domestie  Allot- 

1 _  id,  T<1  vfli  or 

ry  155  1  til  lilt  1 


•(eH  -{&h 


-(ffy  and  -(g)-  el  section  Ay 

-(3)-  kg  repealing  snk  section  -(a)-  el  section  8-y 
-(3)-  kg  amending  Ike  first  sentence  el  sakseetien 
-(h)-  el  section  8  el  said  Aety  as  amendedy  kg  striking 
eat  tke  language  AAkjeet  to  tke  limitations  preAded  ia 
sakseetien  -(a)-  el  tkis  seetieny  tkA-  and-  inserting  in  ken 
tkcrcol  tke  word  “Tke”:  and 

-(4)-  kg  adding  a  new  sakseetien  at  tke  end  el 
seetien  46  el  said  Aet  A  read  as  fellows-: 


-(e) -(1)  her  tke  purpose  el 
tien  and  economic  ase  el  landy  tke 
te  tke  foregoing  preAsiens  el  tkis  Aety 


1 1\  /  >  ft  AH  oavxt  o 

Ill vJ  t'UllkUl  V  ti 

y  wk-koat  regard 

tl\An  a  i»a1  o  tna  o* 
tllUot"  1  t/ltl  llllH 


£a  tl  )  f\  11HA  a!  ill  A  Cj  f\  T*TT  1  AA  l-<  A  f  ^  4  r>  f/\  Q  yi  {\  1  AAA  1  ft  All!  Ill  1  f-  k  O  Id 

IU  tilt/  Lloti  tit  cll\_’  ul  1  VI  t  v."  o  U1  U  III  IU  cl  11  tl  lUt  cti  v_  v/1 11 1111 L  tt  t'o  j  155 

aatkeriged  te  enter  Ate  agreements^  te  ke  earried  eat  daring 
saek  period  net  te  eneeed  ten  gears  as  ke  mag  determiney 
witk  farm  and  ranek  ewners  and  operators  presiding  fer 
ekanges  m  erepping  sgstems  and  land  as.es  and  fer  praetiees 
er  measares  te  ke  carried  eat  en  aag  lands  owned  er  operated 
kg  them  and  regalarlg  ased  in  tke  production  el  crops  -fin- 
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eluding  ereps  such  as  tame  hayy  allallay  and  eleversy  which 
do  net  require  annual  thlagey  and  including  lands  covered  by 
conservation  fats  caw  contracts  under  subtitle  4>  el  the  Soil 
Bank  Act-)-  lea*  the  purpose  el  conserving  and  developing  seily 
watery  leaefty  and  wildlile  resoureesT  SHeh  agreements  shah 

in^]  n/le  qu  /  -li  1  /  v  i  c<  nvwl  or\i^  i\  i  c?  n  c<  tL  a  ft  olovr^or»*T7'  rn  o  XT' 
xitwlLt ttU  ox  It  IT  tv  i  11  in  at  1  111  w  Ulitli ItvJllo  txn  xllU  t~7x  v  l  vxcli  \  Illcl  V 

deem  desirable  te  effectuate  the  purposes  el  this  subsection 

m^/1  rvmii  xxLiO-5-i4.aJi-i  f/x*»  no  Q  Fi  i  **i  n C1! ijxry  /  \  ivy  o  h i  >1*1  o  1  o 

cMILl  ill J l  j  Ttru  >  .ttx  1 U i  j/ct  >  itixxiTd ^  till*  1  III  lllollllx^  HI  IHctxi_  I  Itllo 

aah  se-rvieesy  anh  ether  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  te  he  lair  and  reasonably  in  eensiheratien  el 
the  obligations  undertaken  hy  the  larm  and  raneh  owners 
and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  hy  the  Secretary* 
Provided?  That  agreements  ler  the  establishment  el  tree 
cover  may  net  provide  ler  annual  payments  with  respeet  te 
sueh  land  ler  a  peried  in  excess  el  hve  yeann 

^-(ff)-  ^ve  agreement  shah  he  entered  inte  under  this  sub- 
seetien  covering  land  with  respeet  te  which  the  ewnership 
has  changed  hr  the  two-  year  period  preceding  the  hrst  year 
el  the  contract  peried  unless  -(a)-  the  new  ewnership  was 
acquired  hy  wih  or  succession  as  a  result  el  the  death  el  the 
previous  owner,  -(h)-  the  land  becomes  a  part  el  an  existing 
larm  er  ranch-,  or  -(e)-  the  land  is  combined  with  ether  land 
as  a  terming  er  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  el  the  program-:-  Pro- 
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vided,  Ti rat  ibis  provision:  shall  not  prohibit  tbe  continuation 
of  an  agreement  by  a  sew  owner  alter  an  agreement  has  enee 
been  entered  into  under  this  subsection-;- 


U 


-f3f  The  Secretary  shad  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  proteet  tbe  interests  el  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  lor  sharing,-  on  a  lair  and  equitable  basis,-  in 
payments  under  this  subsection-: 

“  (4)  Tbe  Secretary  may  agree  to  sueb  modification  ol 
agreements  -previously  entered  into  as  be  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  earry  out  tbe  purposes  ol  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  tbe  praetieal  administration  of  tbe  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

1L(b)-  Tbe  Secretary  shad  issue  sueb  regulations  as  be 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  tbe  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

‘‘-fb)-  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
sueb  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  s 

Sec.  402.  -{a}-  Section  44  of  title  444  of  tbe 
Tones  Tarm  Tenant  Act  -{50  Stab  52b) ,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “ including  tbe  retirement  of  lands 
which  are  submarginnl  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultiva¬ 


tion^  and  by 


d  resources,-  tbe 


phrase  ‘-protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  tbe 
period  at  tbe  end  thereof  and  inserting  ~  but  not  to  buibl 
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strial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or 
enterprises.” 

-(b)-  Section  Ofi  of  title  44b  of  tbe  Bankhcad-doncs  Farm 
Tenant  Act?  as  amended?  is  amended  by  amending  subsection 
-(e)-  thereof  to  read  as  follows : 

“-(c)  to  cooperate  with,  enter  into  agreements  with, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  toy  any  Federal,  State,- 
territorial,  or  any  other  ageney?  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affecting?  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  titley  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities.” 


Seer  40m 


d  of  tbe  Watershed 


Flood  Prevention  Act  -(OS  Stat?  600)-y  as  amended?  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity”  and  inserting  in  fieu  therc- 
ef  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity? 

SeGt  404t  Clause  -(44)-  of  paragraph  d  of  seetion  4  of 
tbe  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  -(OS. 


Statr  666)  y  as  amended?  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-: 

-(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such 
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works  applicable  to  ether  purposes  exeept  Ural  any  pari 
of  Ike  construction  cost  -(including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there 
to  shah  be  borne  by  the  federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  -Acts  Pnovidedj  d-hah  hr  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 


make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  87  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  Industrial 


water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
nO  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cast  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence?  that  sueh  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  the 
eost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure  :-  Provided  further,  That  the  local  or- 

or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  eost  of  sueh  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands :  And 
provided  farther,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  eost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
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anticipated  future  demands  shah  he  repaid  within  the 
life  ef  the  reservoir  structure  hat  in  ne  event  to  exceed 
fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure  Is  first  need  fee 
the  storage  ef  water  fee  we  tee  supply  purpesesT  except 
that  -fh)-  ne  repayment  ef  the  cost  ef  sueh  watee  supply 
storage  fee  antieipated  future  demands  need  he  made 
antd  such  supply  is  fiest  nsedj  and  -ft)-  ne  interest  shah 
he  charged  en  the  eest  ef  saeh  water  supply  storage  fee 
a-mieipated  fntnee  demands  nntil  sneh  supply  is  fiest  used7 
hat  in  ne  ease  shall  the  interest-free  peeied  exceed  ten 
yearsv  The  inteeest  rate  used  fee  parpeses  ef 
the  inteeest  en  the  nnpaid  halanee  shall  he 
in  aeeeedanee  with  the  provisions  ef  section  8A 
fees-  40A  Section  fi  ef  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
-Mood  Prevention  Aet  -ffiS  Statv  ddfify  as  amended?  is 
to  read  as  fehewsa 

T8E0T  A  -ft-)-  At  saeh  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
local  organization  have  agreed  en  a  plan  fee  works 
ef  improvement?  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs?  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  fee  participation  in  carrying  eat  the  works 
ef  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4?  the  local  organiea ■ 
tien  may  secure  engineering  and  ether  services,  including 
the  design?  preparation  ef  contracts  and  specifications,  award- 
ing  ef  contracts?  and  supervision  ef  construction,  in  eennee- 
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tion  with  such  works  el  improvement,  by  retaining  er 
employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory- 
to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  tire  Secretary  to  provide 
sneli  serviees :  Provided,  That  if  tire  ioeai  organization  elects 
to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  tire  Seerc- 
tary  shall  reimburse  tire  local  organization  for  the  costs  of 
swell  engineering  and  other  services  secured  hy  the  local 
organization  as  are  properly  ehargea-ble  to  sneh  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed 
upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifies 
tion  thereof-:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may  ad¬ 
vance  such  amounts  as  may  he  necessary  to  pay  for  sneh 
servieesj  hnt  sneh  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of 
improvement  shall  not  exceed  §  per  centum  of  the  estb 
installation  cost  of  sneh  works. 


— (ft)  Except  as  to  the  h 
meet  on  F cdcral  lands,  the 
or  enter  into  any 
structure. 


of  works  of  h 
shall  not  construct 
for  the  construction  of  any 


—(-3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 
the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  suhwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250^000  of  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty  five  hundred 
aere-feeb  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 
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and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congrc  &  &  tin  tlic 
President? 

(4)  Any  plan  for  works  el  improvement  involving 
an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  el  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  having  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet 
-fa)-  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, ■  -f hf  which  in¬ 
cludes  -Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc 
turesy  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Seer-etar-y  of  the  -Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,-  respectively?  for  his  views 
and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
hhe  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army?  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty 
day  period,  shah  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President? 

‘■-(-5)-  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of 
improvement  under  this  Ad?  the  President  shah  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Ad?  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
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related  work  ef  ether  agencies^  including  the  Department  el 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  el  the  Amp’’ 

Seo.  466t  The  last  previse  el  seetien  7-  el  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Eleed  Prevention  Aet}  68  Statr  666,  as 
amended}  is  amended  te  read  as  follows-?  “Provided  further, 
That  in  eenneetion  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  hy  seetien  46  el  the  Aet  el  Deecmher 
82y  1944  -(68  Stat.  887)-7  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  el  Agriculture  is  authorized  te  prosceutc 
works  el  improvement  ler  the 
utilization  and  disposal  el  water  in  accordance  with  the  pre¬ 
visions  el  seetien  4  el  this  Aet  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto”.- 

TITLE  -II  AGRICUET4D4AL  TRADE 
DE-VELQP-MEET 

8e€t  26E  Title  4E  el  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Aet  el  4964-,-  as  amended,-  is  farther 
amended  as  fellows : 


-(T)-  Seetien  464  is 
thereof  the  following  new 
pose  el  this  title  te 
surplus 


lyvr  o  r\  H  1 11  p  4  4 1  >  mill 
U  V  tttTtTTlTg'  ett  tl  1  v  vllvl 

v?  Tit  is  alse  the  pur- 
and  increase  the  sale  el 
for  dollars  through 


long  term  supply  agreements  and  through  the 
el  eredit  for  the  purchase  el  such  commodities}  hy  agree  - 

or  with  the  private 


meats  either  with  foreign 
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trade;  thereby  assisting  the  development  ef  the  eeen- 
ornics  ef  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  debar  trader 
-f2)-  Section  402-  is  amended — 

-(a-)-  hy  inserting  the  words  mnelnding  financial 
mstitations  aeting  in  behalf  ef  sneh  nations”  after 
the  words  "friendly  nations- ;  and 

-fh-)-  hy  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

411  O*  11  Q\\T  4/vn  Of*  *  ^  -T 1 1  £uxfJl  ABQ 11  Qf\  Till  T*'yl ri C rfl  aI 

Tit  ig  1 1  v  '  >  u  v  lilt!  ItL  •  -111  rill  Lllv  j.  illil'v  U1  iTTu  I'tll  ilUol  Ul 

maximizing  dollar  sales  throagh  the  private  tradeg 

into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  -United  States 
private  trade  ander  which  he  shall  nndertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  sarplas  agriealtaral  eem- 
modities  over  saeh  periods  of  time  and  ander  the 


terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title 


-f3)-  Section  40-3  is 

-faf  hy  deleting  the  words 
cqa-af-  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and 
ing  therefor  the  word  ^treasonable- ;  and 

-(h)-  hy  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement^ 
in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following^  -^except 
that  the  date  for  beginning  saeh  annaal  payments 
may  he  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  saeh  date  of  last  delivery 
-f4)-  Section  40b  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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into  suck  agreements^  44i^  Secretary  may 


i.  ■  I  i  /  « 1 1  /.<  n)  w\/1  if  uvc;  |  /  ti*  |  1  wtii*  Yi  O  vi  ill  l|)n  ciUU^lll 

Mir  IT  l  UlTlllllFttlt  l“T*T  TTTF  ttttTT  J7TT  TTTrl  |7  l t  TTT7TT  ITT  till.  rrJ  l  JJ  jTT  N 

and  assistance  program  kerein  antkermed  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and  equitable  basie-7-- 

-{Sj-  8eeken  40#  Is  amended  ky  inserting  aker  tke 
w< >rd  -'Sections11  4l+e  '-44)4  -fk)-  and  -(c) 

8eOt  -20-2t  Section  440  el  tke  Agrienknral  44  4  191 9, 

I _  1U,  l~n  I'll  VC  >V  1\TT  IHU  Al»f  1  A»  1  n  /  »1  hi  1  1  L,«  /  1  /  i  \ 

lu  1 1 ii  li n  r  ci i in  i mi  u  t* v  Till'l  l  i ill ill  rim i m*  p i  i 


after  Ike  words  '-needy 


Ike  weeds  Avnd  in  non- 


i  ipnfi  f 

T/TTtrtT 

8407  20-3.-  See-ken  008  ef  Ike  Agrieukaral  Trade  4-kwek 
epment  and  Assistance  Act  el  1954,  as  amendedj  is  furtker 
amended  ky  -inserting  after  Ike  words  Areedy  persons11  tke 
words  -and  in  nonprofit  sekeel  kmek  programs— .■ 

8EO7  204t  Section  0  el  Ike  Aet  el  September  tp  4958 
(Puklio  -Law  85— 984)-T  is  amended  by  inserting  alter  tke 
words  '‘needy  persons11  tke  weeds  Amd  in  nenprekt  sekoo-1- 
kmek  programs1--. 

8eOt  205t  Uemmedikes  may  ke  donated  lee  school  lmiek 
programs  entside  tke  United  States  only  it  tke  8eeretary 
receives  assnranee  satisfactory  to  kkn  tkat  tkere  wik  ke 
student  participation  in  tke  financing  el  seek  programs  en  tke 
kasis  el  akdity  to  pay  comparable  4e  tkat  required  in  sekeof- 
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lunch  programs  in  tbe  United  States.  Sueb  programs  shah 
aot-  extend  beyond  June  344?  1964. 

mE  HI  COMMO^I^-Y-  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — G466  Peed  Gumy  Pkoubam 
Sec.  bO-G  Section  444b  of  tbe  Agricultural  Act  ol  4040 
is  amended  by  striking  out  of  subsection  -(of  tbe  figure 
-00”  and  inserting  “SO-’  and  by  striking  ont  the  colon 
and  tbe  proviso  thereof  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  snb- 
seetien  -(ef  tbe  following  new  paragraphs  -fbf  and  -(44)  a 
-(5)  Hie  level  of  price  support  for  tbe  4060  crop  of 
com  shall  be  established  by  tbe  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  6b  per  centum  of  tbe  parity  priee  therefor  as  tbe 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for  com?  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shah  be  made  available  on  not  to  ev¬ 
ened  tbe  normal  production  of  tbe  4066  acreage  of  corn,- 
grain  sorghums,-  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 
average  yield  per  acre  for  tbe  40b0  and  1060  crop  acreage. 

^-(6f  Use  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition;  of  eligi- 
bibty  for  priee  support  on  tbe  1963  erep  of  com-  grain 
sorghums?  and  barley  that  tbe  producer  shah  participate  in 
tbe  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
com?  grain  sorghums?  and  barley  to  tbe  extent  prescribed  by 
tbe  Secretary:-  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malting  barley 


shah  be  required  to  participate  in  such  special  agricultural 
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far  4063  if  such  producer  has  pre¬ 
viously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barlcyj  plants  barley 
only  al  an  acceptable  malting  variety  las  harvest  in  1963; 
dans  nat  knowingly  debate  an  aercagc  an  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  al  440  per  centum  al  tbe  average  acreage 
debated  an  tba  farm  la  barley  in  4000  and  4060y  and 
daes  nat  knowingly  devote  an  aercagc  an  tbe  farm  ta  earn 

■voted  an  tbe  farm  ta  earn  and  grain  sorghums  in  4000 
and  4-0604 

Sec.  3(44  Section  46  al  tbe  Sail  Conservation  and  -Da- 
mcstic  Allotment  Acp  as  amended,-  is  amended  by  adding 
tbe  fallowing  new  sabseetion : 

■  ■  (g)  brat  withstanding  any  atber  provision  al  law — 

-{1 )  4be  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  am 
a  speebd  agricultural  conservation  program  far  49637 
without  regard  ta  provisions  which  wauld  be  applicable 
ta  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program^  under 
which,  subject  ta  sueh  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,-  eenservatien  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  ta  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  ta  producers  who  divert  aercagc  from  the 
production  of  eorn,  grain  sorghums, ■  and  barley  ta  an 
approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  49e0  and  4060  ta  dcsig- 
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»ated  sod-conserving  erops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal  amount :  Provided, 
dhat  the  Secretary  may  permit  sued  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  tbe  production  of  guap  sesame,-  safflower? 
sunflower,  eastor  beans?  other  annual  field  crops  eneept 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available?  and  flax?  wben  sueb  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  tbe  diverted  acreage;,  subject  to  tbe  condi - 
tien  tbat  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  sueb  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by 
tbe  Secretary  te  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  tbe  use  of  sueb  acreage  for  tbe  production  of 
sueb  crops?  but  in  no  event  sbab  tbe  payment  exceed 
one-half  tbe  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
if  sueb  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  usee  and 
no  price  support  sbab  be  made  available  for  tbe  produe- 
tion  of  any  sueb  crop  on  sueb  diverted  acreage?  Sueb 
spoeial  agricultural  conservation  program  sbab  require 
tbe  producer  te  tube  sueb  measures  as  tbe  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  sueb  diverted  acreage  free 
from  inseetsy  weedsy  and  rodents?  bbe  acreage  eligible 


for  payments  m  cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind 
under  sueb  conservation  program  sbab  be  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  tbe  average  acreage  on 
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the  farm  planted  to  eerily  grain  serghums7  and 
in  the  crop  wttK  1959  and  4-960  w  to  twenty  five 

o ~tt r| -» ^  -t -r /-\f<  in  rri-vm ^pi*  Ss '.  w » 1 1  t l n ^ 7 m o ii  k a;  m  aq uli 

ciCrl'oy  \V lliv  lit'  V  L'l  To  yruittt  1  •  1  ’ 1 L  v  it  j'ttTrnTTttn  Til  trctoTT  tTT 

in  kind  at  the  basie  county  support  rate  for5  tbe  1962 
ero-p  in  effect  at  tffe  time  payment  rates  ter  tffe  special 
feed  grain  program  for  4963  are  ostabbshod-;  adjusted 
to  reflect  any  changes  between  tbe  national  support  rates 
for  tbe  1962  ami  4963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount 
of  tbe  eommedbv  not  in  excess  of  45  per  centum  of  tbe 

of  tbe  acreage  diverted  from  tbe  com¬ 
modity  on  tbe  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  tbe  4959  and  4960  crop  acreage:  Payments 
In  kind  only  may  be  made  by  tbe  Secretary  for  tbe 
diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  tbe 
average  acreage  on  tbe  farm  planted  to  eorm  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  and  basley,-  in  tbe  crop  years  4959  and 
49667  Payments  in  kind  on  sueb  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  tbe  basic  county  support  rate  for  tbe 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  tbe  time  payment  rates  for  tbe 
special  feed  grain  program  for  4963  are 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  tbe 
support  rates  for  tbe  4963  and  4963  crops  on  an  amount 
of  tbe  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  tbe 
normal  production  of  tbe  acreage  diverted  bom  tbe  com¬ 
modity  on  tbe  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
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per  aero  for  tke 4950  and  4960  crop  aereager  4ke  Sec¬ 
retary  may  make  sack  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
for  ike  4059  and  1-960  crop  year  a  aa  ke  determines 
necessary  to  correct  lee  aknormal  factors  affecting  pro¬ 
duction,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tlliakle  acreage^ 
(‘■rop  rotation  praetiecs7  type  et  soil^  sod  aaal  water  eon- 
servation  measures,  and  topogcapkyr  ¥ke  Secretary 
may  also  make  suck  adjustments  ia  yields  aa  ke  deter- 
miaes  nceessarv  to  refleet  aay  iaereaaea  ia  yields  since 


tke  4-009  aad  1060  erep  years  aa  tke  re  salt  of  tke  adop¬ 
tion  or  tke  improvement  ef  aa  irrigation  system  if  saek 
improvement  or  adoptioa  ef  seek  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  tke  effective  date  of  tkis  sentence  knt  soek 
adjustment  in  yields  skak  apply  only  to  payments  witk 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  porsnant  to  tke  reqairemeata 
of  section  105 -(e)  -f6)-  of  tke  Agricultural  Act  of  4-940T 
aa  amended.  ¥o  tke  extent  tkat  a  prodaeer  proves  tke 
actual  acreages  aad  yields  for  tke  farm  for  tke  4950  aad 
1060  crop  ycars7  sack  acreages  aad  yields  skak  ke  ased 
ia  making  determaiations-r  4ke  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  aay  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  in  advance  of  determination  of 


Aetwitkstanding  aay  otker  provision  of  tkis  a 
(g)-fl-)7  karley  skak  not  ke  iadaded  ia  tke 
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a  producer  ol  malting  barley  aft  described  m  section 
-J-05-fo)  -f(>)-  oi  the  Agricultural  Act  of  191-9  who  par¬ 
ticipates  only  with  respect  to  com  and  grain  sorghums 
and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  barley  in  excess  of  -id-0  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  4959  and  1-930.- 
(2)  -There  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropri 
ated  sueh  amounts  as  may  he  neeessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  -l-6-(g)  7  Obligations 
may  he  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  sueh  sums  as  may  he 
necessary  to  pay  admhhstrfttivc  expenses  in  connection 
with  sueh  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30y  -1-963 y  and  to  pay  sueh  costs  as  may  he  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  496A 

■“-(3j-  The  Secretary  shall  provide  hy  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  -with  existing  contracts-.- 
Sec 7  303t  -Payments  in  cash  shah  he  made  hy  Commod- 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shah  he  made 
through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
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andy  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawg  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shail,  m  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  hy  the  Socrctacyy  assist  the  producer  in 
tli o  3 ritii  IilC tui ^  c if  sue  h  oertiheatrs  at  saeh  time  and  m  sneb 
maimer  as  the  Secretary  determines  wih  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  4963  authon- 
ieed  hy  this  AeC  4n  the  ease  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its 
reasonable  easts  of  storage  and  other  carrying 
as  determined  hy  the  Secretary,-  for  the 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  he  deducted  from  the  value 

Sk©t  SOIt  ^Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lav- 
the  Secretary  may  place  sueb  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain 
program  for  4963  authorised  hy  this  Act  as  he 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  hy  drought  or 
other  disaster^  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short- 
age  in  the  supply  of  com,  grain  sorghums^  or  harleyr 
SuEHTEE  B - 1963  Wh-EA¥  hnOGKAM 

Sec-  34tb  Section  334-fe)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust 
ment  Act  of  1938,-  as  amended,  is  amended  hy  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  -(3)-  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (3j-  -N notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  kw7  caeh 
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<44  er  new  farm  acreage  allotment  lor  tbe  1903  erep  el 
wheat  as  determined  on  tbe  basis  el  a  minimum  national 
acreage  abetment  ler  fifty  five  miilien  acres  shall  be  reduced 

o  J 

by  40  per  centum. ” 

Sew-  344t  -(a)-  4n  ben  el  Ore  provisions  el  item  -(4-)-  el 
-Public  haw  74;  Scyenty-seyenth  Gengressy  as  amended  -fr 
-T-4S.-Gt  13  l0-(4) )  7  tbe  following  preyisiens  sbab  apply  te 
Ore  4900  erep  el  wheat-? 

^^(4)-  41  a  natienal  marketing  quota  ler  wheat  is  in  effect 
ler  tbe  marketing  yearj  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect  ler  tbe  erep  el  wheat  which  is  nermaby  harvested  in 
yCtll  wlildl  such  marketing  year  begins; 
4he  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  erep  el  wheat  shall  be 
the  aetual  production  el  the  acreage  planted  te  sueh  erep  el 
wheat  en  the  farm  leas  the  farm  marketing  excess;  4be 
farm  marketing  excess  shah  be  an  amount  equal  te  twice  the 
normal  yield  el  wheat  per  acre  established  ler  the  farm  nnih 

f  1 1  \]  wwl  1  \  1 1  r  ninnl  iov  ni  o  /  iiyuj  oi  in1i  fO’ATl  i  vf  wTl)  not  mi  fli  A 

TtT/TTvTt  r y  j  i  up  iiiiiiiUv i  v7x  tin  v"u  in  o iivii  i.  i  u  ii  ui  w  hpii  t  u 1 1  til u 

farm  in  excess  el  the  farm  acreage  abetment  ler  sueh  erep 
lllllcSS  tllC  producer^  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  Ome 


thereby  establishes  te  the  satisfaction  el  the  Secretary  the 
aetual  production  el  sueh  erep  el  wheat  en  the  fame  41  sueh 
aetual  production  is  se  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shad  be  sueh  aetual  production  less  the  actual 
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of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  aere  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm : 
Provided,  hmvever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  net 
he  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production, 
se  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production:  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage 


-(h)-  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  hern  -(2)-  of 
■Public  Paw  74y  Seventy  seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
-fe  P-.tS-.P-.-  1310  (£) ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 
-1-963  crop  shall  be  6b  per  centum  of  the  parity  priee  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  4  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested. 


-(e)-  Pi  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  -(3)-  of  Pubhe  Law 
74?  Seventy-seventh  Congress?  as  amended  -(7  -P.tS.-Ot  4340 
(0) )?  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat-? 

—(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shah  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing?  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shah  be  computed  upon  twice  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  exeess  acreage?  P  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 


computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro- 
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duct, ion  shall  he  returned  to  er  allowed  the 


r  er  ft 


ling  adjustment  made  in  the  amount-  to  he  de¬ 
livered  te  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  te  make  such 
delivcr-w  dhe  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  he 
stored  or  delivered  to  hum  Upon  failure  to  storey  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,-  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  he  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  hy 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  he  paid 
hy  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  he  disposed  of  hy  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 

-fdf  Item  -fef  of  Public  Uaw  -7U  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress?  as  amended  -fT-  U.S.C.  -4340-(-7-)-)  ?  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows-? 

■^-(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  he  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which?  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  hy  the  Secretary.-  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
across  Provided,  hmrvvor,  dhat  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  44)6-2  and  4-963  crops  of  wheat  shall  he  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
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of  -(4)"  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  the  hi| 
number  of  acres  actually  Ranted  to  wheat  on  tire  farm 
for  harvest  m  any  of  the  calendar  years  1-95-9,-  49907  or 
4994d^ 

-fe)-  Section  339  of  the  -Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
■1938,  as  amended-  -(4  l-JAkC.  -1330)  ,■  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  hereof,  farmers  who  have  not  produecd  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  1959,  4990?  or  -1-991  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  duly  47  49933: 

SeCt  312.  Priec  support  for  the  190-3  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  made  available,  as  provided  in  seetien  494  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Aet  of  4949?  as  amended?  except  that  priee  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  eooperators?  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area?  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  eheet  for  the  crop  of  wheat?  wheat  of  such  erop  shall  be 
chgibic  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  prod-ueed  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  929  to  the  extent 
prescribed  bv  the  Seer-etarw 

.  Q  1  Q  (  T I  tx 1  n  yip  /  ^4  inn1  /ill  £  n  v  o  1  n  oil  o  1  fny  f  1 1  /  \ 

KZ?33l7T  did.  \  IV )  TT  HUtl  1\A  l  LliJ^  II  tit  iTclc'  itXt“  TXT  VTX  V  I  t/  it/T  TTTl 

4993  erop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm?  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
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Ike  erepy  m  Ike  commercial  wheat-producing  area-  skak  ke 
entitled  to  payments  determined  a*  provided  in  sokseetien 
-fk)-  open  eompiianee  witk  tke  conditions  kereinafter  pre- 


4+4  Hack  producers  skak  divert  from  tke  prod-action-  of 
wkoat  an  acreage  on  tke  farm  equal  to  ekker  4*4"  kO  per 
centum  of  tke  kigkest  actual  acreage  of  wkeat  planted  on 
tke  farm  for  karvest  m  any  of  tke  years  19597  I960,  or 
4904-:-  Provided-  4k at  sack  acreage  m  eack  of  suck  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres7  or  414"  dO  per  centum  of  tke  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  tke  erop  of  wkeat  wkiek  would  ke  m 
effect  except  for  tke  reduction  tkereuf  as  provided  in  section 
of  tke  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  49fflk 


-f24  Suck  diverted  aereage  skak  ke  devoted  re 
tion  uses  including  summer  fakow7  approved  ky  tke  Scere- 
taiyg  and  suck  measures  skak  ke  taken  as  tke  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  suck  diverted  aereage  free  from 
LH'SCOte'j  Ml )  (1  relents-;  Provided^  4-kat  tke  Secretary 

may  permit  suck  diverted  aereage  to  ke  devoted  to  tke  pro¬ 
duction  of  guay  sesame-  safflower-;  sunflower^  castor  keanu 
and  otker  annual  field  crops  except  takle  vcgetakles  for 
wkiek  price  support  is  not  made  avaiiakkp  and  day  wken 
suck  crops  are  net  in  surplus  supply  and  wik  not  ke  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  ke  grown  on  tke  diverted 
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acreage, 


1b  ike  pr(  >vlsieas  bI  sebseotlea 


ikis  s 


el 


-f6)-  44e  lelal  aereage  el  ereplaak  ee  ike  farm  kevotek 
le  soil-eonscrving  nsesy  leelekleg  samater-lallaw  aak  Ikle 
1iui4,  knl  ex<4eklng  ike  aereage  diverted  as  prevlkck  above 
aak  acreage  diverted  anker  ike  speeinl  program  ler  leek 
graeeg  skall  eel  ke  lees  lime  ike  tetal  average  acreage  el 


ereplaek  4evele4  le  sell 


uscsT 


L'li  |  \  111  W ^ V 
ntlTTltTTT  1 


kklew  ae4  kke  keel  en  ike  farm  le  4944  ae4  49407  Oert-ik- 
oatkm  ky  Ike  producer  vklk  respect  le  seek  acreage  may  ke 

eppAi^f  n/1  nii  f  >\tu1p1  ipp  /  yf  / ./  ii  \  >  jtt  )  j  n  l  t  /  </  v  liiiili  iim  f  /  >va(  >'A|iwf  i  vie  v  .. 

ctv  t't  j/l  t  tl  ttn  tv  1  vt  a  I  r“t~  V7T  wl  I  rprn  l 1  irr  vr  itir  Till  1 1 ti  LJZ,  Ulll^  j/T 

vision;  44e  lelal  average  acreage  devoted  le  sell  conserving 

uipIluIj np>  Biimjxuii!  fo  llnw  o  i  >  fl  i / 11  <  >  In  1  ul  i i  \  1  Q  4  )  o  i  > /l 

ttoCTT^  II I  v  li  l  vlt  1 1 m  1 1 1 1 1 1 1  lti  lrntn  vt  c  1 1  It  I  TTT  7\  HI  I  Ml  ?  ITT  1  »/»_/»'  <  1 1 1  It 

4960,  ska  11  ke  sukjeet  le  adjustment  le  Ike  evtent  Ike  >Soore- 
tarv  determines  annreorlate  lee  abnormal  weatker 


er  etker  faelers 


i  i  r  i  >  1 1 1  i  i  •  1  :  /  .  m 
|  tfttttvTTUl  I  j 


lien  practices  ee  ike  lamp  ekanges  le  ike  eenstilutlen  el  Ike 
fanny  pa-rtlelpnlien  le  elker  4ekeral  farm  programs^  er  le 
give  off  eel  le  ike  previsions  ef  law  relating  le  release  ae4 
rcapportionmcnt  er  preservation  el  kisteryr 

-f4f  41  ike  diversion  el  aereage  Is  make  parse aal  le  Ike 
previsions  el  -f  1 )  (i)  el  tkis  snkscetlon  -(a}v  ike  actual 
aereage  el  wkeal  planted  ee  Ike  farm  ler  karvesl  skall  eel 
execek  90  per  centum  el  ike  klgkest  aeleal  aereage  el  wkeal 
plantek  ee  Ike  farm  ler  karvesl  le  aay  el  Ike  years  1 959T 
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I96O7  er  1964-,-  and  if  the  diversion  el  acreage  is  made  pur- 
siiant  te  die  previsions  el  -(4)-  -f ii)-  el  this  sabscetion  -fa)-? 
die  form  shall  he  hi  compliance  with  die  farm  wheal  acreage 
allotment 


(b)  (1)  Upon 
scribed  hi  subsection  -faf 


witli  die 


pre¬ 


en  die  lane  shall  he 
entitled  te  patients  which  shah  he  made  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  te  4b  per  centum 
el  the  valuer  at  the  estimated  basie  eonnty  support  rate  per 
bushel  ter  -rVnncber  4  wheat  ler  the  eonnty  in  which  the 
tarm  is  considered  as  be-ine  located  ler  the  administration  el 

o 

farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheats  el  the  number  el  bushels 
equal  te  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  el  wheat  ler  the  fare) 7 
multiplied  by  the  number  el  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
deleted  te  caster  beamy  guar7  safflower,  sunflower,  er  ses- 
anay  other  -annual  held  crops  except  table  ■vegetables  ler 
which  price  support  is  net  made  available?  er  deny  payment 
ler  -which  shah  be  computed  in  accordance  wuth  subsection 
-(b)  (4)  el  this  section. 

-(2)-  4he  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields 
for  the  495-9  and  1-960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary 
te  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  product  hup  and  te 
give  due  consideration  te  tillable  acreagcr  crop  rotation  prac- 
tiees7  type  el  soil?  soil  and  water  conservation  measures',  and 
4be  Secretary  may  alse  make  such  adjustments 
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in  yk44s  as  ke  determines  neeessary  to  reflect  any  h 
in  yields  since  Ike  1050  and  4060  crop  years  as  Ike  ccsuk  el 
Ike  adoption  or  Ike  improvement  el  an  irrigation  system  if 
seek  improvement  or  adoption  el  seek  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  Ike  effective  dale  el  tkis  sentence1  ket  seek  ad¬ 
justment  ie  yields  shall  apply  only  te  payments  wkk  respect 
to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  te  tke  requirements  el  section 


334- (-e) -(3)  el  tke 


el  4031k  as 


amended;-  fflo  tke  extent  tkat  a  producer  proves  tke  actual 
yields  lev  tke  farm  for  tke  4050  and  4060  crop  years,  seek 
vields  skall  ke  used  in  making  determinations. 

-{3)-  dke  Secretary  skak  provide  ky  regulations  for  tke 
el  payments  among  producers  on  tke  farm  on  a  fair 
&  basis?  dke  medium  el  payment  skall  ke  de- 
ky  tke  Secretary.-  41  payments  are  made  in  wheat? 
tke  value  el  tke  payments  in  eask  shall  ke  converted  to  wheat 
at  tke  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  ky  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation?  -Wheat  received  as  payment-in  kind 
may  ke  marketed  without  penalty  hut  shall  not  ke  eligible  for 


price  support? 

-(4-)-  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted 
to  castor  beans?  guar?  safflower,  sunflower,  sesame,  other  an¬ 
nual  held  crops,  except  table  vegetables  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available?  or  flax?  in  accordance  with 
tke  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (-2)  of  tkis  section,  shall  be 
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at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  fee  fair  aed  reason¬ 
able  tafeieg  into  consideration  the  use  el  seefe  acreage  lee  the 
predeetiee  el  seefe  ereps-r  P-rovkhd,  That  in  no  event  sfeall 
tfee  payment  exceed  eee-fealf  tfee  rate  which  would  other¬ 
wise  fee  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  le  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  aed  ee  price  support  shall  fee  made  ftvailal.de  lee 
tfee  predeetiee  el  any  seefe  crop  ee  seefe  diverted  aereagcr 

-fc)  (If  feredueers  wire  divert  acreage  ee  tire  farm 
undce  sefeseetiee  faf  wry  divert  additional  acreage  ee  Ifee 
farm  eel  ie  excess  el  Ifee  larger  el  leee  times  Ifee  ameteet 
diverted  eedee  subsection  -{ft)-  ee  seefe  acreage  as  will  bring 
tfee  fetal  acreage  diverted  fe  tee  aereer  j-feoefefevf  dfeat  tfee 
fetal  acreage  diverted  eedee  sefeseetiee  -{ft)-  a-ad  ties  sefe- 
section  fef  sfeall  eef  exceed  tfee  larger  el  -(if  tfee  highest 
actual  acreage  el  wheat  pleated  ee  tfee  fare*  fee  harvest  fee 
any  el  tfee  years  -Hfefefe  -Hfefef  4-9  64,  feet  eet  te  exceed  tee 

n  i  il*/  >  e  /\i»  /  i  i  \  j  1 1  e  eat  O  fOVMl  (Yt '  allot  i  >  un  i  i 

Uv  Ivo  \J1  yll  j~  Cl! tr  \v  nt  at  tlv  1 1  ct^l  (.lllUtillUll  t  • 

-(2-)-  -Payments  sfeall  fee  made  with  respect  te  tfee  acreage 
diverted  eedee  this  sefeseetiee  fef  ie  aeeerdaaee  with  tfee 
terms  aed  eeeditiees  prescribed  ie  sefeseetiee  faf-:-  PVoefefevf 
Pfeat  -(if  feO  per  eeetem  sfeall  fee  sefestiteted  fee  4-fe  per 
eeeteer  ie  computing  tfee  ameeet  el  tfee  payments  -(iif  tfee 
acreage  diverted  eeder  this  sefeseetiee  fef  sfeall  be  added  te 
aed  deeeied  te  fee  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  faf  far 
tfee  purposes  el  paragraphs  f2f  aed  f3f  el  subsection  fafT 
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and  -(hi)-  if  the  divessian  under  snhsectian  -(a)-  is  matte 
pursuant  la  -(-1 )  -(if  of  said  subsection;  the  actual  acreage 
planted  la  wheal  fas  harvest  aa  ihe  lama  shall  he  seduced 
below  life  highest  actual  aeseage  al  wheal  planted  aa  the 
farm  las  harvest  ia  any  al  the  years  1 9a97  496fk  as  1961 T  by 
the  lalal  asaaaal  al  acres  di  vested  sssales  subsection  -(a-f  aad 
lias  subsection  fe-fr  asr  il  the  diversion  aades  suhseetiaa  fuf 
is  made  pursuant  la  -(-l-f-(f-i-)-  al  said  subsection;  the  wheal 

fUO'OO  0-0  nit  f  1  w  >  7  >  \  e  1  >  >  >  I  wi  y/  w  11/1/u  |  y  thp  f  .cvi  »il  1  an  uWHtl  X44. 

(tlTTT  l  II  l  T7TT  l  1 1 V  lit!  Ill  nTTTTTi  t  71  I  IttlllVll  TTT  Tilt”  TTXlTtT  (tlllWtlllT  T7T 

O  J 

aeses  di waled  aades  sahseetiaa  faf  and  this  suhseetion  fef 
helow  which e-ves  al  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 
(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  las  the  esap  al 
wheat,  wh+eh  wauhl  he  ia  effect  eveept  las  the  sedueliaa 
thereal  as  provided  ia  seeliaa  ddd-fe)  -(-3 )  ed  the  Agsi- 
ealtusal  Adjustment  Act  al  +9bS7  as  amended^ 

the  (asm  las  hasvesl  las  any  al  the  veass  1 9597  1960,  as 
496+7  hat  aat  la  exceed  fifteen  oesesr 
fdf  Any  aeseage  divested  Isasa  the  psadaetiaa  al  wheat 
uses  las  which  payment  is  made  males  the 
la  this  seeliaa  shah  he  ia  ad- 


diliaa  la  any  aeseage  diverted  la  eaasesvatiaa  uses  las  wdueb 
payment  is  made  under  say  athes  bedesal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shah  net  preclude  the  making  al  east- 


ol  inyni iv 

eTtltrrrrrg' 


Is  aades  the  agricultural  eaasesvatiaa  psa- 
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gram  or  the  Groat  Plains  program  lor  conservation 
carried  ont  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil  conserving  nses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  tins  section: 

-fef  hb-e  Secretary-  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  ol  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section: 

-(f)-  £fot  to  exeeed  §0  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance: 

-(g)-  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  seetion 
may  include  such  terms  and  condit-ionsT  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein,-  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  seetion: 

-(h)-  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  -Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
-19-387  ae  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  he  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting-  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  -(e)-  above ■,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  -purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  aeeount  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shah  he  deemed  to  he 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

-(4)-  dbe  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  -provisions 
of  this  section. 
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-(j)-  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  nceessary  in  carrying  ont  this  seetion  dm4ng 
the  period  ending  Jane  3th  1963r  There  is  aathorized  to 
he  appropriated  saeh  amounts  as  may  he  nceessary  to  pay 
saeh  administrative  expenses. 

-(h)-  Seetion  334-(c)  of  the  -Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  of  4938y  as  amcnded7  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  whcat7  is  amended — 

-fh)-  hy  striking  oat  Aifter  reduction  in  the  ease  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  hy  seetion  334(e)  (2)”  and 
inserting  the  following :  ‘-after  redaction  as  required  hy 
seetion  334  (c)  -(2)-  or  (3)  ",  and 

-(A)-  hy  striking  oat  i4he  special  -1032-  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  seetion  424  of  the  Agricultural 
Aet  of  1961"  and  inserting  the  following :  -^hhe  special 
wheat  program  for  saeh  crop  formulated  under  section 
424  of  the  Agricultural  Aet  of  -1-964  or  seetion  320  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Aet  of  1962". 

-(!)-  Section  -334  (i)-  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  of  19387  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tuleiake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

-(-4)-  hy  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof :  “The  special 
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wheat  program-  formulated  under  section  3-244  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  44462  shall  not  ho  appli 
eahle  to  a++y  farm  receiving  ao  additional  adotme++t  under 

T 1 1 1  n  oUlJM'l'll'  'II,  j  <  *  1 1  v  l 

-f2f  by  striking  oaf  of  tho  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing  An  44463A 


Srimmt  C — 4Aasb¥ 


on  and  marketing 


Sec?  320t  44+o  current  rate  of  ^ 
of  n+ilk  in  tho  oonth++a+tal  44+itod  States?  excluding’  Alaska? 

is  st+eb  as  will  result  h+  excessiwe  a++d  burdensome  supplies 

of  +++ifk  and  other  dairy  products  during  tho  period  ei+dh+g 
J  ime  344?  1 963-7 

T 1 1  ny/1  no  t/\  o  TtlW  wl  11  ill  /o  ai  mAvtlll  nf  Tt  nml  f  1 1 1  \ 

JI1  v  /  I  till  TTT  ttn  uTtt  \fl  vTlltll  "1  n  l  1 1  v  Up  LHJl  ITtI  1 1 1  >  ttTTtT  tl  lv* 


means  by  which  th+w  can  on  a 


basis  we 


adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  darh+g-  the  period  ending 
June  30?  444637  +++ore  ++early  to  equal  demand  and  th++s 
reduce  Covcrnmcnt  pnrehases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  >Socrotary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation?  to  e++rry  o++t  for 
the  period  ending  June  3t4T  444637  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payme++ts  program  as  set  forth  in  the  foflow- 
h+g  sections  of  -this  subtitle? 

&E€S  324-7  44+e  Commo+hty  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  -United  States-,  excluding  Alaska?  who  agree 
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te  reduce;  during-  any  one  er  mure  quarterly 
periods  starting  October  47  4002,  and  ending  dune  OOy  1903, 
their  marketings  to  a  level  net  -(+)-  than  40  per  eentum  er 
-fid)-  mere  than  the  larger  el  20  per  eentum  er  seven  thou¬ 
sand  free  hundred  pounds  el  milk  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  te  fleet  ion  02-2  el  this 
Act  ler  each  sueh  quarterly  marketing  peried-f  PvovkleS, 
•That,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shah,  te  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  sueh  agreements  so  as  net  te  ebeet 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  distriet  in  cxeess  el  40  per  eentum 
el  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  predueers  in  sueh 
distriet  during  the  preeeding  marketing  year.-  ber  this  pur¬ 
pose}  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  4+nited  States? 
excluding  Alaska,-  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  eaeli  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  el  total  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Sueh  payments  shall  net  exceed  -fi)-  $2-.-50  per 
hundredweight,  el  milk?  basis  3?  82  per  eentum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent?  -{iif  sueh  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  ebee- 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers-  er 
-(iii)-  tbe  eest  el  acquiring  sueh  milk  in  the  form  el  dairy 
products  had  sueh  milk  been  marketed?  A  producer  who 
fads  te  reduce  his  marketings  te  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shah  be  eligible  te  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his 
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below  kis  normal  marketing  level,  provided  ke  reduces  ky  as 
muck  as  49  per  centum  of  kis  normal  marketing  leveh  but  tke 
amount  ol  such  payment  shall  ke  redueed  ky  an  amount 
epeal  to  SO  per  eentum  ol  what  would  kav-e  keen  tke  pay- 

~iyi  A-ia 4  mi  f  1->  oiimiti iti  i  11  r  ttt1t ir*li  La  fu ~»1  orl  1a  rl  Ti t*o 

lllUll  t  1/11  til  v  l-j  llcl  11 1  1 1  '  Ux  111  lx  IV  \  >  111  1. 11  1 J 1  1  ct  1 1  V_  It  t\J  1 1_  11 ILU  U  • 

1  J 

A  nn'orntitmlc.1  inf  a  1i  oiv4in  rl  at*  to  o  -xt  aatv  f~  a  i~n  mi  oil  f  aim  ox  n 

1_T1_/11 1  v  11 1  o  Ulltvl  U It  111  til  111,  1  L  till  IR1  J  J  J  cl  \  vA/xlTctlTI  o LlUl  1  til  111  y 

and  conditions  as  tke  Secretary  determines  neecssary  to 
effectuate  tke  purposes  of  tke  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  garments  urogram  and  to  assure  tkat  a  produecr-s 


*( 


is  not  offset 


kis  milk  cows  to  anotker  producer  for  tke  production  and 
of  mi41n 

SeOt  32-2.  ffke  Secretary  shall  estakksk  a  normal  mar- 
level  for  eaek  nroduecr  in  tke  continental  United 


Statesy  excluding  A-laskay  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agrec- 


seetion  924  of  tkis  Aetr  Suek  normal  marketing  level 
skall  ke  tke  numker  of  pounds  of  milky  or  tke  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  suek  units  of  dairy  products  as  tke 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  tke  administration  of 
tkis  subtitle  which  is  tke  lower  of  -(if  tke  produce  r-s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  tke  calendar  year  4994  or  -(hf  tke 
of  wkat  would  ke  marketed  in  a 


year  ky  tke 


w  kased  on  tke  rate  of  kis  marketings 


when  ke  enters  into  tke  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
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Corporation?  adjusted  for 

i  n  o*  a.  n  nn vi  n  1  ~*ii  o  vlr  o  f  i  n  n*  lov^l  f  It  r\ 

11 1 ^  cl)  llUi  lllcLT  i  1  i c l  i  IV V_  L, i  1 1  ^  1\  \  v  l ^  tll  v 

such 


In 

L  {  \  >  \  II  Til  Q  E  n 
Dilttll  llltll'v.tJ 

in  the  predneens  4-9d4  marketings  as  he 
deems  neeessary  fee  feed?  drought,  disease  ef  herd?  persenal 
health?  er  ether  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  er 


marketing?  ineluding  the  faet  that  the  producer  may  have 


m  and 

4964.  A  produeehs  normal 
keting  year  shall  he 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in 
producer-s  marketing  pattern  in  4-964, 
justments  as  the 


Inn  after 


&  U.A.UVAL  UUA1U.UJ1J  4? 
ins  level  fer  the  mar- 


hlT  1  il  a  S*S  /I/O*/  A  A  VT  ^ 
u  y  mu  kj vvi  t  itt r  y 

xmili  iJaXi 

>  V  1  ITT  xiiU 

to  sneh  ad- 
te  enable  the 


122  f  A  e  lanr  All  f  It  i  Q  ll  Aiyl  111  0X0  (TP  HI  Oil  Til Q  11  C?  ~f  PV  1  1 1  A 

Tv7  L  til  1  V  U  Ll  t  ITlo  IxuTtT  llltllltl^  uiiiexTtJ  ^Jlct  llo  1 U 1  Hlv 

marketing  yean  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  he  the  predueens  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  fer  sneh  perieek 

Sec.  34hk  The  Seer et  ary  shall  prescribe  sneh  eenver- 
sien  faeters  as  he  deems  necessary  fer  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  ef  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  ef  farm  separated  cream?  butterfat? 
and  ether  dairy  produetsT 

Sect  624t  The  quantity  ef  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 


pursuant  te  his 


under  this  Act  shall  he 


as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  fer  the  pur¬ 
pose  ef  determining  his  production  er  marketing  history  un- 
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der  any  farm  program  in  vkiok  suck  history  may  become  ft, 
faciei1.-  A  producer  vdro  moves  feme  one  eves-  to  another  and 
there  engages  m  Ike  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 

ti\lr  /  \  ITT!  4 1^  1 T  1 T  T  \  yil  1  ny  q  V1TT  linvIlAII  A  I*  ll  1  C<  11  AMaa  O  1  1  HO  vL’’ of  11  K4 

l  (lliv  YY  1 1 11  1 11X11  ctli  Ui  ctxi  y  |  ' U 1  l  1 U 4 1  vi  lllib  rtt/TTritti  1 1 1U 1  Lv v  l  1 1 1  ^ 

level. 

8-hc.  325.  -(e)-  44re  Secretary  skall  prescribe  seek  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  fer  tke  enforcement  and  tke  effective 

-fk}-  feasts  incurred  m  tke  carrying  oat  of  tke  previsions 
of  tkis  subtitle  shall  ke  kerne  ky  tke  Commodity  Credit  feor- 


js  of  tke 


levels  are  estak- 


Se©7  3-26.  Whenever  normal 
lished  ander  tkis  saktitle-  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
tke  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1037  -(-7 
■TAS.fe.  604  et  sep. ) ,  any  order  issued  ander  section  £e 
tkereof  may  in  addition  to  tke  provisions  in  section  Se  -ffe)- 
and  -fij-  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  tke  uniform 
priee  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
igs  below  tkeir  normal  marketing  level.-  Ifeider  sack 
as  tke  total  payments  to  sack  producers  ander  an 
order  skall  ke  epual  to  -(4-)-  tke  uniform  priee  multiplied  ky 
tkeir  normal  marketing  level  minus  -(2)-  tke  lowest  class 
price  under  tke  order  multiplied  ky  tke  amount  ky  which 


sack  producers  have  reduced  marketings'  kelow  tkeir  normal 
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marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  Ike  uniform  priee 
there  shall  he  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price?  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  he  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments-.-  Uor  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  he  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis?  4n  the  ease  of  a  producer?  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  lewd  is  based  on  marketings  whieh  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent 
ativc  period?  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  produeer-s 
normal  marketing  level  in  aeeordanee  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  he  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order?  Abe  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8e? 

See?  3A7?  Ao  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk?  milk  fat?  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act?  Abe 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination?  Ake  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
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controversies 


under  tine  section  without 


regard  to  the 
restrain  any 

rmnn  11  4  /~v 

oT/rrlllil  TT7 


in  controversy^  and  to  enjoin  and 
or  persons  from  discrimmating  or  eon- 
against  any  producer  in  violation  of 


this  section. 

BeGt  3ASt  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawy 
whenever  any  price  support  or  surplus  removal  operation  for 
milk,-  hutterfaty  or  the  products  of  sueh  commodities  is  car¬ 
ried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on  the  products  of  milk 
or  hutterfaty  the  Secretary  shall  require,-  as  a  condition  of 
sueh  purchase  or  loany  certification  that  the  milk-  or  butterfat 
from  which  sueh  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  pro¬ 
ducers  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  therefore 


FJ-TBE  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Se©7  404t  dike  Consolidated  -F armors  Home  -Admin 
istration  Act  of  4-9(11-  -fTh  Stah  307}-  is  amended  as  follows: 
-f4f  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  3-04  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following : 
“including,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  section  302,- 


uses  and  facilities.”; 

-(A)-  By  inseritng  in  section  306-{a)-  after  the  words 
Amd  conservation  practices”  the  words  Shifts  in  land 
use  mcluding  the  development  of  recreational 


out  in  section  309  (f)  -(4-)-  dm 
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-f4f  4*y  inserting  hi  seetien  h-fh  alter  the  words 

ases  arid  faeihties-A 

8b€t  402t  41  any  provision  of  this  -Aet  is  declared  aneon 
stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  persoii  or 
eireamstanee  is  held  invalid?  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Aet  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circamstanccs  shah  not  he  affected 


That  this  Act  he  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture  Act 


of  1962”. 

TITLE  I— LAND -USE  ADJUSTMENT 
Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended, 
as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e), 
(f),  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 
out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  word  “The” ;  and 
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(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 
section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva¬ 
tion  and  economic  use  of  land ,  the  Secretary ,  without  regard 
to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 
such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may  determine, 
with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 
practices  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned, 
or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of 
crops  (including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers, 
which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands 
covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  de¬ 
veloping  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources, 
or  for  nonagricultural  purposes.  Such  agreements  shall  in¬ 
clude  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 
desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and, 
may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary. 

“( 2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
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to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers ,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“(5)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  may  provide  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an  equal 
period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allot¬ 
ment  history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement 
for  the  purpose  of  any  F ederal  program  under  which  such 
history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation 
on  the  production  of  such  crop;  or  (B)  surrender  of  any 
such  history  and  allotments. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  agreements  hereunder  which 
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would  require  payments ,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of 
$10,000,000  in  any  calendar  year  ” 

(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services, 
facilities,  and  authorities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  the  purpose  of  making  disbursements  to  producers  under 
programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sections  8  and  16(e)  of 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  disbursements  shall  be 
made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has  re¬ 
ceived  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations 
available  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  such  programs 
Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
develop  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization, 
including  the  more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retirement 
of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,  in  order  thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in 
land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  erosion,  reforesta¬ 
tion,  enabling  local  public  authorities  to  provide  public 
recreation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish  and 
wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams 
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and  reservoirs,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture, 
protecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protect¬ 
ing  the  public  lands. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  III  of  the 
B ankhead-J ones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  B ankhead-J ones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  territorial, 
and  other  public  agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist 
in  carrying  out  such  plans  by  means  of  loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions  relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate  information  concerning 
these  activities.  Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agen¬ 
cies  shall  be  made  only  if  such  plans  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45  days  by,  the 
State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  such 
plans,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency. 
No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  single  loan  under 
this  subsection  in  excess  of  $250,000  unless  such  loan  has 
been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the 
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Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  Loans  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  under 
contracts  which  will  provide,  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for  the 
repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  inter¬ 
est  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  its  marketable 
public  obligations  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made,  which  are  neither 
clue  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from  date 
of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and  interest  on  such 
loans  shall  begin  within  5  years.’' 

Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1 )  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is 
amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 
to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  u Provided,  That 
when  a  local  organization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan  for  public 
fish  arid  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  authorized,  to  bear  riot  to  exceed  one-half  of 
the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way 
acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  local  organization  for 
such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic 
facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to, 
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and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  oilier  area  for  such  purposes: 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized 
to  participate  in  recreational  development  in  any  water¬ 
shed  project  only  to  the  extent  that  the  need  therefor  is 
demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards  established 
by  him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man-days  of 
use  of  the  projected  recreational  development  and  giving 
consideration  to  the  availability  within  the  region  of  ex¬ 
isting  water-based  outdoor  recreational  developments: 
Provided  further,  That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local 
organization  have  agreed,  that  the  immediate  acquisition 
by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or  rights- 
of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for  works 
of  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from  encroachment 
by  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  develop¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to 
the  local  organization  from  funds  appropriated,  for  con¬ 
struction  of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts  required, 
for  the  acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of- 
way ;  and,  except  where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by 
the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid,  by  the  local 
organization,  with  interest,  prior  to  construction  of  the 
works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  construction 
funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A )  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  said 
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Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(A)  such  propor¬ 
tionate  share,  as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  involving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  and” . 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  friendly  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade: 
Provided,  That  agreements  with  the  private  trade  shall 
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be  limited  to  the  purchase  of  commodities  for  shipment 
to  underdeveloped  countries  for  consumption  in  the 
underdeveloped  countries  to  which  they  are  shipped.'' 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  “,  including  financial  insti¬ 
tutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations  "  after  the 
words  “friendly  nations" ;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing  dol¬ 
lar  sales  through  the  private  trade,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales 
agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States  private 
trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.  Any  agreement 
entered  into  hereunder  with  the  private  trade  shall 
provide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide  rea¬ 
sonable  assurance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due 
for  agricultural  commodities  sold  pursuant  to  such 
agreement." 

(3)  Section  403  w  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “ approximately 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


48 


equal"  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substituting 
therefor  the  word  “reasonable'’ ;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “ agreement "  in 
the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “ ,  except  that 
the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may 
be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  such  date  of  last  delivery" . 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read-  as  follows: 
“Sec.  405.  In  entering  into  agreements  with  friendly 

nations  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities ,  the 
President  may,  to  the  extent  deemed  practicable  and,  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States,  permit  other  friendly 
and  historic  supplying  nations  to  participate  in  supplying 
such  commodities  under  the  sales  agreement  on  the  same 
terms  and,  conditions  as  those  applicable  to  the  United,  States." 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “sections"  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c,),". 

TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 1963  Feed  Grain  Procram 
Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs 
(5 )  and  ( 6 )  : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  established  by  the,  Secretary  at  such  level  not, 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
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Secretary  may  ■  determine .  Price  support  for  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn  and, 
grain  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
and  ( except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as 
hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  hereinafter  described) 
shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of 
barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  bailey  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly 
devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided,  That  no 
producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
H.R.  12391 - 4 
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the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced  a  maltmg 
variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 
variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 
and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  1959  and  1960:  Provided  further,  That  no  producer  of 
barley  on  a  farm  where  summer  fallow  is  the  normal  prac¬ 
tice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  if  he  (i)  does 
not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in 
excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer  fallow 
in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under 
the  special  1963  wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  in  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  1959  and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotme?it  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 
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“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law — 
“(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  he  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
respectively,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  in¬ 
crease  their  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in 
1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil  conserving  crops  or 
practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an 
equal  amount:  Provided,  however,  That  any  producer 
may  elect  in  lieu  of  such  payment  to  devote  such  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safjlowei %  sun¬ 
flower,  or  sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary.  In 
order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment,  a  producer  (other 
than  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in 
section  105(c)  (6 )  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
or  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as 
described  in  such  section)  who  participates  in  the  spe¬ 
cial  agricultural  conservation  program  of  1963  for  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote  an 
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acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960, 
and  a  producer  who  participates  in  the  special  agri- 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley 
must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  1959  and  1960.  The  excess,  if  any,  of  the  acreage 
devoted  to  barley  in  1963  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as 
described  in  section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  over  the  average  acreage  devoted  to  barley  on 
such  farm  in  1959  and  1960  shall  be  considered  as 
planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  extent  of  participation  and  payments  under 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963 
for  corn  and  grain  sorghums.  Such  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  shall  require  the  producer  to  take 
such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate 
to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  insects,  weeds, 
and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash 
or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conserva¬ 
tion  program  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to 
corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is 
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greater .  Such  'payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic 
county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the 
time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program 
for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and 
1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  com¬ 
modity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Payments  in 
kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diver¬ 
sion  of  up  to  an  additional  20  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments 
in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the 
basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at 
the  time  payments  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962 
and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the 
commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
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and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  af¬ 
fecting  production ,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  till¬ 
able  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil 
and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography.  To 
the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages 
and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years,  such  acreages  and,  yields  shall  be  used  in  making 
determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in 
advance  of  determination  of  performance, 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16(g).  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations 
for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
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producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
through  the  issuarice  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented, 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
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other  disaster ,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  paragraphs: 

“ Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the 
date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  wheat  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circumstances, 
wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered 
in  the  same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“ The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or 
which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct,  and 
adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient 
surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity  in 
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interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the 
price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  ad¬ 
verse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used,  to  produce  commodi¬ 
ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative 
plan  to  wheat  producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  mini¬ 
mize  recurring  surpluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable 
to  farmers  and  consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely  affecting  other 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce T 
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Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  provisions  of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“national  marketing  quota 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing  quota 
program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 
that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in  effect  for 
such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing 
year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation  that  a  two- 
or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been 
proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January  1 
or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  for 
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human  consumption  in  the  United  States  as  food ,  food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
( ii )  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United 
States  for  seed,  (Hi)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount 
which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (including  poultry)  feed  in 
the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less  (A) 
an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of  wheat 
into  the  United  States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B) 
if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive',  an 
amount  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desir¬ 
able  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to 
achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided ,  That  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the  Nation 
are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next 
succeeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the 
Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover:  And  provided  further,  That  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  not  less 
than  one  billion  bushels. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has 
reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency  or 
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because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat,  the 
national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 
thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation 
to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary 
in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand 
for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 
; proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any  such  increase 
found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 
marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case 
any  national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by 
increasing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this  part  by  a 
u  n  i fo  rm  percen  tage . ,  ’ 

Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“national  acreage  allotment 

"Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  planted,  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
ony  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the 
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Secretary  determines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 
expected,  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  allotments  will, 
together  with  (1)  the  expected  production  on  the  increases 
in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base 
acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2)  the  expected  pro¬ 
duction  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small- farm 
exemption  pursuant  to  section  335,  make  available  a  supply 
of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheal 
for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  “any  of  the  1962, 
1963,  and  1964  crops”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“ the  1962  crop”. 

(2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof  and  by 
redesignating  subsections  (h)  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g) 
and  (h)  respectively. 

(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  subsection  (h),  by  inserting  the 
following  sentence  immediately  following  the  seventh 
sentence  thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  under  this  subsection.” 

(4)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  of  sub- 
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section  (i)  thereof  (added  hy  Public  Law  87-357,  87th 
Congress,  1st  session),  redesignated  by  this  section  as 
subsection  (h),  “or  1963”. 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“  (i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any 
kind  of  wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat  to  satisfy  the 
demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of  producing  such 
kind  of  ivheat,  and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of  wheat 
for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  crop 
is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  percentage 
as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity.  No  in¬ 
crease  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat 
other  than  such  kind,  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm  for  such 
crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  author¬ 
ized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National, 
State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  such  in¬ 
creases  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph 
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(6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  TJ.S.C. 
1340(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the 
reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
allotment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  sub¬ 
section  and  not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased  allotment  under 
this  subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not 
be  required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of 
eligibility  for  price  support.” 

Sec.  314.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  immediately  after  section  334  thereof 
the  following: 

“commercial  area 

“Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the 
Secretary,  in  order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this 
Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  mail  designate  such 
State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for 
the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so  desig¬ 
nated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas 
for  the  marketing  year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any  State  shall 
not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such  designation.” 
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Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“ SMALL  FARM  EXEMPTION 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall 
be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of 
less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  wheat 
does  not  exceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage  determined  for 
the  farm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small- 
farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
average  acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  in 
the  three  years  in  which  the  acreage  ivas  highest  during  the 
five-year  period  1957-1961,  or  such  later  five-year  period 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  with  ad¬ 
justments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the 
Secretary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  small-farm  base  acreage, 
or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm 
shall  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  small-farm  base  acreage  detei '- 
mined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the  five-year  period 
1957-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which  the 
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national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below 
fifty-five  million  acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment 
determined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If  the  opera¬ 
tor  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended, 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base  acreage 
or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  ( ii )  the  land-use 
provisions  of  section  339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm, 
(Hi)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certificates  applicable  to 
such  crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The 
additional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage  allotments  for 
farms  based  upon  small-farm  base  acreages  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  in  addition  to  National,  State,  and  county  acre¬ 
age  allotments 

Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read,  as 
follows : 

“ REFERENDUM 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  (piota  for  wheat 
for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the 
Secretary  shall,  not,  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclama- 

IT.R.  12391 - 5 
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tion  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register ,  conduct  a  referen¬ 
dum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they 
favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or 
years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  that  a  producer  who  has 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not 
be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant 
to  section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held 
hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such  referen¬ 
dum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted,  against 
marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  market¬ 
ing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of 
wheat  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  following 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period 
of  two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held 
for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of  such  period 

Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
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as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  388  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

“ LAND  USE 

“Sec.  339.  (a)(1)  During  any  year  in  which  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm 
( except  a  new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve 
for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any 
marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  subsection  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  groion  on  the 
diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  or  (2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the 
producers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of 
intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number 
of  acres  determined  by  midtiplying  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


68 


reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres 
in  the  national  acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  ivhich  such 
crop  is  harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  producers  on 
any  farm  pay .  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having 
an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of 
the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date 
the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on 
any  farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the 
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previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  he  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed,  by 
the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
crops  of  wheat  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
taking  into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  ivith 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any  farm 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat:  Provided ,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at 
their  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total 
acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program 
shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted 
to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the 
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total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summar  fallow  and  idle  land  hut 
excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  and  acre¬ 
age  diverted  under  section  16(g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  shall  he  not  less  than  the  total 
average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during 
a  representative  period,  as  determined  hy  the  Secretary, 
adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting 
production,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the 
farm,  (Hi)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
(iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land,  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for 
the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly 
exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the 
producer  has  a  share:  Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretarg  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
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regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  producer  shall  he  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
for  such  crop  under  section  335.  The  producers  on  a  new 
farm  shall  not  he  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  The 
Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  Pay- 
ments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  land-use  program  formulated  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made 
in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are 
not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration 
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the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one- 
half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  he  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  he  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(h)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  he  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

“(h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay 
administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  sec¬ 
tion  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“( i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  per¬ 
formance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or 
advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  of 
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section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1061  (75  Stat.  297- 
298 ) ,  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with 
such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it 
desirable  in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment 
Sec.  319 .  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7 
U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(. 1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 
marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per 
acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  any 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


74 


acreage  of  wheat  remaining  after  the  date  'prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat 
shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm,  and 
the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably 
accurate  estimate  of  such  production.  Any  acreage  of 
wheat  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess. 
Self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 
wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing 
year.” 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a 
farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
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May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 
of  wheat  is  determined  shall  he  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess  .” 

(3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  “twice”  before 
“the  normal  production”  in  the  first  and  second  sentences 
thereof,  and  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 
“twice  the”  between  “of”  and  “ normal ”  in  the  phrase 
“upon  the  basis  of  normal  production” ,  by  striking  out 
“corn  and”  from  the  first  sentence  thereof,  and  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “corn  or”  from,  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (5). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or"  from  paragraph  (6). 
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(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by  renum¬ 
bering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through 
(10),  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “ corn  or ”  and  “,  as  the  case 
may  be”  from  paragraph  (8),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  (7),  and  adding  at  the  end  of 
such  paragraph  the  following  sentence:  “If  the  buyer 
fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons 
entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or 
the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable 
for  such  penalty  ” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by  adding 
the  following  new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11), 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (10)  : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  col¬ 
lection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6 
per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes 
due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year ,  all  previous  marketing 
quotas  applicable  to  wheat  shall  be  terminated,  effective 
as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termi¬ 
nation  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously  incurred 
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by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him!' 

Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A)  ; 

(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D )  and  (E)  after 
the  words  “in  the  case  of  rice”  the  words  “and  wheat” 
and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraphs  after  the  words  “per 
acre  of  rice”  the  following:  “or  wheat,  as  the  case  may 
he,”; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the  following: 
(A)  “wheat,”  in  each  of  the  two  places  it  first  occurs 
therein;  (B)  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields” ; 

(C)  “ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and” ;  and 

(D)  “in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts”. 

Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “corn, 
wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “any  national  acreage  allotment  for  corn 
or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy 
of  this  Act  or”. 
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Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in 
the  first  sentence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  following: 
“payment  under  section  339,” . 

Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  310 
through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to 
programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted,  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the  market¬ 
ing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963,  or  any  sub- 
seepient  year. 

WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  324.  Title  111  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  (1)  by  designating 
subtitles  D  and  E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively ,  and  (2 ) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle  D  as  follows: 

“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food . 
is  one  of  the  great  export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and 
its  production  for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound,  national  economy 
and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat,  from 
producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any 
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of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  loiv  prices  of  wheat  to 
producers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for  non  agricultural 
products  and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  disparity 
with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assist¬ 
ance,  producers  cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low 
prices  for  wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat 
producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to  regulate  the  price  of 
wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner 
provided  in  this  subtitle. 

“wheat  marketing  allocation 
“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a 
marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the 
marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided  in  this  subtitle. 
Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  (1) 
the  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall 
be  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  be  used  during  such  year 
for  human  consumption  in  the  United  States,  as  food,  food 
products,  and  beverages,  composed,  wholly  or  partly  of  ivheat, 
and  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  ivheat  which  will  be 
exported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof  during  the 
marketing  year  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that 
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marketing  certificates  shall  he  issued  to  'producers  in  order  to 
achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  objec¬ 
tives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national  allocation  per¬ 
centage  which  shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  national 
marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota. 
Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for 
such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  obtained 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the 
farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multiplying  the 
resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation  per¬ 
centage.  If  a  noncommercial  wheat- producing  area,  is  estab¬ 
lished  for  any  marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be 
given  wheat  marketing  allocations  ivhich  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the 
ivheat  marketing  allocation  given  producers  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area. 

“marketing  certieica  tes 

)Cv  V) ui  -  . 

“Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Seprekrry  shall  provide  for  the  is¬ 
suance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing 
year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on  any  farm  with 
respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 
to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing  cer- 
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tificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  he  in  the  amount  of  the  farm,  wheat  marketiny 

l  \  \  .  i  '  v  _  ,  v  €> 

allocation  for  such  year,  hut  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  marketiny  year  begins  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii )  the 
amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the 
marketing  year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduc¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced 
on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat 
marketing  certificates  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any 
marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is 
assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which  the 
farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements  of 
section  339  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 
which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe, 
the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any 
other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest 
as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 

i  \  t  %  V  \  \  V  t  \  4  v  «  .  ,\  1// 

ceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  If  the  entire 
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amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 
to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from 
the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335. 

“( c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program 
is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face 
value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for 
wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates  (noncertificate  wheat). 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall 
be  represented  by  such  documents,  marketing  cards ,  records, 
accounts,  certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe. 

1  ‘ MARKETING  RESTRICTIONS 
“Sec.  370.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquir¬ 
ing  marketing  certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such 
certificates  are  issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such  producer  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing  certifi- 
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4  cates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  he  transferable  only  in 

2  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

3  Any  unused  certificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro- 

4  ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued  shall  be  purchased 

5  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the 

6  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 

7  poration  is  authorized  to  purchase  f  rom  producers  certificates 

8  not  accompanied,  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary 

«  tf  »  i  .  •  i  i  f ) 

9  determines  that  it  woidd  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to 

10  require  the  producer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  con- 

11  nection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

12  “(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat 

13  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons 

14  engaged  in  the  processing  of  wheat  into  food  products  com- 

15  posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing 

16  any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United,  States,  ac- 

17  quire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 

18  bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and,  (ii)  all 

19  persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products  composed  wholly 

20  or  partly  of  wheat,  shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  market- 

21  ing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so 

22  exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover  only 

23  sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 

24  respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and,  after  being  once  used 
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to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of 
wheat  shall  be  void,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and 
payment  for  such  marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required, 
and  sid)ject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe,  any  per¬ 
son  required  to  have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to  market 
or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  market  any  such 
commodity  without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  lfood  products' 
means  any  product  to  be  used  for  human  consumption,  in¬ 
cluding  beverage. 

“ ASSISTANCE  IN  PURCHASE  AND  SALE  OF  MARKETING 

CERTIFICATES 

“Sec.  37 9 e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing 
certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation 
to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  cer¬ 
tificates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may  author¬ 
ize  the  Corporation  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to 
charge,  in  addition  to  the  face  value  thereof,  an  amount  de- 
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termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  appropriate  to  cover  esti¬ 
mated  administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  interest  incurred  on 
funds  of  the  Corporation  invested  in  certificates  purchased 
by  it. 

“CONVERSION  b\ iCTORS 

“Sec.  379 f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion 
factors  which  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat, 
contained  in  any  food,  product.  The  conversion  factor  for 
any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined  upon  the  basis  of 
the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 

“ AUTHORITY  TO  FACILITATE  TRANSITION 

“Sec.  379 g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such 
action  as  he,  determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  tran¬ 
sition  from  the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  program 
provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall 
not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of 
trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle 
from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section 
379d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or 
food,  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 
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“ REPORTS  AND  RECORDS 

“Sec.  37 9h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  processors  of 
wheat ,  warehousemen  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  flour,  and 
all  persons  purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat 
marketing  certificates.  Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to 
time  on  request  of  the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such 
information  and  keep  such  records  as  the  Secretary  finds 
to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such 
records  shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of 
any  report  made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  information 
required  to  be  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished, 
the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  books, 
papers,  records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  reason  to  believe 
are  relevant  and  are  within  the  control  of  such  person. 

“ PENALTIES 

“Sec.  37 9i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  37 9 d  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal  to  two 
times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved,  in 
such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a 
civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United,  States. 
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1  “(b)  Any  person ,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as 

2  a  producer,  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  partic- 

3  ipates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle, 

4  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition, 

5  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  who  fails  to  make 

6  any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 

7  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic- 

8  tion  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000 

9  for  each  violation . 

10  “(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer, 

11  knowingly  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or 

12  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of 

13  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or 

14  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report 

15  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  37 9h  shall,  (i)  for- 
13  feit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in 

17  part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the 

18  farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 

19  which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii),  if  such 

20  marketing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the 

21  Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of 

22  such  certificates .  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may 

23  determine.  Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  re- 

24  sped  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be 

25  forfeited  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall 
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take  into  consideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act 
or  default  committed  and  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  de¬ 
fault. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters, 
forges,  or  counterfeits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with 
fraudulent  intent  possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or 
both. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  379).  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subtitle  including  but  not  limited,  to  regulations  governing 
the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  A 

Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  following 
new  section: 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

“(1)  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by 
marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than 
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65  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section 
401(h), 

“( 2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  wheat 
price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing 
certificates  shall  he  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration  competitive 
world  prices  of  wheat,,  the  feeding  value  of  wheat  in 
relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which  price 
support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains, 

“(3)  price  support  shall  he  made  available  only 
to  cooperators ;  and  if  a  commercial  wheat- producing 
area  is  established  for  such  crop,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial  wheat- produc¬ 
ing  area, 

u(4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers 
shall  be  at  such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  after  consideration  of  the  factors  specified,  in 
section  401(b), 

“(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  for  which  a  national  marketing  quota,  is  not  pro¬ 
claimed  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101,  and, 
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“(6)  if  ma7'keting  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  (i) 
does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm 
or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements 
of  section  339  of  the  Agricidtural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  ‘ cooperator  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat 
produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  does  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat. 
No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of 
the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 
to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but  the 
producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on 
such  marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on 
any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm 
marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335.” 
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(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following:  “Provided,  That  if  a  commercial  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  support 
price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat  ac¬ 
companied  by  marketing  certificate  and  wheat  sold  shall 
be  accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificated 
TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated,  E armors  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1901  (70  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma,  and,  the  following: 
“including  recreational  uses  and  facilities.” ; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  300(a)  after  “soil  con¬ 
servation  practices,”  the  following:  “shifts  in  land- 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities ; 
and  by  inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”  ; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)(1)  the 
figure  “$. 10,000,000 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000” ;  and, 

W  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 
“and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 
uses  and  facilities” . 

Sec.  402.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  3  of  the, 
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Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
903),  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  from  time  to  time  determine  to  be  necessary. 

“(b)  When  authorized  bij  Congress,  the  Administrator 
is  authorized,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  to  make  and  issue  notes  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  in  such  amounts  as  the 
Congress  may  approve  annually  in  appropriation  Acts  for 
making  loans  under  titles  I  and  U  of  this  Act.  Such  notes 
shall  be  in  such  form  and  denominations  and  be  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  not  in  excess  of  the  rate  pro¬ 
vided,  for  in  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes 
of  the  Administrator  issued  hereunder,  and  for  that  purpose 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued  under  the  Second,  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  securities  may  be  issued  under 
such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended,  to  include  the  purchase 
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of  notes  issued  by  the  Administrator.  All  redemptions,  pur¬ 
chases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such 
notes  shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the 
United  States. 

“ The  appropriations  for  loans  made  under  the  authority 
of  subsection  (a)  and  funds  obtained  in  accordance  with  the 
preceding  paragraph  of  this  subsection  and  the  unexpended 
balances  of  any  funds  available  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  for  loans  under  this 
Act,  including  any  funds  made  available  for  loans  under 
the  item  ‘ Rural  Electrification  Administration’ ,  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  Acts  current  on  such  date 
of  enactment ,  shall  be  merged  into  a  single  account  hereafter 
in  this  section  called  the  loan  account’ .  All  notes,  bonds 
obligations,  and  property,  including  those  now  held  by  the 
Administrator  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  all  collections  therefrom,  made  or  held  under  the  loan 
provisions  of  titles  1  and  II  of  this  Act,  shall  be  assets  of  said 
account. 

“The  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  and  all  other 
liabilities  against  the  appropriations  or  assets  in  the  loan 
account  shall  be  liabilities  of  said  account,  and  all  other  obli¬ 
gations  against  such  appropriations  or  assets  shall  be  obli¬ 
gations  of  said  account.  Money  in  the  loan  account  shall  also 
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be  available  for  interest  and  principal  repayments  on  notes 
issued  by  the  Administrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Otherwise,  the  balances  in  said  account  shall  remain  available 
to  the  Administrator  for  loans  under  titles  I  and  11  of  this 
Act  and  for  advances  in  connection  therewith,  except  that  no 
such  loans  shall  be  made  in  any  year  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
previously  authorized  therefor  in  appropriation  Acts  for  such 
year  or  available  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 
The  amounts  so  authorized  for  loans  and  advances  shall 
remain  available  until  expended .” 

Sec.  403.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

Sec.  404.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  un¬ 
constitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid ,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circumstances  shall  not  be  affected-  thereby. 

TITLE  V— INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF 
AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

DECLARATIONS  AND  FINDINGS 
Sec.  501.  The  Conyress  of  the  United  States  hereby 
males  the  following  declarations  and-  findings  concerning 
the  development  of  new  and  improved  uses  for  farm  products, 
new  crops  to  replace  those  now  in  surplus,  and  the  disposal 
of  surplus  commodities  owned  by  the  Government: 
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(a)  Farms  in  the  U nited  States  have  a  capacity  to 
produce  more  farm  products  than  can  now  he  marketed 
at  prices  that  will  return  sufficient  incomes  to  farmers  to 
maintain  an  efficient  and  progressive  agricultural  industry; 

(b)  A  prosperous  agriculture  will  contribute  immensely 
to  national  welfare  by  efficient  production  of  needed  food, 
feed,  and  fiber,  by  provision  of  raw  materials  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  processing  industries,  by  purchases  of  produc¬ 
tion  supplies,  and  by  its  contribution  to  maintenance  of  a 
balanced  and  high-level  national  economy; 

(c)  National  defense  and  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  require  protection  of  agricultural  resources 
against  deterioration  and  the  maintenance  of  high  productive 
capacity  in  order  to  meet  possible  emergency  needs  of  the 
United  States  and  other  friendly  nations; 

(d)  Basic  research  in  agricultural  products  and  their 
uses  is  essential  in  any  long-range  program  of  benefit  to 
agriculture  ; 

(e)  Research  programs  to  develop  new  and  improved 
uses  for  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  have  poten¬ 
tialities  for  providing  outlets  for  a  larger  volume  of  farm 
production  and  greater  stability  of  the  prices  of  farm 
commodities; 

(f)  Public  and  private  research  agencies,  including  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Commerce,  the  land-grant 
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colleges,  other  universities  and  research  institutions,  as  well 
as  private  firms,  can  and  should  he  utilized  for  an  all-out 
attack  on  development  of  new  and  improved  uses,  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products.  Research,  pilot  plant,  development  and  trial  com¬ 
mercialization  work  and  corollary  economic  and.  related 
studies  should  he  devoted  to  the  expansion  of  industrial  uses 
for  agricultural  commodities  in  surplus,  and  to  any  food  and 
feed  uses  and  replacement  crops  that  can  make  substantial 
contributions  toward,  the  solution  of  the  surplus  problem. 
F acilities  should,  be  established  as  needed  to  permit  adequate 
experimentation  and,  testing,  and  production  and,  market 
development,  of  promising  new  uses  and  new  products; 

(g)  Development  of  new  and  improved  industrial  and 
other  uses  of  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products  will  enlarge  income  opportunities  for  farmers.  It 
also  will  reduce  Government  costs  for  acquisition,  storage, 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  commodities  now  in  surplus; 

(h)  Disposition  of  a  portion  of  the  surplus  stocks  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through  industrial  channels 
for  new  or  byproduct  uses,  so  that  the  carryover  of  any  com¬ 
modity  beyond  the  needs  of  the  Nation  can  be  reduced,  will 
have  a  stabilizing  effect  on  the  market  prices  for  farm  com¬ 
modities. 
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AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  AND  INDUSTRIAL  USE 

ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  502.  There  is  created  and  established  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to  be 
known  as  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Ad¬ 
ministration,  all  of  the  powers  of  which  shall  be  exercised 
by  an  Administrator,  under  the  general  direction  and  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  for  a  term  of  six  year's  and  who  shall  receive  basic 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $20,000  per  annum.  The  duties 
of  this  agency  shall  be  to  coordinate  and,  expedite  efforts 
to  develop,  through  research,  new  industrial  uses,  and  in¬ 
creased  use  under  existing  processes,  of  agricultural  products; 
to  develop  new  replacement  crops;  and,  to  reduce  the  stocks 
of  commodities  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

SALARIES 

Sec.  503.  The  positions  of  the  three  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trators  of  the  agency  shall  be  in  grade  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  established  by  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.  Such  positions  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  positions  authorized  to  be  placed,  in  such  grade  by  sec¬ 
tion  505(b)  of  such  Act.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  fix  the 
compensation,  notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  law,  for 
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not  move  than  ten  positions  which  require  the  services  of 
especially  qualified  scientific  or  professional  personnel:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  for  positions 
established,  pursuant  to  this  provision  shall  not  exceed  the 
maximum  payable  under  the  Act  of  August  1,  1947  (61 
Stat.  715),  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  agency  may 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  any  technically  qualified 
person,  firm,  or  organization  by  contract  or  otherwise  on  a 
temporary  basis  and  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months  in 
any  fiscal  year  to  perform  research,  technical,  or  other  special 
services,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

POWERS  AND  DUTIES 

Sec.  504.  The  agency  shall  have  power  and  authority, 
within  the  limits  of  the  f  unds  made  available  to  it,  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  expedite  activities  toward  research,  pilot  plant,  de¬ 
velopment,  trial  commercialization,  and  industrial  uses,  with 
F ederal  and  State  Governments,  educational  institutions,  pri¬ 
vate  research  organizations,  trade  associations,  individuals, 
and  industrial  corporations  in  expanding  the  industrial  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  products  of  farm  and  forest  and  the  development 
of  new  crops.  In  the  discharge  of  these  duties,  the  agency  is 
authorized  to: 

(a)  Make  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
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culture  and  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies,  land- 
grant  institutions,  and  experiment  stations.  The  agency 
shall  utilize  existing  facilities  owned  or  controlled  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  in¬ 
cluding  pilot  plants,  regional  laboratories,  and  other  facilities 
and  equipment,  and  is  authorized  to  utilize  authority  now 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  existing  law; 

(b)  Make  grants,  for  periods  not  to  exceed  five  years 
duration,  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges, 
universities,  and  other  research  institutions  and  individuals; 

(c)  Contract  with  foreign  individuals,  organizations, 
institutions  of  learning,  or  private  corporations  where  pay¬ 
ment  can  be  made  in  foreign  currency  accumulated  under 
Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress.  The  agency  is 
hereby  authorized  to  utilize  such  foreign  currencies  notwith¬ 
standing  other  provisions  of  law  requiring  reimbursement; 

(d)  Make  contracts  or  cooperative  arrangements  in  the 
manner  provided  by  sections  10(a)  and  200  of  the  Act  of 
August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C.  427i,  1624),  including  con¬ 
tracts  and  agreements  providing  for  the  commercialization , 
market  acceptance,  and  the  economic  feasibility  of  industrial 
utilization  in  the  competitive  market  for  agricultural  products 
and  processes  with  respect  thereto; 

(e)  Extend  suitable  incentives  to  farmers  or  to  industry 
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to  hasten  the  establishment  of  a  new  crop  or  of  a  new  in¬ 
dustrial  use,  where  such  appear  likely  to  lead  to  durable  ad¬ 
ditional  markets; 

(f)  Direct  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
delivery  of  any  of  its  stocks  of  commodities  to  agencies  of 
the  Government,  persons,  or  corporations  designated  by  the 
agency  where  such  stocks  are  to  be  used  for  (1)  research, 
(2)  pilot  plant  operation,  (3)  trial  commercialization,  (4) 
export  of  manufactured  products,  or  (5)  new  or  byproduct 
uses.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  with  respect  to 
commodities  thus  requisitioned  by  the  agency,  shall  pay 
necessary  handling  and  delivery  charges  to  the  destination 
directed  by  the  agency.  Such  sums  of  money  as  the  agency 
shall  receive,  if  any,  on  such  transfers  of  commodities,  shall 
be  turned,  over  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation; 

(g)  Make  contracts  or  leases  for  the  private  operation 
of  any  property  or  facilities  transferred  from  another  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  pursuant  to  this  title  or  other  legislative 
authority; 

(h )  Make  loans  or  grants  to  those  with  whom  con¬ 
tracts  or  other  arrangements  are  entered  into,  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  assistance  in  the  acquisition  or  expansion  of 
facilities  and  equipment  for  research  or  development  activi¬ 
ties; 

(1)  Provide  in  all  contracts  for  the  disposition  of  invcn- 
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tions  produced  thereunder  in  a  manner  calculated  to  protect 
the  public  interest  and  the  equities  of  the  individual  or 
organization  with  which  the  contract  or  other  arrangement 
is  executed:  Provided ,  however,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  agency  to  enter  into  any  con¬ 
tractual  or  other  arrangement  inconsistent  with  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  affecting  the  issuance  or  use  of  patents; 

(j)  Grant,  exclusive  licenses  with  or  without  payment 
of  royalty  for  a  fixed  period  of  not  to  exceed  fixe  years  for 
the  use  of  patents  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  ; 

( k )  Pay  incentive  awards  to  private  citizens  for  suitable 
and  acceptable  suggestions  to  implement  the  program  estab¬ 
lished  by  this  title,  such  payments  to  be  made  in  accordance 
with  previously  published,  rules  stating  the  amounts  of,  criteria 
for  determining,  and  subjects  of,  such  awards;  and 

(l)  Test  production  procedures  on  a  commercial  basis, 
maintain  and.  operate  manufacturing  facilities  where  neces¬ 
sary  to  prove  the  commercial  feasibility  of  volume  production 
and  to  build,  purchase,  or  lease  plant  facilities ,  or  necessary 
equipment,  suitable  for  manufacturing  needs. 

TRANSFER  OF  GOVERNMENT  PLANTS 


Sec.  505.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
any  Government  agency  holding  any  Government-owned 
facility  useful  in  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  is  an- 
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thorized  to  transfer  such  facility  to  the  agency,  for  use  in  the 
program,  if  requested  to  do  so  by  the  agency:  Provided,  That 
such  transfer  has  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  exercise,  with 
respect  to  the  facilities  transferred,  all  of  the  authority  vested 
in  the  agencies  transferring  such  facilities.  At  the  time  of 
such  transfer,  funds  and  personnel  related  to  the  operation 
or  administration  of  such  facilities,  shall,  with  the  approved 
of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  also  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  agency. 

DEFINITION  OF  “ AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS ” 

Sec.  506.  The  terms  “ agricultural  products’  and  ufarm 
and  forest  products”  as  used  in  this  title  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  the  term  “ agricultural  products”  in  section  201 
of  the  Act  of  August  14, 1946  (7  U.S.C.  1626 ) . 

ANNUAL  REPORT 

Sec.  507.  The  Administrator  shall  present  annually  to 
the  Congress  not  later  than  the  20th  day  of  January  in  each 
year  a  fidl  report  of  his  activities  under  this  title. 

SAVINGS  PROVISION 

Sec.  508.  The  authorities  under  this  title  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  and  not  in  substitution  for  authorities  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  under  existing  law. 


103 


1  APPROPRIA  TIONS 

2  Sec.  509.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated 

3  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 

4  of  this  title. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  19,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Wednesday ,  July  25,  1962 


Daily  Digest 


rHLIGHTS 


Senate  passed  27  measures  on  calendar  call  and  heard  addresses  in  memory 
of  the  late  Senator  Case  (South  Dakota). 

House  passed  equal  pay  bill,  Agriculture  Department  appropriations,  and 
adopted  conference  report  on  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriations. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  paghs  13643-13683 

Bills  Introduced:  Six  bills  and  three  resolutions  were 
introduced,  as  follows:  S.  3565-3*570;  S.J.  Res.  211;  and 
S.  Res.  366-367.  \  Page  13654 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  361,  authorizing  a  study  by  the 'Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  disposition  of  reve¬ 
nues  from  natural  resources  from  Federal  lands  within 
State  boundaries  (S.  Rept.  1783); 

Report  of  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
entitled  “James  R.  Hoffa  and  Continued  Underwot 
Control  of  New  York  Teamster  Local  239”  (S.  Repf 

1784); 

H.R.  10651,  to  increase  fees  which  may  be  collected  by 
U.S.  marshals,  with  amendment  (S.  Rept.  1785) ; 

S.  594,  authorizing  construction  and  operation  < 
Crater-Long  Lakes  division  of  the  Snettisham  p s 
Alaska,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  1786) ; 

H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculj; 

1962,  with  amendment  (S.  Rept.  1787) ;  anc 
S.  3340,  relating  to  the  purchase  anpf  installation  of 
air-conditioning  equipment  in  Government  buildings 
in  the  D.C.,  with  amendment  (S.  R^pt.  1788). 

Pages  13645-13646 

Depository  Libraries:  H.R/8141,  to  revise  the  laws 
relating  to  depository  libraries,  was  cleared  for  President 
when  Senate  agreed  to/House  amendment  to  Senate 
amendment  No.  26  Respecting  measures  to  be  taken 
for  economical  aruT  practical  implementation  of  the 
legislation).  pagei3683 

Funeral  of  Senator  Dworshak:  President  pro  tempore 
announced /appointment  of  Senators  to  attend  the 
funeral  ojAhe  late  Senator  Dworshak.  page  1 3644 

Tariffs  H.R.  7431,  free  entry  of  stained  glass  for  certain 
churches,  was  passed  after  adoption  of  an  amendment 


by  Senator  Mansfield  to  allow  Ree  entry  of  certain 
stained  glass  for  synagogue  bejng  constructed  for  the 
Congregation  B’Nai  Israel,  Roonsocket,  R.I.,  and  an 
amendment  by  Senator  Duksen  to  allow  free  entry  for 
a  set  of  musical  handbeRs  for  the  Court  Street  Meth¬ 
odist  Church,  Rockfprd,  Ill.  Motion  to  reconsider 
passage  of  this  bill  w/s  tabled.  Pages  1 3697-1 3698 

Flood  Disasters/Senate  passed  with  committee  amend¬ 
ment  S.  3066,  Authorizing  a  study  by  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Agency  of  methods  to  provide  financial 
assistance/o  victims  of  flood  disasters.  pages  1 3699-1 3700 

Senator  Case  (South  Dakota):  S.  Res.  366,  providing 
for  memorial  addresses  on  the  life,  character,  and  public 
service  of  die  late  Senator  Case  (South  Dakota),  was 
dopted,  following  which,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
solution,  numerous  Senators  made  addresses  in  mem- 
of  Senator  Case. 


or 


Pages  13701-13716 


Caleh^ar  Call:  On  call  of  calendar,  27  measures,  of 
which  were  private,  were  passed  as  follows: 

Withput  amendment  and  cleared  for  President: 

Courts:  FUR.  10184, to  reconstitute  the  eastern  judicial 
district  of  Wisconsin  to  include  Menominee  County, 
Wis.; 

Marine  Corps :  Fj.R-  9522,  authorizing  payment  for 
dependents  of  certairKmarines  who  incurred  losses  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  cancellation  of  a  permanent  change-of- 
station  movement; 

Terminus  Dam,  Calif.:  Phi.  Res.  417,  designating  the 
lake  formed  by  Terminus  Dam  on  the  Kaweah  River 
in  California  as  Lake  Kaweah; 

Capitol  construction:  H.R.  82 1\  permitting  use  of 
certain  construction  tools  actuated  bRexplosives  in  con¬ 
struction  work  on  the  U.S.  Capitol  Grounds; 

Flood  control:  H.R.  11735,  changing  the  name  of  the 
Beardstown  flood-control  project,  Illinois  Kiyer,  to  die 
Sid  Simpson  flood-control  project;  and 

Private  bills:  10  private  bills — H.R.  2129,  2604^  3000, 
3501, 3821,4718, 6833, 9186, 10525,  and  1 1 127. 

D631 
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Without  amendment  and  cleared  for  House: 

Old  Riuer,  La.:  S.  2546,  to  name  the  Old  River,  La., 
structures  lh  honor  of  the  late  Capt.  A.  A.  Humphreys 
and  Lt.H.LN^bbot; 

Hap  Hawkjh-sLa\e:  S.  2660,  to  designate  the  lake  to 
be  formed  by  w^ers  impounded  by  the  Clark  Canyon 
fetm,  Mont.,  as  Hah  Hawkins  Lake; 

Big  Ben  ReservoirSS.  2988,  changing  the  name  of  the 
Big  Bend  Reservoir,  SNDak.,  to  Lake  Sharpe  ; 

Supreme  Court  Buildhtg:  S.  3441,  acquiring  certain 
D.C.  property  as  an  addition  to  grounds  of  the  U.S 
Supreme  Court  Building; 

Fort  Randall  Reservoir:  S.V76,  changing  the  name 
of  Fort  Randall  Reservoir,  S.  \)ak„  to  Lake  Francis 
Case; 

Tennessee  River  bridge:  S.J.  Res.^fip,  designating  the 
bridge  across  the  Tennessee  River  on  o^e  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway  as  the  John  Coffee  Memorial  fridge;  and 
Private  measures:  Three  private  measures:  S.  Con. 

Res.  86,  S.  1781,  and  3295. 

With  amendment  and  cleared  for  Hafise: 

Private  bills :  Three  private  bills:  S.  3198,  3345,  and 

3228.  Pages  13724\l  3727 

Laborers  and  Mechanics:  H.R.  10786,  to  provic 
40-hour  workweek  on  Government  construction  cofy- 
tract  work,  was  passed  without  amendment  and  cleare 
for  President  (motion  to  reconsider  tabled). 

Pages  13727-13729 

Study  of  Natural  Resources  Revenues: 
adopted  S.  Res.  361,  authorizing  a  study  by„the 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  disp< 
of  revenues  from  natural  resources  from  Feder; 
within  State  boundaries. 
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Pages 


‘29—1 3730 


Tariff:  H.R.  9520,  to  continue  for  2  years  tne'suspension 
of  duty  on  certain  alumina  and  bauxite;  was  passed 
without  amendment.  This  action  cleared  the  bill  for 
the  President.  Pages  13724(1372 7, 13730-13731 

Communications  Satellite:  Senate  debated  Mansfield 
motion  to  return  to  consideration/of  H.R.  1 1040,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  establishment,  ownership,  operation,  and 
regulation  of  a  commercial  satellite  system  (see  p.  D512, 
Daily  Digest  of  June  23),  but  the  motion  was  displaced 
when  Senate  adjourned  ^without  taking  action  thereon. 

Page  13733 

Private  Bills:  Thyee  private  bills,  as  follows,  were 
cleared  for  President  when  Senate  concurred  in  House 
amendments  thefeto:  S.  2339, 1074,  and  1889. 

Page  13741 

Confirmations:  Two  judicial  nominations  were  con¬ 
firmed.  /  Page  13758 

Nominations:  The  following  nominations  were  re- 
1:  Gen.  Maxwell  D.  Taylor,  U.S.  Army,  to  be 
CMirman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;  Gen.  Earle  G. 


Wheeler,  U.S.  Army,  to  be  Chief  of  Staff,  U.S.  Arm\ 
one  judicial;  and  the  withdrawal  of  one  judicial  nomi¬ 
nation.  Page/3758 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  met  at  noonyfind  ad¬ 
journed  at  6:57  p.m.  until  n  a.m.  Thursday;  July  26. 
There  is  no  pending  or  unfinished  busines^c 

Pf4/»<  137.11  137-va 


Committee  Meetings 

(' Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

FARM  BILL,  AND  NOMINATION 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry:  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  bill  H.R. 
12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  As 
approved  by  the  committee,  the  bill  would  (1)  contain 
provisions  for  land-use  adjustments,  (2)  provide  amend¬ 
ments  to  P.L.  480  (Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act),  (3)  extend  for  1  year  special  feed 
grain  program,  (4)  provide  a  permanent  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  for  wheat,  (5)  include  amendments  on  agricul¬ 
tural  credit,  and  (6)  provide  a  research  program  on 
industrial  uses  of  agricultural  commodities. 

The  bill,  as  approved,  is  identical  with  the  bill  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  on  April  27,  1962,  with  the 
exception  of  the  wheat  provisions. _ 

Committee  also  approved  the  nomination  of  John  A. 

er,  of  Virginia,  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

APPROPRIATIONS — COMMERCE 


Committee\ii  Appropriations :  Subcommittee  contin¬ 
ued  its  hearings  on  fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of\Commerce,  and  related  agencies,  re¬ 
ceiving  testimonjNm  behalf  of  funds  for  their  respective 
departments  from\he  following  Commerce  Depart¬ 
ment  officials,  who  vvere  accompanied  by  their  asso¬ 
ciates:  Rear  Adm.  H.  Arnold  Karo,  Director,  Coast  and 
Geodetic  Survey;  Rex  Mv.  Whitton,  Federal  Highway 
Administrator;  and  Donah^  W.  Alexander,  Maritime 
Administrator. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow^ 

APPROPRIATIONS— DC. 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee  contin¬ 
ued  its  hearings  on  H.R.  12276,  fiscaLm^  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  witn\testimony  on 
funds  for  D.C.  public  schools  from  Wesley'S.  Williams, 
President,  Board  of  Education;  Dr.  Carl  &  Hansen, 
Superintendent  of  Schools;  Richard  Foster,  Assistant 
Superintendent  of  Schools;  and  Granville  Woqdson, 
Board  of  Education,  all  of  the  D.C.  government. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 
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irifth.  Placing  the  cost  of  a  medical 
care'program  for  the  aged  upon  employ¬ 
ers,  employees,  and  self-employed  per¬ 
sons  is \mfair  to  them.  Moreover,  such 
a  system  sor  financing  such  program  has 
a  tendencySto  disable  American  industry 
to  meet  foreign  competition,  and  imperils 
the  existenceW  the  social  security  sys¬ 
tem  itself.  Fo\  these  reasons,  the  cost 
of  such  a  program  ought  to  be  spread 
throughout  the  entire  economy  through 
general  taxation.  \ 

Let  us  remember  that  the  social  se¬ 
curity  taxes  imposed  upon  American  in¬ 
dustry  are  payable  by  such  industry  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  it  is  operating  at  a 
loss  or  a  profit.  In  this  n^Pect,  such 
taxes  are  unlike  income  taxes\which  are 
payable  only  out  of  net  profit^.  Social 
security  taxes  payable  by  employer  and 
employee  are  imposed  upon  payrolls  and 
are  not  subject  to  any  deductions  what¬ 
soever.  Moreover,  social  security  taxes 
imposed  upon  self-employed  persons  are 
imposed  upon  their  net  earnings  and  are' 
not  subject  to  any  deductions  for  de¬ 
pendents  and  the  like. 

The  Anderson-Javits  amendment 
}  would  increase  social  security  taxes  upon 
employer  and  employee  by  one-half  of  1 
percent,  and  upon  self-employed  persons 
by  three-eighths  of  1  percent.  More¬ 
over,  they  would  increase  the  amount  of 
wages  and  earnings  subject  to  such  taxes 
from  a  maximum  of  $4,800  to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $5,200. 

Let  us  consider  for  a  moment  the  im¬ 
pact  of  social  security  taxes  upon  the 
earnings  of  an  individual  totaling  $5,200. 

If  the  Anderson-Javits  amendment 
were  to  become  law,  the  combined  social 
security  taxes  of  an  employer  and  em¬ 
ployee  would,  amount  to  9%  percent  of 
the  covered  payroll  beginning  on  January 
1,  1968,  and  the  social  security  taxes  of 
a  self-employed  person  would  amount  to 
7.275  percent  of  his  net  earnings  begin¬ 
ning  on  that  date.  While  the  combined 
social  security  tax  of  employers  and  em¬ 
ployees  is  paid  by  them  on  a  50-50  basis, 
a  self-employed  person  pays  his  social 
\  security  taxes  alone.  If  the  Anderson- 
)  Javits  amendment  were  enacted,  an  em¬ 
ployer  and  employee  would  have  to  pay 
$507  annually  in  social  security  taxes 
upon  compensation  for  work  totaling 
$5,200  beginning  on  January  1,1968,  and 
a  self-employed  person  would  have  tc/pay 
social  security  taxes  totaling  $378.30  an¬ 
nually  upon  net  earnings  totaling^ $5,200 
beginning  on  that  date.  Such  payments 
would  have  to  be  made  each/and  every 
year  until  the  employee  or  son -employed 
person  attained  the  age  of/65  years  be¬ 
fore  such  employee  or  self-employed  per¬ 
son  would  be  entitle<y  to  receive  any 
medical  aid  whatsoever  under  the  Ander¬ 
son-Javits  amendment.  The  injustice  of 
financing  a  medicaj/sare  program  for  the 
aged  by  social  security  taxes  is  made 
manifest  by  the/fact  that  an  employee  or 
a  self-employed  person  with  a  wife  and 
half  a  dozen/ or  a  dozen  children  who 
earned  as  /much  as  the  maximum  of 
$5,200  w^uld  pay  exactly  the  same 
amount/m  social  security  taxes  as  a 
*  bachelor  with  an  income  of  $10,000  or 
$100/00,  or  $1,000,000. 

Tmere  is  such  a  thing  as  killing  the 


goose  which  lays  the  golden  egg.  We  are 
rapidly  approaching  the  point  where  we 
are  endangering  the  entire  social  secu¬ 
rity  system  by  piling  one  tax  after  an¬ 
other  upon  earnings  and  payrolls.  The 
social  security  taxes  of  an  employee  and 
a  self-employed  person  are  only  a  part  of 
the  taxes  which  such  persons  pay  upon 
their  earnings.  In  addition  to  social 
security  taxes,  they  pay  income  taxes 
which  take  20  percent  and  upward  of 
all  their  net  earnings  above  exceedingly 
small  exemptions.  In  addition  to  paying 
social  security  taxes  upon  the  payrolls 
of  their  employees,  employers  pay  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  taxes  upon  such 
payrolls  for  the  benefit  of  their  em¬ 
ployees,  and  income  taxes  which,  in  a 
great  majority  of  cases,  amount  to  52 
percent  of  all  their  profits. 

All  of  these  taxes  are  imposed  essen¬ 
tially  upon  the  same  sources  of  taxation; 
namely,  payrolls  and  earnings. 

At  the  present  time,  American  indus¬ 
try  is  finding  it  extremely  hard  both  at 
Jtmme  and  abroad  to  compete  with  prod¬ 
uct  manufactured  in  foreign  countries 
where  labor  and  other  production  costs 
are  ^comparatively  small.  While  th/ 
boast  is  often  made  that  American  ex¬ 
ports  ofNtangible  goods  exceeds  imports, 
this  is  inSreality  true  only  because  the 
United  Stares  is  exporting  several  Zillions 
of  dollars’  wrath  of  American  products  as 
virtual  gifts  irefier  its  foreign:  aid  pro¬ 
gram  and  undervPublic  Law/80. 

Increases  in  sooial  secunty  taxes  in¬ 
evitably  increase  tne  cost  of  production 
of  American  goods  W  further  impair 
the  capacity  of  Amewten  industries  to 
compete  with  forafen\  manufacturers 
causing  the  loss  of  American  jobs  at  home 
and  the  loss  of  American  ruarkets  both 
at  home  and  abroad.  \ 

The  statement  that  financing  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  medical  care  for  the  aged  by 
social  security  taxes  threatens  the  so¬ 
cial  security  system  itself  is  borne\out 
by  the /act  that  former  Secretary  Rnri- 
coff  has  admitted  that  he  thinks  tne 
maximum  social  security  tax  which  can 
be/imposed  upon  payrolls  is  a  10 -percent 
mx.  If  the  Anderson-Javits  amend- 
'ment  were  enacted,  we  would  be  within 
only  one-fourth  of  1  percent  of  this 
maximum. 

Competent  students  of  the  problem 
are  convinced  that  the  increase  in  social 
security  taxes  specified  in  the  Ander¬ 
son-Javits  amendment  are  grossly  in¬ 
adequate  even  to  finance  the  limited 
program  which  the  amendment  en¬ 
visions,  and  that  the  enactment  of  such 
amendment  by  Congress  would  neces¬ 
sitate  a  vast  increase  in  such  taxes. 

Sixth.  The  Anderson-Javits  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  a  drastic  change  in  the 
concept  which  underlies  the  entire  so¬ 
cial  security  system. 

The  social  security  system  was 
founded  upon  the  concept  that  when 
they  become  eligible  for  social  security 
benefits,  the  persons  paying  social 
security  taxes  should  be  permitted  to 
receive  thfe  benefits  of  the  system  in  cash, 
and  use  such  cash  for  their  own  purposes 
uncontrolled  in  any  way  by  any  Fed¬ 
eral  bureaucracy.  The  Anderson-Javits 


amendment  would  change  this  concept 
so  as  to  provide  that  the  Department  o/ 
Healtl\,  Education,  and  Welfare  woufa 
manage  and  disburse  a  portion  of  social 
security  taxes  to  defray  the  cost /of  a 
program  in  which  those  paying/social 
security  taxes  would  have  no  vrice.  It 
would  thus  set  a  precedent  for  further 
inroads  upon  social  security  taxes  by 
those  bent  upon  making  /the  Federal 
Government  the  master  oj/the  American 
people.  / 


COMMERCIAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  MANSFHZLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  tho'Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration/of  Calendar  No.  1544,  H.R. 
11040.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  /legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
11040/  to  provide  for  the  establishment, 
ownership,  operation,  and  regulation  of 
a  Commercial  communications  satellite 
system,  and  for  other  purposes. 
x  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  the  motion  debatable? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo¬ 
tion  is  debatable.  


SENATE  COMMITTEE  FARM  BILL 

POINTS  WAY  TO  REASONABLE 

FARM  SOLUTION 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  acted  on  the  farm 
bill  which  was  referred  to  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
earlier  this  week.  In  doing  so,  I  thought 
the  committee  acted  very  wisely. 

First,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  did  not  substitute 
the  bill  that  passed  the  Senate  on  May 
25,  before  the  House  bill  was  acted  upon. 
Instead,  the  committee  approved  the  bill 
reported  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  last  April  providing  for  a  volun¬ 
tary  retirement  program  for  feed  grains. 
So  the  bill  provides  for  voluntary  feed 
grain  retirements,  but  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  modified  the  bill  to  insert  the 
permanent  wheat  program  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  requested.  This  is  the  bill 
that  will  be  before  the  Senate  next  week : 
voluntary  feed  grains  program  plus  per¬ 
manent  wheat  legislation. 

KEY  FACT  IS  LOW  FARM  INCOME 

I  fervently  hope  that  Senators  will  give 
the  measure  as  it  was  reported  from  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  very  careful  consideration.  I 
make  that  statement  because  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  the  No.  1  economic  prob¬ 
lem  facing  America  today — certainly  the 
No.  1  economic  injustice  in  America 
today — is  low  farm  income.  Farm  in¬ 
come  is  much  too  low,  by  any  reckoning. 
All  Senators  should  know  and  recognize 
that  fact.  It  should  be  reflected  in  the 
farm  legislation  that  we  pass. 
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The  fact  is — and  it  cannot  be  em¬ 
phasized  too  often — that  farm  income  in 
America  per  capita  is  less  than  half  of 
the  income  off  the  farm.  Farmers  work 
long  hours,  have  a  large  investment  in 
their  farm,  and  take  a  very  substantial 
risk.  While  farmers  have  greatly  in¬ 
creased  their  efficiency — iri  fact,  farmers 
have  increased  their  efficiency  three 
times  as  rapidly  in  the  last  15  years  as 
people  off  the  farm  have — nevertheless, 
their  income  is  substantially  less,  as  I 
have  said,  than  those  off  the  farm. 

The  most  graphic  statistic  is  the  fact 
that  in  Wisconsin,  where  we  are  proud 
of  the  efficiency  of  our  dairy  industry, 
the  average  farmer — not  on  the  mar¬ 
ginal  farm — has  an  investment  of  $40,000 
in  his  farm.  He  has  up-to-date  equip¬ 
ment.  This  farmer  has  an  income  that 
averages  approximately  60  cents  an  hour. 
That  is  a  disgrace,  but  it  is  typical. 

Earlier  this  year  I  had  printed  in  the 
Record  statistics  on  dairy  farmers  not 
only  in  Wisconsin,  but  in  Vermont,  New 
York,  Pennsylvania,  Michigan,  Minne¬ 
sota,  Iowa,  and  Illinois,  and  I  showed 
that  that  figure  of  income,  which  is  far 
less  than  the  minimum  wage  for  our 
farmers,  is  standard  throughout  the 
north  and  northeastern  part  of  our 
country. 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  RIGHT  TO  REJECT  MANDA¬ 
TORY  FEED  GRAINS  PLAN 

There  are  several  reasons  why  it  would 
be  a  tragic  mistake  for  the  Senate  to 
reverse  the  action  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  by  going 
back  to  the  administration  provision  for 
feed  grains.  Last  spring,  when  the  bill 
came  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  with  a  voluntary  provision 
in  it,  the  Senate  reversed  the  committee 
at  the  urging  of  the  administration  and 
provided  for  a  mandatory  program. 

The  mandatory  program  would  be  a 
very  serious  mistake,  for  many  reasons. 
I  should  like  to  state  three  very  quickly. 

The  first  reason  why  it  would  be  a 
serious  error  is  that  the  administration's 
program  would  require  a  referendum  be- 
foe  it  would  go  into  effect.  If  the  refer¬ 
endum  should  pass,  the  program  would 
go  into  effect.  If  the  referendum  should 
fail,  price  supports  would  be  extremely 
low  or  nonexistent  and  there  would  be 
no  limitations  whatsoever  on  production. 
There  would  be  no  voluntary  retirement 
program,  production  would  be  very  high, 
and  the  surplus  appalling. 

Under  those  circumstances  every  farm 
economist  that  I  know  and  every  farm 
organization,  including  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau,  the  Farmers  Union,  and  the 
Grange,  all  agree  that  we  would  have  a 
disastrous  farm  situation.  We  would 
have  a  situation  in  which  we  would  have 
great  overproduction  of  feed  grains.  We 
would  have  a  situation  in  which  there 
would  be  very  low  farm  income.  We 
would  have  9-cent-a-pound  hogs.  We 
would  have  very  low  prices  for  beef,  and 
a  greater-than-ever  dairy  surplus.  We 
would  have  excessively  low  prices  for 
what  the  feed  grain  farmer  himself  sells. 
Farm  income  would  drop  far  lower  than 
it  is  today.  Everyone  recognizes  that  the 
situation  would  be  bad. 


NO  EVIDENCE  THAT  REFERENDUM  WOULD  WIN 

Although  those  of  us  who  opposed  the 
administration’s  feed  grain  program  per¬ 
sistently  asked  the  administration  to 
indicate  why  they  thought  the  referen¬ 
dum  should  pass,  they  have  failed  to 
come  forth  with  the  data  or  documen¬ 
tation  to  indicate  that  two-thirds  of  the 
Nation’s  feed  grain  producers  would  vote 
for  such  a  program.  All  the  evidence  is 
to  the  contrary.  Every  pollster,  every 
economist,  every  farm  expert  who  has 
commented  on  the  situation  agreed  that 
farmers  would  vote  overwhelmingly 
against  the  referendum. 

It  has  been  said  by  some  Senators  and 
others  that  if  farmers  voted  “no”  in  the 
referendum,  they  would  deserve  to  have 
their  income  drop  sharply,  and  that 
their  income  should  drop  sharply;  that 
farmers  who  are  unwilling  to  submit  to 
controls  should  not  get  any  price  sup¬ 
ports. 

This  is  a  very  shortsighted  and  unfair 
view.  The  farmers  who  would  be  voting 
in  the  referendum  would  be  in  very  large 
number  farmers  who  have  nothing  to 
gain  from  the  program.  The  majority 
of  the  farmers  who  grow  feed  grain  do 
not  sell  a  nickel’s  worth  of  the  feed  grain 
off  the  farm.  They  feed  it  on  the  farms 
to  hogs,  to  cattle,  and  to  cows.  Under 
those  circumstances  many  of  those 
farmers  would  have  no  incentive  what¬ 
ever  to  vote  for  this  kind  of  program. 
It  would  be  exceedingly  unfair  to  com¬ 
mercial  feed  grain  farmers  to  say  that 
if  the  referendum  does  not  carry  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  they  will  not  have  a  pro¬ 
gram,  because  the  commercial  feed  grain 
farmers  will  be  heavily  outnumbered  by 
farmers  who  are  very  likely  to  vote  “no.” 

I  said  this  last  spring.  On  May  17  I 
made  a  long  speech  on  this  point  in  the 
Senate.  Many  Senators  said  it  last 
spring.  It  was  reiterated  by  responsible 
and  competent  professional  pollsters, 
among  them  Sam  Lubell,  who  con¬ 
ducted  a  very  careful  survey  in  many 
States  in  the  farm  areas,  and  he  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  not  a 
chance  that  the  program  would  pass; 
and  the  great  likelihood  is  that  it  would 
not  even  receive  a  majority  vote,  let 
alone  a  two-thirds  vote. 

POSSIBLE  FARM-LED  DEPRESSION 

Therefore,  the  first  great  difficulty  in 
the  administration’s  feed  grain  program 
is  that  there  is  a  very  strong  likelihood 
that  the  referendum  will  not  pass;  that 
not  even  a  majority  of  fanners — let 
alone  two-thirds  of  them — would  vote 
“aye”  in  the  referendum.  The  result 
would  be  that  there  would  be  no  pro¬ 
gram,  and  with  the  further  result  that 
there  would  be  huge  over-production; 
in  short,  we  would  have  a  situation 
which  would  be  chaotic  for  farmers  and 
exceedingly  costly  over  the  long  run  for 
the  Government,  and  which  would  be 
most  unfortunate  for  people  off  the 
farm,  because  of  the  fact  that  our  de¬ 
pressions  in  the  past  have  often  been 
farm  led  and  farm  fed. 

If  we  have  this  kind  of  disastrous 
situation  it  will  mean  that  ’those  who 
work  in  factories — whether  steel  fac¬ 
tories  or  farm  implement  factories,  auto- 
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mobile  factories  or  any  other  kind  of 
plants — will  find  their  jobs  dwindle  and 
disappear,  and  they  will  be  adversely 
affected. 

Therefore,  the  referendum  provision 
in  the  administration  feed  grain  bill  is 
the  No.  1  barrier  to  the  achievement  of 
higher  farm  income.  I  hope  that  when 
the  vote  comes  on  this  issue  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  week  from  today,  or  shortly  after 
that.  Senators  who  voted  in  favor  of  the 
administration’s  feed-grain  program  last 
time  will  satisfy  themselves  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  issue.  I  am  sure  that  no  Senator 
will  want  to  risk  the  chance  of  having  no 
program,  and  having  chaos  on  the  farms, 
and,  in  addition,  a  mess  that  will  take 
years  to  clear  up,  not  to  mention  the  tor¬ 
pedoing  of  our  whole  economic  outlook. 

Whatever  benefits  we  might  achieve 
from  a  tax  cut,  assuming  there  is  a  tax 
cut,  would  be  more  than  wiped  out  if 
this  kind  of  proposal  should  pass  the 
Senate;  and  if  one -third  plus  one  of  the 
farmers  should  vote  against  the  refer¬ 
endum,  we  would  have  no  feed  grain 
program  at  all. 

POSSIBILITY  OF  NO  CONFERENCE 

In  the  second  place,  I  hope  Senators  I 
will  reconsider  the  action  they  took  last 
spring  in  voting  for  the  administration’s 
feed  grain  proposal,  because  the  agri¬ 
cultural  leaders  in  the  House  who  ap¬ 
proved  the  House  bill  have  stated  that 
they  will  not  go  to  conference  if  the 
Senate  bill  is  attached  to  the  House  bill 
and  sent  over  to  them.  They  have  in¬ 
dicated  that  in  that  case  there  will  be  no 
bill. 

I  am  not  one  who  thinks  we  should 
bow  to  the  House.  Nevertheless,  we 
must  recognize  that  under  these  circum¬ 
stances  the  real  sufferers  would  not  be 
the  House  or  the  Senate,  but  the  Ameri¬ 
can  fanners.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  we  would  not  have  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  and  we  would  go  back  to  the  1958 
program,  which,  virtually  everyone 
agrees,  was  disastrous.  Under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances  the  effect  on  the  farmer 
would  be  adverse,  it  would  cause  his  in¬ 
come  to  drop,  and  the  effect  on  the  tax¬ 
payers  would  be  extremely  bad..  Every-  ' 
one  agrees  that  this  would  be  worse  than 
the  administration  program  of  last  year, 
that  it  would  cost  from  a  half  billion 
dollars  to  a  billion  dollars  more  than 
the  program  of  last  year,  and  that  it 
would  be  most  unfair. 

This  is  a  new  situation  that  we  did 
not  have  last  spring  when  we  voted  on 
the  administration’s  bill.  We  now  have 
a  situation  in  which  we  will  be  called 
upon  to  decide  in  this  vote  whether  we 
will  have  any  kind  of  farm  program  or 
whether  we  will  have  nothing. 

COULD  MEAN  NO  FARM  BILL 

If  the  Senate  approves  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  bill  to  insert  a 
mandatory  feed  grains  program  there  is 
a  strong  possibility  that  we  will  not  have 
a  farm  program.  To  prevent  this,  the 
Senate  should  approve  the  voluntary  feed 
grains  program,  which  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  recommended  last  year  and  which 
the  Senate  passed  last  year.  It  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  which,  I  will  point  out,  has  many 
advantages. 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


13735 


The  third  reason  why  we  should  sus¬ 
tain  the  Senate  committee  is  that  the 
voluntary  retirement  program  which  is  in 
the  Senate  bill  does  work.  First,  it  has 
cut  Government  costs.  It  has  cut  them 
substantially.  The  fact  is  that  pay- 
ments^  are  in  kind  out  of  the  surplus.  It 
has  been  said  that  the  program  has  cost 
a  substantial  amount  of  money.  How¬ 
ever,  it  must  be  remembered  that  those 
are  not  the  real  costs,  but  merely  book¬ 
keeping  costs.  The  real  costs  are  far 
less,  as  we  pay  farmers  not  in  cash  but 
in  kind  out  of  surpluses  for  reducing  their 
acreage. 

DOES  REDUCE  COSTS 

Of  course,  in  doing  this  we  reduce  the 
size  of  the  surplus  and  we  reduce  the  in¬ 
terest  costs  and  we  reduce  the  storage 
costs  of  the  surplus,  and  we  also  reduce 
the  burden  on  the  American  taxpayers. 
This  makes  sense. 

Furthermore,  the  argument  is  going  to 
be  made  that  we  cannot  continue  to  per¬ 
mit  corn  to  remain  alone,  among  the 
basic  commodities,  as  a  commodity, 
which  has  no  controls  but  does  have 
price  supports.  The  answer  is,  of  course, 
that  com  has  been  in  this  situation 
traditionally,  and  for  a  good  reason.  The 
reason  is  that  the  farmers  who  produce 
feed  grain  do  not  sell  their  feed  grain,  but 
feed  it  on  the  farm.  Only  40  percent  of 
our  feed  grains  crop  is  sold  in  a  market¬ 
place. 

Furthermore,  the  facts  show,  and  show 
very  clearly,  that  the  cost  of  the  feed 
grains  program  in  terms  of  the  value  of 
marketings  has  been  far  less  than  the 
cotton  program  and  has  been  substan¬ 
tially  less  than  the  wheat  program,  and 
has  been  an  economical  program  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  rest  of  the  farm  programs 
as  a  whole.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  cost 
of  the  feed  grains  program  has  been  5 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  marketings  in 
the  past  8  years;  whereas  the  cost  of  the 
wheat  program  has  been  12  percent,  and 
the  cost  of  the  cotton  program  8  percent. 

This  is  an  economical  program.  It  is 
working.  I  can  see  no  reason,  under 
these  circumstances,  for  our  eliminating 
)  the  program  and  walking  away  from  it. 

In  the  second  place,  the  program  has 
not  only  reduced  the  costs,  but  it  has 
also  increased  farm  income.  This  must 
be  the  essence  of  any  farm  program,  and 
it  must  be  the  No.  1  test.  This  must  be 
95  percent  of  the  criterion  of  any  farm 
program  which  is  passed,  namely,  that 
it  increases  farm  income.  That  is  the 
question,  Mr.  President;  Does  it  increase 
farm  income?  That  is  the  criterion. 

There  are  those  who  say  that  the  cost 
of  the  farm  program  has  become  too  ex¬ 
cessive.  Let  us  relate  that  argument  to 
the  real  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer- 
consumer.  If  we  do  that,  I  believe  we 
can  show  that  the  cost  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  been  excessive  at  all.  It 
has  not  been  excessive  by  any  measure¬ 
ment.  As  I  have  said,  the  cost  of  the 
feed  grain  program  is  5  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  marketings.  Therefore,  if 
we  add  5  percent  to  the  price  that  peo¬ 
ple  pay  for  the  products  of  feed  grain,  we 
can  get  some  conception  of  what  the 
cost  of  this  program  has  really  been  to 
the  taxpayer-consumer  of  America. 


FEED  CRAIN  SUPPORTS  COST  2  PERCENT  OF 
PRODUCTS  VALUE 

Experts  say  that  if  we  relate  the  cost 
of  the  feed  grain  program,  not  simply  to 
the  value  of  the  marketings,  but  to  the 
value  of  the  marketings  of  the  final  feed 
grain  product — that  is,  the  hogs,  or  the 
pork,  and  the  beef  or  the  milk — we  can 
see  that  the  cost  of  this  program  has 
been  only  about  2  percent. 

Mr.  President,  the  No.  1  bargain  in 
America  is  food.  Every  other  element  in 
the  cost  of  living  went  up  last  year,  ex¬ 
cept  food:  Food  went  down.  It  is  true 
that  over  the  past  20  or  25  years  the  cost 
of  food,  like  the  cost  of  everything  else, 
has  gone  up,  but  food  has  gone  up  far 
less  than  other  elements  in  the  cost  of 
living.  The  farmer  is,  in  fact,  subsidizing 
the  consumer  in  America.  He  is  getting 
far  less  in  return  for  his  work  than  do 
people  off  the  farm.  He  has  increased 
his  efficiency.  On  the  basis  of  any  kind 
of  economic  analysis,  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  clear  that  the  farmer  is  producing 
more  than  he  is  receiving. 

Under  those  circumstances,  to  argue 
that  the  farmer  is  a  burden  on  the  tax¬ 
payer,  or  that  the  whole  farm  program, 
when  it  is  related  to  the  tremendous 
advantages  which  American  consumers 
get  from  low-cost  food,  is  a  burden  on 
the  taxpayer,  does  not  make  sense  and 
does  not  add  up. 

In  this  connection,  I  should  like  to  add 
one  more  element.  The  best  way  to  as¬ 
sess  the  value  of  food  is  to  relate  it  to 
real  costs,  because  the  dollar  is  dimin¬ 
ishing  in  value.  Wages  are  rising  rapid¬ 
ly,  and  it  is  hard  to  get  a  proper  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  food  simply  by  using 
the  dollar  cost.  I  think  it  is  much  better 
to  relate  it  to  the  hours  of  work  that 
it  takes  to  buy  a  particular  farm  com¬ 
modity — to  buy  a  quart  of  milk,  to  buy 
a  loaf  of  bread,  to  buy  vegetables,  or  to 
buy  meat.  If  we  do  that,  we  will  find 
that  in  the  past  30  years  the  real  cost  of 
food  has  dropped  to  less  than  half  of 
what  it  was  30  years  ago  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  That  is  another  way  in  which  the 
farmer  is  providing  a  subsidy  to  people 
off  the  farm. 

FOOD  IS  A  BARGAIN 

Furthermore,  if  we  realize  that 
America  offers  the  best  bargain  for  the 
consumer  of  any  country  in  the  world, 
I  think  we  can  see  another  way  in  which 
farm  production  and  farm  efficiency  are 
benefiting  the  consumer. 

The  fact  is  that  in  terms  of  the  hours 
of  work  required  to  buy  a  loaf  of  bread, 
a  glass  of  milk,  or  a  pound  of  beef¬ 
steak,  the  American  consumer  is  far 
ahead  of  the  consumers  in  England, 
France,  or  West  Germany,  and  four 
times  as  far  ahead  as  the  consumers  in 
Russia. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  cost 
of  the  farm  program,  if  we  include  both 
the  cost  of  food  and  the  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  for  providing  tax  supports,  is  very 
moderate  and  is  distinctly  limited;  and 
in  view  of  the  great  value  which  con¬ 
sumers  are  receiving,  it  is  a  real  bargain. 

VOLUNTARY  PROGRAM  GREATLY  REDUCED  SURPLUS 
DESPITE  EXCELLENT  WEATHER 

As  I  say,  the  voluntary  program, 
which  will  be  an  option  available  to  Sen¬ 


ators  when  they  vote  next  week  on  the 
farm  bill,  has  increased  farm  income. 

It  has  also  resulted  in  a  sharp  reduction 
in  the  feed  grain  carryover  stocks.  Ac¬ 
tually,  the  statistics  show  that  the  carry¬ 
over  of  surpluses  was  reduced  13  per¬ 
cent.  That  is  a  very  sharp  reduction.  It 
was  the  first  time  in  many  years  that 
there  was  a  reduction  in  the  surplus. 

The  miracle  is  that  that  reduction  g 
took  place  in  an  excellent  year,  one  of  • 
the  best  growing  years  the  country  has 
ever  had.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the 
voluntary  retirement  program,  there 
would  have  been  a  perfectly  enormous 
increase  in  the  feed  grain  surplus.  But 
in  spite  of  the  fine  growing  weather,  in 
spite  of  the  large  increase  in  productiv¬ 
ity  per  acre — in  spite  of  all  that — the 
surplus  was  reduced  sharply.  The  sta¬ 
tistics  show  it  was  reduced  by  13  percent. 

Furthermore,  the  record  shows  that 
nonparticipators,  those  who  did  not  take 
part  in  the  program,  did  not,  as  it  was 
predicted  by  those  who  opposed  the  pro¬ 
gram,  increase  their  production.  What 
is  even  more  significant,  there  is  more 
compliance  in  1962  than  there  was  in 
1961.  Those  who  oppose  the  program 
say  it  might  be  all  right  as  a  one-shot 
program;  that  it  might  work  for  a  year 
or  two;  but  that  then  we  would  find 
compliance  drifting  off  and  diminishing; 
and  that  in  a  year  or  two  the  program 
would  not  work  so  well.  The  statistics 
show  the  opposite.  They  show  that  far 
from  less  compliance,  there  has  been 
more  compliance  in  1962  than  there  was 
in  1961.  On  the  basis  of  experience,  I 
think  we  may  look  forward  to  more  com¬ 
pliance  in  1963  than  in  1962. 

This  is  a  program  that  is  working. 

It  is  a  program  which  has  the  support 
of  farmers.  It  is  a  voluntary  program, 
not  a  mandatory  one.  It  is  increasing 
farm  income  while  reducing  costs.  It  is 
an  administration  program,  a  Kennedy 
program.  It  is  not  a  Benson  program. 

It  is  a  Kennedy  program.  It  is  a  Free¬ 
man  program.  I  cannot  understand 
why  the  administration  wants  to  walk 
away  from  it,  wants  to  reject  it,  and  ad¬ 
vocate  a  program  which  is  almost  cer¬ 
tain  to  be  an  exceedingly  unpopular  pro¬ 
gram  with  farmers  because  it  would  be 
mandatory  and  would  require  controls. 

It  would  limit  every  one  of  the  2.6  mil¬ 
lion  farmers  who  grow  feed  grains.  I 
cannot  understand  why  the  administra¬ 
tion  wants  to  have  such  a  program.  It 
would  be  a  terrible  risk,  and  would  very 
likely  be  rejected.  I  should  think  the 
administration  would  want  to  continue  a 
program  which  is  working. 

LESSON  OF  DEFEATED  TURKEY  REFERENDUM 

A  couple  of  weeks  ago,  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken  I,  the  ranking  Republican 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  reported  to  the  Senate  the 
result  of  the  turkey  referendum.  This 
was  a  referendum  which  the  adminis¬ 
tration  expected  to  win.  I  am  sure  it 
would  not  have  been  called  if  it  was 
not  expected  to  be  approved.  The  ref¬ 
erendum  asked  turkey  growers  whether 
they  would  agree  to  mandatory  controls 
and  higher  price  supports.  The  vote  in 
that  referendum  was  extremely  reveal- 
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ing.  Out  of  all  the  States,  in  only  one 
State  in  the  entire  Union  did  two  thirds 
of  the  farmers  vote  for  controls.  That 
State  was  Wisconsin.  In  every  one  of 
the  other  States,  the  farmers  voted 
“No.”  The  administration  had  ex¬ 
pected  two-thirds  of  the  farmers  in  all 
the  States  to  vote  for  this  program. 
They  did  not  do  so.  They  voted  against 
the  program.  The  fact  is  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  underestimated — seriously 
underestimated — the  opposition  by 
farmers  to  a  mandatory  control  pro¬ 
gram.  The  strong  preference  by  farm¬ 
ers  is  a  voluntary  program,  if  they  can 
possibly  get  one. 

SMALL  FARMS  ARE  NOT  EXEMPT 

There  is  one  additional  point  I  should 
like  to  make  in  connection  with  this 
program,  because  it  is  vitally  important. 
It  has  been  overlooked.  It  has  not  been 
adequately  reported  in  the  newspapers. 
I  honestly  do  not  believe  that  the  way 
the  program  has  worked  with  respect 
to  small  fanners  is  fully  understood  by 
all  Senators.  I  have  before  me  a  table 
which  shows  for  each  State,  the  number 
of  farms  which  have  a  base  of  25  acres 
or  less  for  feed  grains.  These  are  the 
small  farms.  These  are  the  dairy  farms, 
the  hog  farms,  and  the  other  farms 
throughout  the  country  which  would 
be  affected  by  this  program,  but  which 
some  newspapers,  unfortunately,  have 
given  the  impression  would  be  exempted 
from  the  administration’s  mandatory 
program.  What  the  administration  bill 
provides  is  that  every  feed  grain  farm¬ 
er,  without  exception,  would  have  a  base. 
That  base  would  be  the  amount  of  acre¬ 
age  planted  in  1959-60.  He  would  be 
limited  to  that  base. 

Since  1959-60,  in  Wisconsin  and 
other  States,  the  farms  have  grown 
bigger.  There  are  fewer  farms,  but 
bigger  farms.  This  means  that  farmers, 
even  though  they  produce  on  less  than 
25  acres,  will  have  to  cut  back  produc¬ 
tion  to  the  1959-60  base.  Every  farm¬ 
er  would  be  affected.  There  would  be  no 
exceptions  and  no  exemptions. 

It  is  true  that  farmers  who  produce 
on  less  than  25  acres  would  not  suffer 
a  cutback  in  their  production  below  their 
1959-60  base,  unless  they  choose  to 
take  part  in  the  referendum. 

If  they  chose  to  take  part  in  the  refer¬ 
endum,  however,  they  would  have  to  suf¬ 
fer  a  10-,  20-,  or  30-percent  further 
cutback.  Probably  there  would  be  a  20- 
percent  cutback. 

INJUSTICE  FOR  SMALL  FARMS 

The  great  inequity  of  this  arrange¬ 
ment  is  that  there  would  be  a  disfran¬ 
chisement  of  more  than  half  the  farmers 
affected  by  the  bill,  because  there  would 
be  an  economic  penalty  if  they  took  part 
in  the  referendum.  For  example,  Joe 
Smith,  a  typical  dairy  farmer  or  hog 
farmer,  would  be  told,  “You  have  a  base 
of  20  acres,  because  that  is  the  number 
of  acres  you  had  planted  in  feed  grain 
in  1959-60.  If  you  take  part  in  this 
program,  to  the  extent  of  voting  for 
the  referendum,  you  will  have  to  take 
a  20-percent  cutback — a  cutback  to  16 
acres.  If  you  do  not  vote  in  the  referen¬ 
dum,  you  can  plant  20  acres.” 


However,  20  acres  was  the  acreage 
he  planted  to  feed  grain  in  1959-60; 
and  if  he  is  a  typical  farmer,  his  acreage 
in  1962  is  probably  23  or  24  acres. 
Therefore,  his  alternative  is  as  follows: 
If  he  votes  in  the  referendum,  he  will 
have  to  accept  a  cutback  all  the  way  to 
16  acres,  under  these  circumstances.  If 
he  does  not  vote  in  the  referendum,  he 
will  also  have  to  take  a  cutback — but  in 
that  case,  to  20  acres.  However,  not 
only  will  he  be  limited  in  that  way,  but 
in  that  case  he  will  lose  his  franchise — 
he  will  not  be  able  to  vote  in  the  refer¬ 
endum. 

Farmers  have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
in  attempting  to  understand  this  matter. 
This  may  not  amount  to  taxation  with¬ 
out  representation,  but  certainly  it  is 
suppression  and  limitation  without 
representation. 

The  chart  to  which  I  have  referred 
shows  that  in  the  United  States  there 
are — according  to  estimates  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture — approximately 
1,204,000  farms  which  have  bases  of  25 
acres  or  less.  Those  are  54  percent  of 
all  the  farms.  Under  this  bill,  every  one 
of  these  more  than  1,200,000  of  them — 
would  be  limited  in  production,  would 
be  subject  to  an  economic  penalty  if  the 
farmers  voted  in  the  referendum,  and, 
in  the  overwhelming  majority  of  cases, 
these  farmers  would  not  get  1  nickel 
more,  if  this  program  went  through, 
than  they  would  if  it  failed  to  go 
through,  because  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  these  farmers  do  not  sell  a 
bushel  of  grain  off  the  farm. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  table  entitled  “Feed  Grains: 
Estimated  Applicability  of  25-Acre  Ex¬ 
emption  Under  the  Provisions  of  Admin¬ 
istration  Feed  Grain  Program.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Table  7. — Feed  grains:  Estimated  applicabil¬ 
ity  of  25-acre  exemption  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  administration  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  1 


State 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with 
bases  of 

25  acres  or 
less  > 

Percentage 
of  farms 
with  25-acre 
base  or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
farms  with 
25  acres  or 
less  (thou¬ 
sand  acres) 

Maine _ _ 

1,079 

96 

8.5 

New  Hampshire.. 

906 

93 

8.1 

Vermont . . 

3, 482 

90 

37. 1 

Massachusetts.... 

1,684 

88 

17.4 

Rhode  Island _ 

240 

83 

3.0 

Connecticut _ 

1,802 

85 

21.9 

New  York _ 

31,045 

81 

319.8 

New  Jersey _ 

3,608 

64 

44.9 

Pennsylvania _ 

66, 586 

81 

857.2 

Ohio . . 

67,907 

55 

649.2 

Indiana  . . . 

39, 056 

39 

476.  1 

Illinois _ 

25,  749 

20 

296.4 

Michigan . — . 

45,283 

63 

545.0 

Wisconsin . . 

64,528 

61 

796.  0 

Minnesota . 

28,001 

25 

357.6 

Iowa _ 

18,  164 

12 

236.8 

Missouri  _ 

46,  .584 

48 

612.5 

North  Dakota.... 

2, 375 

6 

31.7 

South  Dakota.... 

2, 872 

7 

22.4 

Nebraska _ 

4, 231 

6 

62.4 

Kansas _ 

16,  690 

24 

173.5 

Delaware _ 

1,840 

50 

22.3 

Maryland _ 

11,099 

66 

113.9 

Virginia _ 

66,386 

89 

403.4 

West  Virginia.... 

20,063 

96 

101.3 

North  Carolina.. . 

128,926 

88 

1, 059.  6 

South  Carolina... 

60,241 

87 

426.4 

Georgia _ _ 

45,508 

60 

453.4 
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State 

Estimated 
number  of 
farms  with 
bases  of 

25  acres  or 
less 1 

Percentage 
of  farms 
with  25-acre 
base  or  less 

Feed  grain 
acreage  rep¬ 
resented  by 
fifrms  with 
25  acres  or 
less  (thou¬ 
sand  acres) 

Florida 

6, 079 

51 

69.0 

Kentucky _ 

82,  526 

82 

686.4 

Tennessee _ 

79,  944 

82 

cm.  9 

Alabama _ 

62.844 

73 

642.9 

Mississippi _ 

82, 176 

89 

722.1 

Arkansas _ 

31, 121 

91 

210.7 

Louisiana _ 

31,061 

91 

259.2 

Oklahoma _ 

9, 131 

34 

61.1 

Texas _ 

28,442 

36 

264.1 

Montana 

3,899 

25 

59.3 

Idaho . . 

4,937 

54 

68.7 

Wyoming _ 

1, 098 

39 

13.2 

Colorado _ 

390 

10 

3.0 

New  Mexico _ 

474 

26 

5.8 

Arizona _ 

301 

23 

2.3 

Utah. . 

5,538 

70 

53.6 

Nevada _ 

216 

54 

2.3 

Washington _ 

2,334 

35 

21.9 

Oregon _ 

4,  734 

53 

48.7 

California _ 

1,352 

18 

22.6 

United  States. . 

1,  204,  532 

54 

11, 976. 5 

1  The  exemption  applies  to  base  acreage  in  H.R.  11222 
and  to  acreage  allotments,  and  was  deleted  from  the 
Senate  bill  (S.  2786)  before  it  was  reported  as  S.  3225. 

2  Includes  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley.  If  oaf3 
are  included,  as  in  H.R.  11222,  percentage  of  farms  would 
be  smaller  in  most  States. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  In  conclusion,  let 
me  say  that  I  hope  all  Senators  will  care¬ 
fully  and  thoughtfully  reconsider  their 
positions  on  the  farm  bill  before  they 
vote,  next  week,  to  determine  whether 
we  are  to  have  mandatory  controls. 

To  sum  up,  I  reiterate  that  there  is 
every  possibility  that  if  Senators  were 
to  vote  in  favor  of  the  administration’s 
program,  we  would  not  have  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  at  all — if  the  House  were  to  agree 
to  such  a  Senate  amendment,  and  if  the 
President  were  to  sign  the  bill,  as  thus 
amended,  but  if  two-thirds  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  did  not  vote  in  favor  of  the  pro¬ 
gram — and  I  think  there  is  every  possi¬ 
bility  that  that  might  happen. 

However,  if  the  House  adheres  to  its 
position,  and  refuses  to  hold  a  confer¬ 
ence  on  that  measure,  if  the  Senate  were 
simply  to  amend  the  bill  as  passed  by  /  [ 
the  House  by  adding  the  text  of  the  ' 
amendment  previously  adopted  by  the 
Senate — which  is  what  we  would  be  do¬ 
ing — we  would  not  have  any  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

Finally,  the  alternative  offered  by  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee — a  vol¬ 
untary  retirement  program — is  working, 
is  raising  farm  income,  and  is  reducing 
cost. 

So  I  hope  all  Senators  will  very 
thoughtfully  consider  the  situation;  and 
I  also  hope — for  whatever  it  is  worth — 
that  the  administration  will  consider 
what  it  is  asking  Senators  to  do  and 
what  it  is  risking  for  the  American  farm¬ 
ers. 


PRESIDENT  DESERVES  CREDIT  FOR 
^RESISTING  TAX  CUT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
Monday  at  hi^mess  conference.  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  di^s^ssed  the  possibility 
of  a  tax  cut.  I  thinlKhe  showed  great 
fortitude  and  wisdom  when  he  said  he 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  appropriations  continuation  measure.  Conferees  filed 
report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill.  House  /ommittee  voted  to  report  bills  for 


expansion  of  survey  of  forest  resourt 


to  add  States  in  forestry  research,  in¬ 


crease  authorization  under  CooperativeXFore'St  Management  Act,  provide  additional 
research  facilities  for  experiment  stations,  revise  distribution  formula  for  ex¬ 
tension  funds,  and  add  certain  lands  tcyuKtional  forests.  Sen.  Magnuson  commended 
President's  recommendations  to  aid  lumber  industry.  Sen.  Douglas  commended  Presi¬ 
dent's  appointment  of  Consumer  Advisory  Council.  House  committee  voted  to  report 
independent  offices  appropriation  bill.  Sen. \nderson  introduced  and  discussed 
water  resources  research  bill.  pen.  Ellender  itHroduced  bill  to  extend  Internation 
^al  Wheat  Agreement. 


SENATE 


1 .  ; APPROPRIATIONS.  /Passed  without  amendment  H,  J.  Res.  839\the  appropriations 

continuation  resolution  to  make  temporary  appropriations  until  August  31,  1962, 
for  those  departments  and  agencies,  including  this  Department,  whose  annual 
appropriation  bills  have  not  yet  been  enacted.  This  measure\?ill  now  be  sent 
to  the  President,  p.  13960 

2.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Magnuson  commended  the  President's  "affirmative  reXommendations 

dealing  with  a  serious  lumber  situation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest , "'particularly 
his  proposal  to  begin  negotiations  with  Canada  regarding  timber  imports  from 
.hat  country.  Sens.  Morse  and  Neuberger  commended  Sen.  Magnuson' s  statement, 
pp.  13921-2 

3.  CONSUMERS.  Sen.  Douglas  commended  the  President's  appointment  of  a  Consume] 
Advisory  Council  and  inserted  biographical  sketches  of  the  members  of  the 
Council,  pp.  13938-9 


2 


4,X*^ERSHEDS*  Sen’  Chavez  announced  approval  of  watershed  projects  by  the  Publur 
wb*^cs  Committee  as  follows:  Hurricane  Creek,  Ala.:  Town  Creek,  Ala.;  Florae 
areaXAriz.;  Marbury  Creek,  Ga. ;  Middle  Fork  Broad  River,  Ga.;  North  RrfSch  1 
Creekfc  p’  ^.^(supplemental);  uPPar  Blue  River,  Okla. ;  and^icketty 


’  p  E?IKGSi‘^-Sen‘^VeZ  announced  approval  by  the  Public  WofkT  Committee  of  Fed- 
M„„.  U^ld^n§s  Pr°i^ts  at  Long  Beach-Los  Angeles  Harbdr^ Cal i f . ;  Sault  Ste. 

p  13966  Ch>i  Roswel  »  Buffalo,  N.  Y. ;  apPcharlottesville ,  Va. 


ferenM^l*  S6?*  McGee  ^nserted^s^y0 .  Acjeflcan  Legion  resolution  urging  pre- 

tion  and\^hP  °r!nt  f  ^uaUf ied  S^f^esidents  by  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion  and  other  Federal  agencies  ij^y^p.  13966 


statine^that *"  Se^'  y°un^>^>  ur8ed  a  halt^bo  the  building  of  fallout  shelters, 
in  saving  no  falloup/shelter  program  in  theMJnited  States  would  be  effective 
rn  saving  lives  in  a^Oclear  war."  pp.  13927-8  ^ 


ELECTRIFLCATI^^San  Humphrey  inserted  and  commended  twbsarticles  on  projects/- 
or  the  generation  of  electricity  by  solar  cells,  pp.  139^9  ( 


9’  F"SStF^pia  Srn*  MUndt  inserted  an  article  by  Christian  Herte^ohs.  foreign  aidj 
Jrtiat  Foreign  Countries  Can  Do  For  Us."  pp.  13933-4  ^ 


use  SeUI  ?ouglas  urSed  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  to  approveN:he 

- — — -r°  ein  concentrate  for  human  consumption  in  the  U.  S.  pp.  13937^1 


FARM  PR°GRAM.  The  report  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  on  H.  R. 
as  follows ^  1  (S6e  DiSeSt  127)'  COntainS  an  Sanation  of  the  bill 


amendment»  which  In  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  is  identi- 
d  fs  rePorted  by  this  committee  on  April  27,  1962*  except  that 

Ill^have  £rovisl°ns.of  S*  3225,  as  passed  by  the  Senate  (subtitle  B  of  title 
ported  substituted  for  the  corresponding  provisions  of  S.  3225,  as  re- 

"The  bill  consists  of  five  titles  providing  for--- 


r,  "Title  I - Land  Use  Adjustment" 

national 6 basis?"  adminiStration  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program  on  a 

to  consf?^r??d  a!  P*0^6^8  under  long-term  agreements  (not  to  exceed  15  years 

Appropriatinnc:  Ve  °P  foll»  water»  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources 

ppropriations  are  restricted  to  $10  million  annually. 

plans.*  °anS  t0  State  and  l°cal  public  agencies  to  carry  out  land  utilization 

amone’other^hr*  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  providlra 
tion^urnoL things  for  Federal  participation  in  installation  costs  for  recrea- 
poses  P  l°  la0d  °°SCS  for  PubUc  «•*>.  »ildlife,  and  recreation  pur- 

„T  "Title  II - Public  Law  480" 

tltle°iv  ofrpubUc1La»°480r83dV'cong«ss!rlVate  ^  °Cher  a”endl”en,:s  of 


"Extension  ***  (Subtitle  A)  Feed  Grain  Program" 

of  the  special  feed  grain  program  to  the  1963  crop. 
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"Title  III  (Subtitle  B)— Wheat  Program" 

"A  marketing  certificate  plan  under  which  noncertificated  wheat  would  be 
supported  at  a  level  determined  after  consideration  of  its  feed  value  and  world 
price,  and  certificated  wheat  would  be  supported  at  between  65  and  90  percent  of 
parity.  Certificates  would  be  issued  to  producers  for  all  wheat  consumed  domes¬ 
tically  for  food  and  such  part  of  the  exports  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
would  carry  out  the  price  and  income  objectives  of  the  bill. 


"Title  IV - Credit" 

"1.  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  for  recreational  facilities  and  sewers. 

"2.  An  increase  (from  $10  million  to  $25  million)  in  the  amount  of  direct 
FHA  real  estate  loans  for  immediate  resale  which  can  be  made  from  the  agricul¬ 
tural  credit  insurance  fund. 

"3.  A  single  loan  fund  for  Rural  Electrification  Administration  loans,  to 
include  funds  appropriated,  borrowed,  or  repaid,  and  to  be  available  for  loans 
only  as  authorized  in  appropriation  acts. 


"Title  V - Industrial  Uses  of  Agricultural  Products" 

"Establishes  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Administration 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  coordinate  and  expedite  an  expanded  re- 
search  program  on  industrial  uses  of  agricultural  commodities." 


12.  F< 


HOUSE 

STRY.  The  agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  re; 
port)  H.  R.  12688  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
courage  and  assist  the  States  in  carrying  on  a  program  of  forestry  resej 
H.  R.  97SL8,  to  amend  the  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act  to  increase^ the 
appropriat&m  authorization  from  $2.5  million  to  $5  million;  S.  30^4  (amended), 
to  increase  tha  authorization  for  the  national  survey  of  forest  resources; 

S.  3112  (amended),  to  add  certain  lands  to  the  Pike  National  Edrest  in  Colo, 
and  the  Carson  ancKSanta  Fe  National  Forests  in  N.  M. ;  and R.  7195  (amended), 
to  add  certain  lands^o  the  Wasatch  National  Forest,  UtajK  The  Subcommittee  on 
Forests  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  tp'che  full  committee 
H.  R.  11111,  authorizing  bi^e  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certain 
forest  lands  in  Iowa.  p.  D&46 

*3,  EXTENSION  WORK;  RESEARCH.  The  Agriculture  Comfnittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  net 
actually  report)  H.  R.  12589,  to  am^nd  the/Smith-Lever  Act  so  as  to  revise  the 
formula  for  apportioning  funds  among  cfca/States,  and  H.  R.  12568  (a  clean  bill 
to  be  introduced),  to  assist  States  to  pbqvide  additional  facilities  for  re¬ 
search  at  the  State  agricultural  e^>erimenT\stations.  p.  D646 

14.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  (durj^fg  adjournment  of^the  House)  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  H.  R.  10802,  the  Department  of  Interior  aiTirelated  agencies,  including 
Forest  Service,  appropriation  bill  for  1963  (H.  ReptX2049)  (pp.  13968-70).  At 
the  end  of  this  Diges£/ls  a  table  showing  the  action  orNfhe  conferees  on  Forest 
Service  items. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not^ctually  report) 
the  independen£/of fices  appropriation  bill  for  1963.  p.  D647 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


15.  PERSONNEL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Mundt  criticizing  the  increase  ift\the 
number  of  Federal  employees,  and  inserting  an  article,  "The  Federal  Diary-~New 
alicy  Aims  at  More  Output  Per  U.  S.  Employee."  p.  A5796 


16.  feWpGETING.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Byrd  inserting  a  resolution  by  the  s' 
Virginia  Bankers  Association  urging  a  reduction  of  Federal  expenditures.  P>A5/97 


iGETING 


17.  RECLAMATION.  Speech  in  the  House  of  Rep.  Aspinall  supporting  the  ManjKCreek 

Federal  Reclamation  Project,  Idaho,  p.  A5802  _ 

Speech  inphe  House  of  Rep.  Saylor  opposing  the  Mann  CreekJ«rderal  Reclama 

tion  Project,  Idaho,  pp.  A5804-5 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


18.  WHEAT.  S.  3574  by  Sen.  IsHender  (by  request),  tcr'extend  the  International  Wheat  J 

Agreement  Act  of  1949;  to  Apiculture  and  Fparfestry  Committee. 

19.  WATER  RESOURCES.  S.  3579,  by  SenXAndpson,  to  establish  water  resources 

rp search  institutes  at  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities,  and  to  pro- 
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SENATE  -  AUG.  10 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  69  to  15,  tabled  a  motion  by  Sen.  Morse  to  proceed 
to  consideration  of  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  15091-2).  Sen.  Morse 
criticized  the  delay  in  considering  the  farm  bill,  stating  that  "by  postponing 
action  on  the  farm  bill,  the  Senate  today  has  done  a  horrendous  wrong  to  the 

Srica"  (p.  15096).  _ , - - 

ms,  Del.,  defended  his  recent  statement  that  the  Administration's 

recommended  to  the  Congress  contained  a  criminal  provision  for 
stated  that  a  "rebuttal  by  the  unnamed  spokesman  for  ct^e  Agri- 
ment  is  deliberately  misleading,"  and  inserted  material  oo  sup- 
ion.  p.  15101  \ 

Resumed  debate  on  H.  R.  11040,  the  communications  satelliteX 
7-9,  15092,  15095-100,  15104-14,  151124).  This  bill  was  reported 
lent  earlier  in  the  day  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  (S.  epfc^ 

). 


3. \PERS0NNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amend? 
dent  H.  R.  8564,  to  provide  for  the  escheat  of  the  unclaimed  payments  under 
Government  life  insurance  program  to  the  credit  of  the  life  insurance  fund, 
(S\Rept.  1877).  p.  15114 

4.  SMALL  BUSINES;  CONTRACTS.  The  Small  Business  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and 

Currency.  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendment 

S.  309$, \o  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  to  provide  that  the  prograni  under 
which  Government  contracts  are  set  aside  for  small  business  concerns  shall  not 
apply  in  the\case  of  contracts  for  maintenance,  repair,  or  construction.  p.D712 

5.  NOMINATION,  Received  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Harvey  Brooks  to  be' a  member  of  the 
National  Science  N^oard,  National  Science  Foundation,  p.  15087 

HOUSE  -  AUG.  10 

6.  RESEARCH;  FEED  ADDITIVE^V  The  Subcommittee  on  Health  ajrfd  Safety  of  the  Inter¬ 

state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  /ro  the  full  committee 
H.  R.  12437,  to  amend  the  Rood  and  Drug  Act  so  as  t p  repeal  a  provision  pro¬ 
hibiting  issuance  of  regulations  permitting  animal/ feed  additives  found  to 
induce  cancer,  based  on  certaip  findings  by  the  Secretary  of  HEW.  p.  D713 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  Voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  12870,  the\ilitary  q/nstruction  appropriation  bill  for 
1963.  p.  D712 

SENATE  -  AWC  11 

8.  COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  W.  R.  n11040,  the  communications  satellite 

bill.  pp.  15126,  15148-212 

9.  ROADS.  Sen.  Metcalf  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R.  12135 

the  road  authorization  bill,  n/  15126 

10,  CONTRACTS.  Sen.  Neuberger  ur^ed  enactment  of  equal  |?ay  legislation  and  inserted 
an  article,  "Bill  to  AssuryWomen  Equal  Pay  Alarms  EWoyers'  Lobbyists--But  \ 
Belated  Attack  Given  Slim/Chance  to  Block  Passage;  Senator  Tower  Cool  to  Oppo¬ 
nents."  pp.  15213-4 


11.  RECESSED  until  Mon.,  £6g.  13.  p.  15215 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

12.  FARM  PROGRAM,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Capehart  inserting  an^editorial , 

"Retraining  oy  Farmers,"  stating  that  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Wickard 
"is  right  ity'opposing  the  retraining  of  farmers  for  city  jobs."  p. \&6121 

13.  FOOD  AND  DjXtJG;  PESTICIDES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Broyhill  inserting  the 

testimony  of  the  secretary  of  the  Federation  of  Homemakers  urging  additional 
appropriations  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  for  inspection  activities, 
particularly  for  inspection  of  pesticide  residues  on  foods  for  home  consump- 
tiojtf.  pp.  A6126-8 
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15091 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  send  to  the  desk  a  mo¬ 
tion  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Senate  Resolution  24,  the 
soVcalled  Morse  antifilibuster  resolution. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerkVeports  that  the  matter  is  not  in 
his  possession,  but  is  still  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  \>n  Rules  and  Administration. 
The  morion,  therefore,  is  not  in  order. 
The  Senator  from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  question  I  was 
about  to  ptat  to  the  Chair  has  been 
answered.  \ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  Senate  Resolution  24  be  taken  from 
the  committee  arid  be  made  the  pending 
business  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  move  to  table 
that  motion.  \ 

The  PRESIDING\  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing;  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana  to  table  the 
motion  made  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon.  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr \  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays.X 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays.  \ 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  TTie  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll.  \ 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Btjrdick],  the  Senator  from  West  Vii\ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from' 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from?' 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastor®] 
are  absent  on  official  business.  / 

I  further  announce  that  the  Sei/ator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is 
necessarily  absent.  / 

I  further  announce  that,  if /present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  west  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Sen/tor  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pasto/e],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexicci  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  would  each  vote  “ye/!” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  amiounce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona/TMr.  Gold  water], 
the  Senators  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper  and  Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  is  absent  because  of  a  death 
in  the  family: 

If  presen/ and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from' New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy] 
would /ach  vote  “yea.” 

On /this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mt/Bennett]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  If  present 
ana  voting,  the  Senator  from  Utah  would 
v/te  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York  would  vote  “nay.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  70, 


nays  14,  as  follows; 

[No.  150  Leg.J  / 

YEAS— 70 

Aiken 

Fulbright 

Pearson  / 

Allott 

Hickey 

Pell  / 

Beall 

Hill 

Prouty/ 

Bible 

Holland 

Randolph 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Robejftson 

Bottum 

Humphrey 

Russell 

Bush 

Jackson 

Salwmstall 

Butler 

Johnston 

Sr/athers 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith,  Mass. 

Cannon 

Jordan, Idaho 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Kerr 

/Sparkman 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

/  Stennis 

CarroU 

Lausche  / 

'  Symington 

Chavez 

Long,  Hawaii/ 

Talmadge 

Church 

Long,  La.  / 

Thurmond 

Cotton 

Magnuson  / 

Tower 

Curtis 

Mansfield / 

Wiley 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dodd 

McClellaih 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

McGee  [ 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Engle 

Monnsney 

Young,  Ohio 

Ervin 

Munflt 

Fong 

Mu/kie 

/NAYS— 14 

Bartlett 

Gruenlng 

Moss 

Case 

^lartke 

Neuberger 

Clark 

/  Keating 

Proxmire 

Douglas 

/  Kefauver 

Scott 

Gore  / 

'  Morse 

NOT  VOTING 

16 

Anderson  / 

Hart 

Miller 

Bennett  / 

Hayden 

Morton 

Burdick/ 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Pastore 

Coop  e/ 

Long,  Mo. 

Goldwater 

McNamara 

So  Mr.  Mansfield’s  motion  to  lay  Mr. 
Morse’s  motion  on  the  table  was  agreed 
t ,6. 

J  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
Xmove  that  the  vote  by  which  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  was  agreed  to  be  re¬ 
considered. 

Ob’.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  on  the  table  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider. 

TheNmotion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MQRSE.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
another  motion  which  I  wish  to  make. 
However,  Before  making  it,  I  wish  to 
say  that  I  am  very  much  disappointed 
that  my  previous  motion  was  laid  on  the 
table,  although  I  would  be  less  than 
honest  if  I  did  itot  say  that  that  action 
came  as  no  surprise,  for  always  before  I 
engage  in  prolonged  debate  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  offer  the  Morse  antifilibuster  reso¬ 
lution  or  pledge  mv  support  to  the 
Douglas  an tifilibusten.  resolution  or  to 
the  Clark  antifilibusteV  resolution  or  to 
the  antifilibuster  resolution  which  the 
great  Senator  Herbert  Ltehman  used  to 
submit,  or  to  the  antifiliVuster  resolu¬ 
tion  which  the  late  great  iSenator  Dick 
Neuberger,  of  Oregon,  usecK  to  submit, 
because  I  always  hope  that  perhaps 
sometime  the  Senate  will  com\  to  grips 
with  the  matter  of  changing  rule  XXII, 
so  that  the  minority  will  be  ful\y  pro¬ 
tected  from  being  ridden  over,  rough¬ 
shod,  by  a  galloping  majority  at\  any 
particular  time.  \ 

But  now  the  Senate  has  spoken  ag^n 
on  the  Morse  antifilibuster  resolution. \ 


THE  FARM  BILL 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  now  I 
turn  to  another  measure  which  I  think 


should  be  given  precedence  over  the 
pending  bill — returning  to  the  pending 
bill  as  soon  as  these  two  or  three  very 
emergency  pieces  of  legislation  are  taken 
care  of. 

As  the  Senate  knows,  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  think  we  should  postpone  any  fur¬ 
ther  the  consideration  of  the  farm  bill. 
Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
House  bill  12391,  the  farm  bill;  and  as 
I  make  my  motion,  I  raise  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry.  I  believe  the  bill  should 
be  read  by  the  clerk;  and  I  ask,  as  a 
parliamentary  inquiry,  whether  I  am  en¬ 
titled  to  have  the  bill  read  as  I  make  my 
motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  rules,  the  Senator  is  entitled  to  have 
the  title  of  the  bill  read,  but  not  the 
body  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  my  motion;  I  move  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
House  bill  12391,  the  farm  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is  not 
debatable. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  has  moved  that 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
be  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
question,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  requested.  Ob¬ 
viously  there  is  a  sufficient  second,  and 
the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr 
.Mansfield]  to  lay  on  the  table  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  House  bill  12391,  the 
farm  bill.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Burdick],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater], 
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the  Senators  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
loofer  and  Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 

Murphy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 

Cooper]  is  absent  because  of  a  death  in 
the  family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 

Murphy]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  69, 


nays  15,  as  follows: 

[No.  151  Leg.] 

YEAS — 69 

Aiken 

Fong 

Monroney 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Mundt 

Beall 

Hartke 

Muskie 

Bible 

Hickey 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hill 

Pell 

Bottum 

Holland 

Prouty 

Bush 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Russell 

Cannon 

Johnston 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Carlson 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Smathers 

Case 

Keating 

Smith,  Mass. 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Church 

Kuchel 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Long,  Hawaii 

Symington 

Dlrksen 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Engle 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

NAYS— 15 

Williams,  Del. 

Bartlett 

Gruenlng 

Neuberger 

Carroll 

Kefauver 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Yarborough 

Douglas 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING 

16 

Anderson 

Hart 

Miller 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Morton 

Burdick 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Pastore 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Goldwater 

McNamara 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to.   / 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  THE  SHOW¬ 
ING  OF  FILMS  TAKEN  IN  RUSSIA — 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  I  gave  notice  of  showings  of  films 
taken  by  me  in  Russia.  An  error  was 
made  in  the  Record,  at  mge  15024.  It 
reads  as  follows :  / 

There  will  he  two  showings  on  Tuesday, 
one  beginning  at  2:30 /.m.  and  the  other 
at  3 :30  p.m.  / 

It  should  read :  / 

There  wiU  be  two  showings  on  Tuesday, 
one  beginning  a/T2:30  p.m.  and  the  other 
at  3 :30  p.m.  / 

I  ask  that/the  Record  be  corrected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
TALMADGErin  the  chair) .  The  correction 
will  be  made. 


COMMERCIAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11040)  to  provide 
for  the  establishment,  ownership,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  regulation  of  a  commercial 
communications  satellite  system,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  motion,  and  ask  that 
it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo¬ 
tion  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  pro¬ 
poses  : 

I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Senate  1552,  the  Drug  In¬ 
dustry  Act  of  1962. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

[  Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President - 

V  Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  that 
motion  is  not  debatable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tionhas  been  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Montana  to  table  the  motion.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  DQUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask' 
for  the  yeas  and  nays.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yfeas 
and  nays hav&  been requested.  / 

The  yeas  ancknays  were  ordered/ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered /and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll.  / 

The  legislative  clefck  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  \I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  NonJi  Dakota  [Mr. 
Burdick],  the  Senator/rsom  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the /Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Engle]/ the  Senator  from 
Michigan  LMr.  Habt],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hay/en],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Sena  cor  from 
Michigan  [Mi/McNamara],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore] 
are  absent  on  official  business.  \ 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Nei/  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is  nec\ 
essaril/absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  California 
[Air.. Engle],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Long]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore], 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  would  vote  “nay” 
and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater], 
the  Senators  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper  and  Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],-  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Coo¬ 
per]  is  absent  because  of  a  death  in  the 
family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
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Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  and  the  Sena/ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Murph/] 
would  each  vote  “yea.”  / 

The  result  was  announced — yea»  70, 


nays  13,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

[No.  152  Leg.] 
YEAS — 70 

Hartke 

Pf/rson 

Allott 

Hickey 

Bell 

Beall 

Hill 

/routy 

Bible 

Holland  / 

Randolph 

Boggs 

Hruska  / 

Robertson 

Bottum 

Humphrey  / 

Russell 

Bush 

Jackson  / 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Johnston/ 

Scott 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan/y.C. 

Smathers 

Cannon 

Jordai/ Idaho 

Smith,  Mass. 

Capehart 

Keating 

Smith,  Maine 

Carlson 

Ker/ 

Sparkman 

Case 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Chavez 

i/usche 

Symington 

Church 

Tong,  Hawaii 

Talmadge 

Cotton 

/  Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

/  Mansfield 

Tower 

Dirksen  / 

McCarthy 

Wiley 

Dodd  / 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland/ 

McGee 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellende/ 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin  / 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong/ 

Mundt 

Ful/right 

Muskie 

/Bartlett 

NAYS— 13 
Gruening 

Neuberger 

Carroll 

Kefauver 

Proxmire 

Clark' 

Long,  La. 

Yarborough 

Douglas 

Morse 

Gore 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING— 

17 

Anderson 

Goldwater 

McNamara 

Bennett 

Hart 

Miller 

Burdick 

Hayden 

Morton 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Cooper 

Javits 

Pastore 

Engle 

Long,  Mo. 

So  Mr.  Mansfield’s  motion  to  table 
Mr.  Kefauver’s  motion  to  consider 
S.  1552  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  is 
the  Chair  aware  of  the  possibility  of  any 
proposals  being  offered  at  this  time  dur¬ 
ing  the  morning  hour? 

Y The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
c\air  has  no  information  that  any  other 
proposals  may  be  offered,  though  such 
proposals  may  be  in  order. 

Mr. \jANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  hath votes  on  two  or  three  measures 
during  thfeLmoming  hour,  strictly  within 
the  rules  land  according  to  the  pro¬ 
cedures  of  me  Manual  of  the  Senate. 
They  indicateVthat  so  far  as  authority 
and  power  is  concerned,  each  indivdual 
Senator  has  as  much  power,  authority, 
and  responsibilitySas  the  majority  and 
the  minority  leadens.  As  I  have  stated 
before,  we  operate  orKthe  basis  of  cour¬ 
tesy,  self-restraint,  anck  accommodation. 
What  has  occurred  is  an.  illustration  of 
what  any  individual  Selm-tor  can  do. 
The  leadership  did  not  seek  to  call  up 
certain  bills  this  morning \  individual 
Senators  did.  I  hope  that  wm  Senate 
will  be  aware  of  that  fact,  because  it 
emphasizes  that  the  responsibility  for 
any  proposed  legislation  is  not  primarily 
the  responsibility  of  the  leadershipXbut 
is  primarily  and  absolutely  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  each  Senator  and  the  Senate 
as  a  whole. 
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that  by  holding  out  for  the  limit,  Presi- 
denfcsJKennedy  and  his  disarmament  advisers 
woulcrsback  down  on  the  few  remaining  U.S. 
safeguaxds  the  next  time  they  met. 

This,  Of  course,  is  what  has  happened. 
Last  week\at  a  press  conference,  President 
Kennedy  announced  that  the  United  States 
was  willing  to'y'compromise”  on  the  disarma¬ 
ment  issue  by  ^acceding  to  the  demands  of 
the  eight  “neutral”  nations  which  have  dele¬ 
gates  at  Geneva. 

The  President  sai\  that  we  are  now  willing 
to  give  up  the  demand  for  an  international 
network  of  180  seismic  detection  stations 
and  to  retreat  on  the\number  of  on-site 
inspections  within  the  Soviet  Union. 

Adequate  inspection  always  has  been  de¬ 
manded  by  the  United  Spates  to  insure 
against  surprise  attacks  or  secret  testing  of 
nuclear  weapons  by  the  Soviets-Vwhose  word 
we  cannot  accept  on  face  value' 

The  United  States  traditionally,  has  de¬ 
manded  at  least  20  on-site  inspections  with¬ 
in  the  Soviet  Union  each  year,  and  a  network 
of  seismic  detection  stations  manned  by 
representatives  from  Soviet,  Western,  \nd 
neutral  nations. 

Not  long  ago  the  President  said  the  num> 
ber  of  on-site  inspections  could  be  limited  to ' 
12  to  20,  and  last  week  he  merely  used  the 
word  “some”  without  specifying  a  number. 
In  addition  he  has  almost  completely  con¬ 
ceded  on  the  matter  of  seismic  stations,  of¬ 
fering  to  let  the  Soviets  man  their  own 
stations  and  holding  out  only  for  some  kind 
of  international  “monitoring”  or  “super¬ 
vision”  of  these  control  posts. 

The  President’s  latest  concessions  are  based 
on  a  new  technique  we  are  supposed  to  have 
acquired  which  will  distinguish  between 
underground  nuclear  explosions  and  earth¬ 
quakes.  This  technique  supposedly  was  dis¬ 
covered  during  our  recent  atomic  tests  in 
the  Pacific. 

But  Representative  Craig  Hosmer,  Repub¬ 
lican,  of  California,  who  is  a  ranking  member 
of  the  Joint  Congressional  Atomic  Energy 
Committee,  claims  that  we  can  by  no  means 
be  certain  of  our  ability  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  earthquakes  and  atomic  tests  without 
closer  detection  stations  or  onsite  inspec¬ 
tions. 

He  has  pointed  out  that  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment’s  Advanced  Research  Projects 
Agency — which  was  reported  to  have  made 
the  claim — merely  announced  that  we  have 
made  progress  toward  the  identification  and 
location  of  underground  disturbances. 

Yet,  the  President  is  using  this  question¬ 
able  achievement  as  the  basis  for  his  newest 
round  of  concessions  to  the  Soviets.  But , 
maybe  we  don’t  have  to  worry  much  abov 
these  concessions,  for  the  Soviets  have  inxii- 
cated  they  will  reject  them  as  well.  Tney 
have  seen  how  the  veto  of  our  disarmament 
proposal  last  April  brought  out  a  fei/  more 
concessions,  and  they  will  no  doubt /(old  out 
for  the  limit. 

Sooner  or  later,  we  will  have  reached  that 
limit,  and  the  Russian  delegates  will  be 
directed  to  say  “Da”  instead  of  “Nyet.” 
When  that  day  arrives,  mayne  we  will  have 
learned  our  lesson.  Unfg/tunately  by  that 
time  it  will  be  too  late./ 


COMMERCIAL  /COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  CH.R.  11040)  to  provide  for 
the  establishment,  ownership,  operation, 
and  reguli&ion  of  a  commercial  commu¬ 
nications  satellite  system,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

M y.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
much  interested  in  the  observation  of  the 
ijority  leader  in  his  remarks  on  the 


floor  of  the  Senate.  He  was  quite  cor¬ 
rect  when  he  said  that  each  Senator  must 
assume  his  own  responsibility  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  for  the  course  of  action 
he  takes,  in  keeping  with  his  trust  as  he 
sees  that  trust. 

I  made  a  motion  to  modify,  first,  rule 
XXII  along  the  lines  of  the  Morse  anti¬ 
filibuster  resolution,  which  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted  in  the  Senate  almost  in  the  form 
in  which  I  submitted  it  this  morning, 
although  it  has  varied  in  form  as  we  have 
developed  new  ideas  in  regard  to  it, 
since  1947. 

I  have  taken  the  position  that  rule 
XXII  should  be  changed.  I  have  taken 
the  position  that  filibusters  which  seek 
to  prevent  a  vote  from  ever  occurring  on 
a  bill  ought  to  be  outlawed  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  My  resolution  would  do  that.  I 
have  taken  the  position  that  the  minor¬ 
ity,  however,  is  entitled  to  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  to  present  its  point  of  view  in 
adequate  time,  in  order  to  give  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  an  opportunity  to  take  note 
)f  the  merits  and  demerits  of  any  issue 
lat  is  pending  in  the  Senate  which, 
may  involve  extended  debate  in  th* 
Semite. 

During  my  almost  18  years  in /the 
Senate^  have  seen  positions  in  the/Sen- 
ate  shiftNas  the  American  people  became 
informed  In  regard  to  the  subj/ct  mat¬ 
ter  of  someSissue  which  is  of  great  pub¬ 
lic  concern  tc\the  people  of  this  country, 
but  which  sometimes  in  the/news  of  some 
of  us  does  not  receive  due  consideration 
from  a  then  pre^omii^tnt  majority  in 
the  Senate. 

How  well  do  I  refill,  as  I  have  said 
before,  the  situation  rn  1954,  when  the 
situation  existed  j#at  a  then  administra¬ 
tion  sought  to  get  through  the  Senate 
on  the  very  dajh that  the  bilXwas  brought 
to  the  floor /of  the  Senate\he  atomic 
energy  giveaway  bill  of  1954.  \Had  they 
been  able/to  do  so,  the  American,  people, 
in  the  original  form  of  that  bill\would 
have  lost  a  $14  billion  investment  rn  the 
atomic  energy  program,  an  atomic 'en- 
ergy  program  that  had  been  built  up  and 
d/veloped  at  the  complete  cost  of  the 
ixpayers  of  the  United  States. 

In  1954,  the  plan  was  to  give  it  away 
to  the  private  utilities  of  this  country. 
Not  only  that,  but  we  were  asked  for  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  on  that 
sad  day  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  to  vote  on  that  bill  the  very  day 
that  it  came  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
The  record  is  perfectly  clear  that  that 
is  what  happened  over  in  the  House. 
The  bill  went  through  the  House,  as  I 
recall,  under  a  no-amendment  rule  in 
less  than  an  hour  and  a  half. 

•  We  refused  to  give  consent  in  1954  to 
the  atomic  power  giveaway,  and  we  de¬ 
bated  it  for  13  days  and  6  nights  in  the 
Senate. 

As  I  have  been  heard  to  say  before, 
and  as  I  repeat  for  the  record  again, 
and  for  the  information  of  the  people, 
if  any  of  this  information  gets  out  to 
the  public,  I  held  down  the  graveyard 
shift  for  2  long  nights  dining  that 
debate. 

We  added  to  that  bill  amendment 
after  amendment,  not  one  of  which 
would  have  been  added  to  the  bill  if  we 


had  knuckled  under  on  that  day  ths 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  wds 
asked  for  to  vote  on  the  bill  on  that  /ay. 

This  is  not  the  first  time,  in  my /nany 
years  in  the  Senate,  that  I  havje  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  greatest  trust 
I  owe  to  the  American  people  is  to  stand 
with  a  minority,  even  though  it  is  an 
unpopular  minority  at  the  time,  and  to  do 
the  best  I  can  in  accordance  with  my 
sights  and  my  lights  tar  present  to  the 
American  people  the/issue  that  is  in¬ 
volved  in  a  bill. 

I  stand  in  that  position  again  today. 

Oh,  I  know  what  is  going  to  happen 
to  those  of  us  mo  are  taking  this  posi¬ 
tion.  We  aye  already  hearing  from 
powerful  lobbies  in  this  country  which 
are  seeking  political  action  against  us. 

I  meaox  it  the  other  day,  and  repeat 
it  today  for  the  record,  when  I  said  to 
the  majority  whip,  in  reply  to  the  ma¬ 
jor®  whip  in  connection  with  a  remark 
he/made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as  to 
(ssible  political  consequences  that  will 
low  from  our  opposition  to  the  bill,  that 
if  I  could  be  given  assurance  that  a  vote 
for  the  bill  would  guarantee  my  reelec¬ 
tion  in  the  election  in  November,  or  give 
me  assurance  that  a  vote  against  the 
bill  would  guarantee  my  defeat,  I  would 
still  vote  against  the  bill,  because  I  never 
want  my  descendants  to  read  that  I  voted 
for  it.  The  bill  is  against  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  my  country.  It  is  such  a  bad 
bill  that  in  my  judgment  its  effects,  if 
passed  onto  American  foreign  policy  in 
the  years  ahead,  can  very  well  endanger 
even  the  security  of  this  country.  The 
legal  program  which  is  set  up  in  the  bill 
is  such  that  it  will  have  very  bad  effects 
on  American  foreign  policy,  and  will 
play  into  the  hands  of  our  potential 
enemies. 

It  should  not  be  passed  if  it  has  for¬ 
eign  policy  defects.  We  shall  develop 
those  foreign  policy  defects  in  the  days 
ahead,  and  get  the  American  people  to 
understand  that  this  little  group,  already 
called  a  little  band  of  willful  Senators — 
are  fighting  in  order  to  prevent  the  ad¬ 
ministration  from  getting  through  a  bill 
/hich  they  say  has  already  gone  through 
tXree  or  four  committees,  is  approved  by 
the,  Attorney  General,  is  approved  by 
the  TBecretary  of  State,  is  approved  by 
the  head  of  FCC — and  my  answer  to  that 
is  the  question:  “So  what?  So  what?” 

Does  its.  follow  that  the  counting  up 
of  noses  makes  the  noses  right?  The 
issue  before\s  is  w’hether  or  not  the  bill 
is  in  the  public  interest,  whether  or  not 
the  bill  will  result  in  an  instrument  for 
the  promotion  of  peace  in  the  world, 
whether  or  not  thkbill  in  terms  of  his¬ 
tory  is  in  the  interest  of  the  welfare 
of  this  Republic. 

The  senior  Senator  fjx)m  Oregon,  as 
a  member  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Latin  American  Affairs,  akhe  sees  the 
importance  of  the  satellite  communica¬ 
tions  bill  in  the  great  contest  foXfreedom 
as  against  communism  in  the  underde¬ 
veloped  areas  of  the  world,  has  cohie  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  bill  is  against 
the  interests  of  his  country  and  thardt 
is  his  patriotic  duty  to  fight  it  no  matte* 
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Nwhat  the  political  sacrifices  of  that  figl 
Eti$y  be. 

lat  is  how  deeply  I  feel  about 
bill.  \That  is  my  dedication. 

Now\let  me  say  that  the  senior/Sen- 
ator  from  Oregon  made  the  motion  to 
bring  up\he  Morse  antifilibuster/resolu¬ 
tion,  and  Iremade  the  motion  tc / put  the 
farm  bill  ahead  of  the  satellite  bill,  be¬ 
cause  he  believes  that  both  of/ihese  sub¬ 
ject  matters,  along  with  the  drug  bill, 
moved  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefaxjver], 'are  much  more  im¬ 
portant  to  the  best  interests  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  in  this\sqssion  than  the 
pending  bill. 

As  I  have  said  mai/Nimes,  and  as  I 
will  be  heard  to  say/many  times  again 
in  the  days  ahead,  irr  my  jufement  there 
is  no  provable  nee/  for  an rush  act” 
on  this  bill,  and  that  it  is  notSnecessary 
to  pass  the  pending  bill  priok  to  the 
election;  and  that  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  ought  to  /o — and  I  plead  wirh  my 
President  from  this  floor  again  'Uiis 
morning — isAo  have  the  President  use 
his  influence  to  postpone  action  on  tm 
bill  until  /  special  session  of  Congress' 
can  be  called  immediately  following  the 
election  m  November. 

Let  me  say  that  would  result  in  no 
damage  to  the  country.  It  would  be  in 
the  interest  of  the  country.  It  would 
give/us  an  opportunity  to  hear  many 
witnesses  against  the  bill  whom  we  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  hear,  because 
s/nding  it  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
littee,  to  be  reported  back  here  within 
fa  10-day  period,  has  not  given  the  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  bill  an  opportunity,  for 
example,  to  call  before  us  the  witnesses 
who  ought  to  have  been  called  to  testify 
in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
-the.  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? _ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Not  now.  I  do  not 
wisli  to  speak  at  any  length  at  this  mo¬ 
ment.  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
will  understand.  I  think  he  knows  how 
much  I  admire  and  appreciate  his  cour¬ 
age  in  joining  with  us  in  opposition  to 
the  bill,  because  he,  too,  is  a  Senator  who 
is  up  for  reelection  in  November. 

Mr.  President,  we  moved  to  bring  up 
these  bills  because  we  thought  the  pro¬ 
posed  antifilibuster  legislation  ought  to 
be  considered  now;  we  believe  the  mil¬ 
lions  of  farmers  across  the  land  are  en¬ 
titled  to  have  proposed  farm  legislation 
considered  now — today,  August  10,  1962. 
We  do  not  believe  there  is  any  justifica¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  administration 
in  going  along  with  a  postponement  of 
the  farm  bill,  for  it  is  at  the  desk  and 
on  the  calendar.  The  planting  season 
is  just  ahead.  Farmers  are  entitled  to 
know  what  their  farm  program  will  be. 
In  my  judgement,  the  Senate  owes  it  to 
the  farmers  of  America  to  get  the  farm 
bill  behind  us  in  the  Senate.  The  satel¬ 
lite  bill  can  very  well  be  postponed  until 
later  in  this  session  or  can  be  postponed 
until  the  first  week  following  the  elec¬ 
tion.  That  will  not  cause  injury  of  dam¬ 
age  to  anyone  or  any  interest. 

In  my  judgment,  and  expressing  my 
personal  opinion,  by  postponing  action 
on  the  farm  bill,  the  Senate  today  has 
done  a  horrendous  wrong  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America.  I  think  that  upon 
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reflection  and  second  thought  the  ad¬ 
ministration  had  better  reconsider  the 
action  it  is  taking  in  regard  to  the  post¬ 
ponement  of  the  consideration  of  the 
proposed  farm  legislation. 

I  feel  the  same  way  with  respect  to 
the  drug  bill.  We  all  know  that  the 
drug  bill  could  be  brought  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  and  in  a  very  short  time 
acted  upon.  In  my  judgment,  we  face 
a  crisis.  We  have  before  us,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  protecting  the  health  of  the 
American  population,  a  crisis,  for  we 
already  know  of  some  of  the  serious  hap¬ 
penings  of  recent  days.  How  I  honor 
and  admire  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefattver] 
for  the  courageous  fight  he  has  put  up 
for  adequate  drug  control  legislation. 
What  castigation  and  abuse  this  great 
liberal  from  Tennessee  has  taken  be¬ 
cause  of  his  courage,  his  foresight,  and 
his  insight  in  connection  with  the  drug 
crisis  that  faces  America.  There  is  no 
question  that  the  drug  industry  of  the 
United  States  needs  to  be  brought  under 
tighter  control.  But  when?  I  ask. 
When?  Tomorrow?  Next  week?  Next 
month?  To  use  a  figure  of  speech,  Mr. 
President,  it  ought  to  have  been  yester¬ 
day,  not  even  today.  But  certainly  drug 
control  legislation  is  needed  now. 

I  take  the  position  that  first  things 
should  come  first.  Drug  legislation,  farm 
legislation,  antifilibuster  legislation, 
should  be  placed  ahead  of  a  satellite  bill, 
which,  as  we  shall  show  as  the  debate 
progresses,  can  be  postponed  for  a  con¬ 
siderable  length  of  time.  It  will  be  a 
minimum  of  2  to  3  years,  at  the  earliest, 
before  any  satellite  communications  sys¬ 
tem  can  be  put  up  in  the  heavens,  and 
probably  a  little  longer  for  the  thing  that 
will  make  the  program  which  this  ad¬ 
ministration  is  supporting — namely,  a 
low-orbit  satellite  system — completely 
obsolete. 

In  fact,  let  the  American  people  take 
note  that  the  reason  for  the  pressure 
that  is  now  on  is  for  the  passage  of  a 
bill  which  involves  an  orbit  satellite  sys¬ 
tem  at  so-called  low  altitude,  a  system 
which  will  be  obsolete  almost  as  soon  as 
the  bill  has  been  passed.  Yet  it  will  vest 
up  there  in  space  legal  rights  and  legal 
interests  to  great  monopolistic  combines 
in  this  country,  rights  which  it  will  be 
very  difficult  to  dispel,  except  at  high 
payment  as  compensation  for  the  mo¬ 
nopoly. 

Oh,  the  proponents  of  the  bill  do  not 
like  to  hear  us  talking  about  giveaways. 
But  thank  God  for  Harry  Truman,  for 
once  again,  in  the  statement  he  made 
yesterday,  he  pinpointed  this  issue.  In 
my  judgment,  this  is  another  horrendous 
giveaway  of  the  taxpayers’  interests,  for 
the  selfish,  monopolistic  combine  which 
will  be  invested,  under  the  bill,  with  ter¬ 
rific  legal  rights  to  control  the  space  sat¬ 
ellite  comunications  system.  Other  pri¬ 
vate  industries  in  this  country  will  come, 
hat  in  hand,  to  this  great  monopoly  to 
get  the  crumbs  from  the  monopolistic 
table  by  way  of  contracts  from  the  mo¬ 
nopoly  itself,  if  they  want  to  participate 
in  a  satellite  communications  system. 

Mr.  President,  those  are  some  of  the 
issues  involved  in  the  bill;  and  the  great 
ex-President  of  the  United  States  saw 


through  it  very  carefully  and,  in  his  typi¬ 
cally  courageous  manner,  once  again 
warned  the  American  people  that  the 
public  interest  is  not  protected  by  the 
bill. 

So  the  majority  leader  is  quite  correct 
when  he  says  that  each  Senator  has  his 
responsibility  in  the  Senate;  but  so  does 
the  leadership  of  the  Senate.  We  all 
know  that  it  is  the  leadership  of  the 
Senate  that  really  has  the  controlling 
voice  as  to  the  order  of  business  which 
comes  before  the  Senate.  The  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  Senate  would  get  the  support 
of  the  Senate  if  the  leadership  of  the 
Senate  were  willing  to  vote  to  take  up 
the  antifilibuster  resolution.  The  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  Senate  would  get  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Senate  if  it  were  willing  to 
proceed  now  with  farm  legislation, 
which  is  so  sorely  needed  by  millions  of 
farmers  throughout  the  country.  The 
leadership  of  the  Senate  would  get  the 
support  of  the  Senate  if  it  were  willing 
to  proceed  with  the  proposed  drug  legis¬ 
lation.  Therefore,  the  leadership  of  the 
Senate  cannot  pass  the  legislative  buck 
to  the  small  band  of  so-called  willful 
Senators  who  feel  that  the  bill  is  of  such 
vital  concern  to  the  American  people, 
considering  its  bad  effects,  that  we  do 
not  intend,  Mr.  President,  to  be  coerced 
into  giving  up  our  rights  under  the  rules 
so  long  as  we  think  we  have  a  chance  of 
preventing  the  passage  of  the  bill  until 
after  the  election  and  a  special  session 
of  Congress  is  called  for  the  considera- 
.tion.nf  the,  hill _ _ _ 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Not  just  yet.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  permit  me  to  finish  my 
statement. 

I  want  the  American  people  to  proceed 
to  interest  themselves  in  the  Senate  in 
the  next  few  days,  for  I  want  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  know  that  we  can  take  ally 
the  name  calling  that  is  thrown  our  way/ 
We  can  take  all  the  abuse  and  castiga 
tion  that  is  thrown  our  way.  We  have 
done  so  before.  Once  they  become  con¬ 
vinced,  as  we  are  convinced,  that  we 
have  a  duty  to  perform  in  regard  to  the 
preventing  at  this  time,  and  until  there 
has  been  more  adequate  consideration, 
the  passage  of  a  bill  that  we  believe 
would  be  very  much  against  /he  inter¬ 
ns  of  the  American  people, /we  will  not 
be'stopped.  We  will  not  rum  to  political 
cover  because  of  the  accusations  which 
may  \e  made  against  usy 

We  believe  the  Americ/n  people  should 
take  a  look  at  the  lobbying  activities  of 
the  great  giant  monopoly  in  this  country 
which  is  known  as  American  Telephone 
&  Telegraph  Co.  Mr.  President,  not  only 
is  it  the  largest  monopoly  in  the  coun¬ 
try;  it  is  largerVbnan  a  combination  of 
some  powerful  business  concerns  in  the 
country,  such  aA  General  Motors,  United 
States  Steel,  a/d  a  few  others,  combined. 

I  shall  place  m  the  Record  a  list  of  great 
giant  corpmations  whioh,  if  they  were 
all  put  to/ether,  would  /till  not  equal 
the  greay  giant  AmericanSTelephone  & 
Telegraph  Co.  In  my  judgment,  Ameri¬ 
can  Te/phone  &  Telegraph  Co.  with  re¬ 
spect  />  its  lobbying  activities,  lh  respect 
to  the  economic  pressures  it  brings  to 
beayf  is  a  formidable  threat  to  private 


(SEARCH.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
hN\R.  12712,  to  assist  the  States  to  provide  additional  facilities  for  research 
at  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  p.  15760 

7.  WHEAT.  \The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  /3574, 
to  extend  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  imple^nt  the 
1962  International  Wheat  Agreement  (H.  Rept.  2246).  p.  15760 

8.  TAXATION.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  A,  5260,  to 

repeal  the  3Vents  per  pound  processing  tax  on  coconut  oil  (H.  Refpt.  2239). 
p.  15760 

9.  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Gfversignt  and  Con¬ 

sumer  Relations  orythe  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  with  amendments  H.  R.  12811,  to  facilitate  the  worjc  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  p.  D738 

10,  TERRITORIES.  The  Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight  and  Consumer  Relations 

of  the  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  /lull  committee  with  amend- 
^  ment  S.  2121,  to  provide  Federal  agricultural  services  to  Guam.  p.  D738 

11.  ROADS,  Rep.  Fallon  criticized,  the  freezing  of  Federal -aid  highway  funds  saying, 

’’This  freezing  of  funds,  knowrh off icially  as  reimbursement  scheduling,  has  held 
back  the  highway  program  in  a  number  of  States."  p.  15759 


12,  MINING.  Rep.  Saylor  discussed  his 
laws  of  the  U.  S.  pp.  15746-7 


>ill  H.  /R.  12913,  to  modernize  the  mining 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  annod^iced  that  the  Consent  Calendar  and  the 
Private  Calendar  will  be  called  on  Mem.\  and  that  the  House  will  adjourn  from 
Mon.,  Aug.  20  to  Thurs.,  Aug.  23,  ^nd  frhpi  Thurs.,  Aug.  23,  to  Mon.,  Aug.  27. 
p.  15757 


14.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Aug.  20. 
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15.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  the  farm  bill  will  be  considered 

after  disposition  of  the  communications  satellite  bill  (pp.  15665,  15679).  Sen, 
Keating  expressed  opposition  to  taking  up  the  farm  bill  and  stated  that  he 
would  "use  the  balance  of  my  time  on  the  pending  satellite  bill... so  as  to  de- 
_ fer  action  on  the  farm  bill”  (pp.  15679,  15680). _ _ _ _ 

Sen.  McCarthy  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  farm 

bill  "to  add  a  dairy  program  to  the  new  version  of  the  Senate  farm  bill."  He 
stated  that  his  proposed  amendment  "incorporates  the  House  provision  in  gener- 
al."  pp.  15684-6 


16.  FARM  LABOR.  /Sen.  Williams,  N.J.,  inserted  and  commended  a  letter  he  received 
from  the  executive  vice-president  of  the  Council  of  California  Growers  stating 
that  the/ Council  "is  not  planning  any. ..legal  action  against  Secretary  of  Labor 
Goldberg,  nor  does  the  council  intend  to  bring  any  such  legal  action  against 
Secretary  Goldberg  in  the  future"  in  connection  with  the  setting  of  minimum 
wag^®  for  Mexican  farm  laborers,  pp.  15689-90 

1UNICATI0NS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11040,  the  communications  satellite 
>ill  (pp.  15630-66,  15669-80).  By  a  vote  of  68  to  15,  tabled  an  amendment,  by 
Sen.  Yarborough  to  require  the  President  to  take  all  necessary  steps  to  indpre 
the  availability  of  the  communications  satellite  system  for  use  by  any  Fedej 
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igency  (pp.  15662-5).  By  a  vote  of  64  to  11,  tabled  an  amendment  by  Sen. 
KAfauver  to  provide  that  the  Federal  Government  would  own  the  satellite  syst« 
and, would  ’'establish  an  AEC  type  of  direction  for  space  satellite  cotnmunica-/  f 


tionV'  (pp.  15673-8). 


18.  TAXATION^  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  10650,  tl 
propose d\le^ venue  Act  of  1962  (S.  Rept.  1881)  .  p.  15683 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Mundt  contended  that  there  was  no  need  for  enactment  of  ‘ 
S.  3153,  granting  the  Pacific  Northwest  first  call  on  power  generated  at  Feder¬ 


al  plants  in  tl 
pp.  15687-8 


it  region  and  expressed  hope  the  House  would  not  pdss  it. 


20.  EXTENSION  WORK.  Serk  Wiley  inserted  a  letter  from  the  directed  of  the  extension 
division  of  the  UnivY  of  Wisconsin  supporting  enactment  of  legislation  to  im¬ 
prove  and  strengthen  the  extension  program,  p.  15688 


21.  WATERSHEDS.  The  plans  fok  works  of  watershed  improvement,  recently  submitted 
to  Congress  by  the  Budget  'Bureau ,  included  Duncan  Creex,  S.C.,  and  Neshobe 
River,  Vt.  These  were  omitted  from  the  list  in  the  Congressional  Record. 

(See  Digest  143,  item  3.)  \  /  \ 


ITEMS,  IN  APPENDIX 


22.  EDUCATION.  Extension  of  remarks  oi\Sen.  Wiley/ inserting  a  copy  of  a  letter  to 
Rep.  Cooley  urging  a  strengthening  vocational  and  educational  training  pro¬ 
grams.  p.  A6241 


23.  BUDGETING.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep./vyan  inserting  an  article,  "Cutting 

Taxes  and  Balancing  Budgets,"  analyzing  out  budgeting  methods  and  the  budgeting 
practices  of  Western  European  countries,  pp.  A6251-2 


24.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remark/  of  Rep.  Green  inserting  an  address  by  Under 
Secretary  of  Commerce  Gudeman,  "trader  Our  Problem  Is  One  of  Increasing  Growth, 
Both  Domestic  and  Export."  pp/A6255-6 


\ 


25.  FOREST  LANDS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Johnson^Palif • »  inserting  an  arti-f 
cle,  "Multiple  Use  as  Concept  of  Land  Management."  pp  A6261-3 


26.  TEXTILES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dent  inserting  aNletter  from  the  Carded 
Yarn  Association  on  problems  "being  inflicted  because  ofprade  policies." 
pp.  A6264-5 


27.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Weaver  inserting  ah  editorial, 

"This  Farm  Proposal  a  'Gasser’",  criticizing  the  CED  report  on\igriculture. 
p.  A6265 


28.  PRICES;  LABELING.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  MacGregor  urging  passage  of  the 
quality  stabilization  bill.  pp.  A6267-8 


29.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Roosevelt  urging  passage  by  the  House 
of  bill4  already  passed  by  the  Senate  to  aid  migratory  farm  workers.  p.\A6270 


30.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Blatnik  urging  passage  of  the  public 
wcnZs  acceleration  bill  and  inserting  an  explanation  of  the  bill  in  question- 
id-answer  form.  pp.  A6282-3 
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\So  Mr.  Pastore’s  motion,  to  lay  on  the 
table  Mr.  Yarborough’s  amendment  to 
the  committee  amendment,  was  agreed 
to.  \ 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  LOKp  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent - \ 

Mr.  MORS Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
request  sufficiency  seconded? 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  »Ir.  President,  in  my 
own  time  I  have - \ 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.\President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  ofVthe  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  as  th  what  the 
program  will  be  for  the  balance  of  the 
day  and  also  what  he  envisions  for 
tomorrow.  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Frankly,  I  cannot 
give  the  minority  leader  much  of\an 
answer.  We  must  play  this  matter  \v 
ear.  \ 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  Members 
in  the  real-  of  the  Chamber  cannot  hear. 
The  Senate  is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  he  in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  leadership  to  stay  in  session 
until  10  o’clock  or  thereabouts  tonight, 
depending  on  conditions,  and  to  come  in 
at  10  o’clock  tomorrow  morning  and  to 
stay  with  this  matter  until  it  is  con¬ 
cluded,  and  then  turn  to  the  farm  bill, 
and  following  the  farm  bill  to  turn  to 
the  drug  hilJ - - - 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
own  time  I  should  like  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
if  he  can  enlighten  the  Senate  as  to 
whether  there  will  be  a  continuation  of 
these  amendments  and  if  he  anticipates 
quonim  calls  and  yea-and-nay  votes,  as 
has  been  the  case  thus  far?  The  basis 
for  my  inquiry  is — and  I  do  not  vouch  for 
it  at  all — that  I  understood  there  was 
afoot  a  plan  to  take  perhaps  another 
four  or  five  or  six  major  amendments 
out  of  the  entire  heap,  and  offer  them, 
and  let  it  go  at  that. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  appreciate  very  much/ 
the  fairness  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
in  offering  to  do  this  in  his  own  time. 
I  should  like  to  answer  at  great  le/gth, 
but  in  fairness  to  the  Senator,  I  Relieve 
we  should  have  unanimous  consent  that 
the  colloquy  which  will  take  /lace  will 
be  charged  to  no  one’s  time.  / 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  All  right.  I 
have  some  time  left.  I  am  asking  the 
question.  / 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  hav/already  told  the 
Senator  from  Illinois/the  Senator  from 
Florida,  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  that  I  thought  it  only  fair  that 
the  Senate  knoWwhat  the  plans  are,  so 
far  as  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  concerned, ywith  regard  to  the  rest  of 
the  amendments. 

I  have  ¥  minutes  left  on  the  bill.  I 
wish  to  u*re  those  4  minutes  to  answer  the 
Senator'  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey/.  I  will  use  the  time  for  that 
purpose. 

ifowever,  my  position  on  the  amend- 
nrfents  which  I  have  submitted  is  this:  I 


have  submitted  every  one  of  them  in  good 
faith.  In  my  judgment  each  one,  with¬ 
out  exception,  is  an  important  amend¬ 
ment  and  would,  if  adopted,  improve 
the  bill.  I  believe  that  each  should  be 
adopted. 

I  have  been  placed  in  the  position 
where  I  cannot  discuss  these  amend¬ 
ments  at  any  length.  To  cover  this 
situation,  if  I  can,  I  shall  propose  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement. 

The  amendments  will  have  to  be  set 
forth,  and  all  I  can  do  is  to  call  them 
up  and  have  them  read.  I  shall  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
file  in  the  Record  a  memorandum  about 
each  one  of  them  which  will  set  forth 
my  position  upon  it. 

I  do  not  expect  to  obtain  agreement, 
but  I  want  to  set  forth  my  reasons  for 
following  the  course  of  action  I  have 
outlined  in  fulfilling  my  obligation.  I 
have  an  obligation  to  present  these 
amendments  for  the  Record.  I  have 
an  obligation  to  give  the  Senate  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  them  one  way 
or  another.  I  do  not  intend,  because  the. 
«ie  has  been  cast,  ‘to  call  for  a  yea-and/ 
nHy  vote  on  very  many  of  the  amena- 
mepts.  I  believe  there  may  be  t w/  or 
.threXon  which  I  do  wish  to  'have  ar  yea- 
and-nW  vote.  However,  I  inten/to  call 
up  everV  amendment  that  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted  which  has  not  alreadv/peen  con¬ 
sidered  byNthe  Senate.  7 

In  intend\o  call  up  ever  amendment 
of  which  I  any  a  cosponsor.  I  did  not 
lend  my  name\o  a  si/gle  amendment 
on  the  desk  which  An  my  judgment 
should  not  be  acXmed.  Each  one  of 
them  were  designed  to  protect  the 
public  interest  apainX  the  provisions  of 
this  monstrous /fill  which  the  Senate  is 
about  to  pass/  \ 

This  process  will  take  tune.  Senators 
may  not  bj/ieve  it,  but  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  regrets  that  it  is  goihq  to  take 
time.  jA  is  however  necessaryXin  view 
of  whdt  has  developed  in  the  lBenate. 
It  i/necessary  in  view  of  the  faX.  that 
the'  Senator  from  Oregon  recognizes 
t/at  he  has  no  chance  at  all  of  getting 
/ny  of  these  amendments  adopted.  \ 

However,  I  do  owe  an  obligation  to' 
my  position  in  the  Senate  and  to  the 
people  I  represent. 

I  do  not  wish  the  debate  on  this  issue 
to  close  without  a  complete  history  of 
it  being  made  so  far  as  the  amendments 
which  ought  to  be  offered  to  the  bill 
are  concerned.  I  believe  in  each 
amendment  that  I  will  offer  tonight 
and  tomorrow  morning.  I  assure  the 
Senate  however,  that  I  will  not  call  for 
a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  every  amend¬ 
ment.  I  may  not  get  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  on  all  of  those  on.  which  I  desire 
to  obtain  it  but  it  is  my  hope  that  I 
will. 

I  have  long  since  been  convinced 
that  I  must  vigorously  protect  my 
rights  in  this  session  of  the  Senate. 

I  shall  offer  my  amendments,  and 
the  Senate  can  dispose  of  them  as 
rapidly  as  the  clerk  can  get  through 
reading  them  and  the  Senate’s  guil¬ 
lotine  can  dispatch  to  them  to  the  table. 
However,  the  amendments  which  bear 
the  name  of  the  senior  Senator  from 


Oregon  will  be  offered  before  we  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  pending  bill.  / 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  I  could  get  /rom 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  a  slightly  more 
explicit  answer -  / 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  theve  are  ap¬ 
proximately  30  amendments./ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  was  aroout  to  ask 
the  Senator  how  many  there  were.  How 
many  amendments  wil /  we  have  the 
pleasure  of  guillotinin/ tonight? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  l/lieve  that  in  the 
course  of  this  evemng  the  Senator  may 
be  able  to  drop  the  guillotine  on  half  of 
them  or  more.  Jot  course,  I  am  fit  as  a 
fiddle,  and  if  t/e  Senate  wishes  to  stay 
here  all  night,  I  shall  be  delighted  to 
have  the  Sonator  from  Illinois  remain. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  still  in 
my  own/time,  I  see  my  affable  friend, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Kefauver],  on  the  floor,  whom 
I  resrard  as  the  grand  captain.  I  should 
lik/ to  ask  the  grand  captain  whether 
on  his  amendments  he  expects  to  follow 
/he  same  course  of  procedure.  He  has 
submitted  quite  a  number  of  amend¬ 
ments.  I  believe  on  one  occasion  he 
dropped  70  amendments  on  the  desk,  as 
my  list  indicates.  I  am  wondering 
whether  he  is  going  to  call  up  a  very 
substantial  number  of  them  and  attempt 
to  secure  yea  and  nay  votes  on  them  or 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  make  a 
point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  rules  of  the  Senate 
do  not  permit  one  Senator  who  has  the 
floor  to  propound  questions  to  a  Senator 
who  does  not  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  the  floor.  I 
believe  I  can  ask  a  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  was  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair? 

,  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  was  sustained. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee  to 
ask  mXa  question. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  In  the  Senator’s 
time?  \ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Is  the  time  for 
answering  thX' question  limited  or  un¬ 
limited?  \ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN\  Unlimited. 

Mr.  KEFAUVERs.  Does  the  Senator 
not  know  that  I  have  stated  to  him  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senaue  that  if  this  type 
of  bill  is  going  to  be  paXied,  I  and  others 
have  an  obligation  at  least  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  some  improve¬ 
ments  that  might  be  made  in  it?  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  knows  that  I  have 
offered,  I  believe,  up  to  this  tinie,  three 
amendments,  all  of  which  were  im¬ 
portant  amendments.  \ 

I  offered  an  amendment  to  leX  the 
public  participate  in  all  the  issues'-of 
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votnag  stock,  not  merely  the  initial  issues. 
That^mendment  was  defeated.  I  offered 
an  amendment  to  prevent  an  investor 
like  A. Tv  &  T.  from  getting  a  double 
return,  a\'eturn  from  the  users  of  the 
telephone  and  a  return  from  interest  on 
bonds.  That\was  a  serious  amendment. 
That  was  defeated. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
knows  that  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
try  to  let  Western  \Jnion  rid  itself  of  its 
divestiture  order  so  mat  it  could  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  satellite  program.  I  believe 
everyone  agreed.  The 'chairman  of  the 
Commerce  Committee  agteed,  I  am  sure. 
The  Senator  handling  the  bill  on  the 
floor  agreed.  Apparently  everyone 
agreed,  but  almost  no  one  voiced  in  line 
with  their  agreement. 

So  far  as  my  position  is  concerned,  I 
believe  that  those  who  have  the  reeling 
that  they  should  at  least  give  the  *3en- 
ate  a  chance  to  vote  on  amendments 
should  have  the  opportunity  of  offerii 
them.  May  I  ask  another  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  another  question. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  expect  to  offer 
about  two  more  amendments. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  submitted  46  amendments. 
Action  was  taken  on  five.  The  Senator 
has  41  amendments  remaining  at  the 
desk.  Does  he  propose  to  call  up  all  of 
them?  I  desire  only  an  answer  to  that 
question. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  yielded  for  an  unlimited  time; 

I  took  him  up  on  his  proposal. 

Does  the  Senator  know  that  when  the 
cloture  petition  was  filed  unexpectedly 
on  Saturday  morning,  without  notice  to 
many  Senators,  a  number  of  the  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  bill  were  absent  from  the 
city;  that  we  who  were  here  feared  that 
Senators  who  were  out  of  the  city  might 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  submit 
amendments  and  have  them  printed  in 
the  Record;  that  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Long]  and  I,  in  order  to  try 
to  protect  the  rights  of  Senators  who 
were  absent,  submitted  a  number  of 
other  amendments ;  that  when  the  absent 
Senators  returned  and  found  they  could 
submit  their  amendments  and  have  them 
printed  in  the  Record,  they  did  so,  and, 
that  many  of  them  were  duplicates  oi 
those  which  had  been  submitted  tin 
Saturday;  that  in  many  cases  Ahe 
amendments  are  in  triplicate,  exactly 
like  those  which  had  first  been  filed? 

For  my  part,  I  shall  ask  for /the  con¬ 
sideration  of  only  the  amendments  which 
I  believe  ought  to  be  adopted. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is/ two? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  have  many  more 
that  I  think  ought  to  J6e  adopted;  but 
out  of  deference  to  /the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  knowing  what  will  hap¬ 
pen  by  way  of  moMons  to  table  some  of 
the  amendments  jtfhich  I  think  should  be 
adopted,  I  may/not  offer  them.  But  I 
do  not  want  tj/make  any  binding  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  30  seconds 
on  his  time,  so  that  I  may  propound  a 
unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  MORSE.  My  unanimous-consent 
request  is  that  I  be  permitted  to  file  in 
the  Record,  following  each  amendment  I 
offer,  each  of  which  I  expect  to  be  shot 
down  by  the  tabling  procedure,  a  mem¬ 
orandum  explaining  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  does  that  query 
come  in  the  form  of  a  request  merely  to 
file  an  amendment  and  a  memorandum 
in  connection  with  it? 

Mr.  MORSE.  No;  it  comes  in  the 
form  of  a  request  that  as  I  offer  an 
amendment  and  it  is  read  by  the  clerk 
and  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  action, 
there  may  be  printed  in  the  Record  a 
memorandum  explaining  the  amendment 
and  setting  forth  a  brief  argument  in 
favor  of  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  be  glad  not 
to  object,  if  the  request  involved  only  an 
insertion  of  the  amendment  in  the 
Record  or  that  it  be  read  by  title. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  withdraw  the  request. 
JVTr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry? 

MrXDIRKSEN.  If  I  may. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ate  operating  under  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  at  this  time? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Wait.  First/let  me 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
a  parliamentary  inquiry.  Then  every¬ 
one  can  hear  a)\d  understand  it.  Now 
I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Lbuisiaj/a.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  the  Senates,  ojierating  at  this 
time  under  a  unanimous -consent  ar¬ 
rangement,  or.  is  it  /till\>perating  under 
the  cloture  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  is  operating  under\he  cloture 
rule. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  On  my  time's 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  \3n  the 
time  of  tne  Senator  from  IllinoisN, 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ^eld 
the  floor. 

3TAL  RATES  FOR  THE  BENEFIT' 
OF  BLIND  PERSONS 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
a  bill  to  the  desk  in  behalf  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  and  myself.  I  ask  that  the 
bill  remain  at  the  desk  for  a  week  to 
enable  other  Senators  to  join  as  co¬ 
sponsors.  -  , 

This  bill  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  blind 
and  particularly  for  the  benefit  of  blind 
children.  For  some  time  I  have  been 
interested  in  their  welfare.  I  have  been 
particularly  interested  in  the  work  of 
the  Christian  Record  Benevolent  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Lincoln,  Nebr.  They  have 
done  so  much  in  printing  and  distribut¬ 
ing  the  scriptures  and  religious  books 
for  the  blind.  Through  them  I  have 
been  in  contact  with  many  other  fine 
groups  over  the  country  who  are  like¬ 
wise  doing  a  very  worthwhile  work. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  relates  to  the 
assistance  by  the  Post  Office  Department 
to  blind  persons.  At  the  present  time 


sound  recordings  on  disks  can  be  mailed 
without  charge  but  the  more  modern/ 
device  of  tapes  do  not  qualify.  This 
one  of  the  items  taken  care  of  in  the 
bill  being  introduced  today. 

Braille  material  is  likewise  handled 
without  charge,  however,  manv/people 
are  legally  blind,  and  this  is  particularly 
true  of  children  who,  with  tne  aid  of 
new  lenses  being  developed/can  read  a 
large  script  prepared  for/them.  Such 
script  is  not  used  by  persons  other  than 
the  blind.  This  proposal  would  cause 
that  type  of  printing  io  be  handled  free 
as  braille  is  now  handled. 

At  the  present  tune  books  for  the  blind 
are  sent  at  a  special  rate  of  1  cent  per 
pound.  The  revenue  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  receives  from  this  is  negligible 
and  it  is  burdensome  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  bookkeeping.  This  charge  is 
removed  .and,  in  addition,  the  scope  of 
what  can  be  sent  in  the  way  of  supplies 
for  the'blind  is  enlarged. 

MV:  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  por¬ 
tions  of  a  letter  I  have  received  from  Mr. 
Jeorge  E.  Keane,  chairman  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  committee  of  the  American  As¬ 
sociation  of  Workers  for  the  Blind,  which 
further  explains  these  changes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  the  letter  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record;  and,  without  objection, 
the  bill  will  lie  on  the  desk,  as  requested 
by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  sections 
4653  and  4654  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  with  respect  to  the  mailing  of  cer¬ 
tain  reading  and  other  materials  for  the 
use  of  blind  persons,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Curtis  (for  himself  and  other  Senators) , 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

The  excerpts  presented  by  Mr.  Curtis 
are  as  follows: 

The  Industrial  Home  for  the  Blind, 

Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  July  31, 1962. 
Hon.  Carl  T.  Curtis, 

U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Curtis:  *  *  *  A  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  background  and  reason  for 
theV proposed  changes  may  be  useful  here. 

I  knW  that  you  are  familiar  with  most  of 
these  reasons,  but  put  in  a  brief  memoran¬ 
dum  form,  they  may  be  useful. 

First,  we  are  suggesting  two  separate  pro¬ 
posals.  In\the  amendments  to  section  4653 
we  are  asking  for  the  inclusion  of  sound  re¬ 
cordings  othek  than  those  on  discs,  and  in 
addition,  matter  in  sightsaving-size  type. 
The  first  addition  is  self-explanatory,  since 
research  and  development  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
cordings  for  the  blind  seems  to  indicate  that 
ultimately  more  ana\more  of  the  material 
prepared  in  sound  recordings  for  blind  per¬ 
sons  may  be  on  tape  as\a  more  economical 
method  both  in  terms  of  kcost  and  in  terms 
of  space  needed.  The  inclusion  of  sightsav¬ 
ing-size  type  material,  however,  is  new,  and 
it  should  be  said  here  that  suclv  material  will 
probably  be  confined  exclusively  to  the  use 
of  blind  children  with  some  remaining  vision, 
as  if  will  never  be  practical  to  try  t>o  publish 
extensive  lists  of  titles  in  large  typevfor  the 
adult  population.  The  reason  for  rks  im¬ 
portance  for  the  child  is  that  practically  all 
of  the  material  prepared  in  large  type Vor 
blind  children  is  hand  transcribed  by  voluh- 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection^  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 

if  jg  so  nrflpt^pd. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  further  the  understanding  of  the  lead¬ 
ership  and  other  Senators  that  there 
may  be  as  many  as  six  or  seven  yea-and- 
nay  votes  tomorrow.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill 
may  occur  at  about  3  o’clock.. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Montana  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  leadership  to  call  up  the  farm  bill 
following  the  conclusion  of  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  measure  now  before  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is,  and  that  was 
stated  at  the  time  the  original  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  to  refer  the  commu¬ 
nications  satellite  bill  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  That  intention 
has  been  reiterated  several  times  since 
then,  and  the  leadership  feels  bound  by 
the  statements  and  pledges  it  has  made. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  New  York 
understands  that  position. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thoroughly  under¬ 
stand  the  problems  which  the  leadership 
faces.  Some  of  us  are  violently  opposed 
to  the  farm  bill;  and  in  the  allotment  of 
our  time,  it  is  very  important  for  us  to 
know  the  intention  of  the  leadership. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Montana  understands. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Is  it  the  plan  of  the 
majority  to  hold  a  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Saturday  for  the  consideration  of  the 
farm  bill,  or  to  call  up  the  farm  bill  on 
Friday  with  the  expectation  that  the 
voting  will  take  place  sometime  in  the 
following  week? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  My  guess  is  that 
the  vote  on  the  farm  bill  might  occur 
some  time  in  the  following  week;  but  I 
believe,  due  to  the  lateness  of  the  ses¬ 
sion,  the  Senate  should  anticipate  the 
possibility  of  being  in  session  prac¬ 
tically  every  Saturday,  beginning  with 
this  Saturday,  to  take  up  other  meas¬ 
ures  as  well,  because  the  calendar  is  be¬ 
coming  a  little  heavy. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  take  it,  then,  that 
the  majority  leader  is  not  pressing  for 
a  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  farm  bill  on 
Saturday  and  is  not  anticipating  that? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Montana 
yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Montana  understand  that 
he  does  not  have  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  He  has 
nothing  more  than  a  gentleman’s  agree¬ 
ment  with  a  number  of  Senators. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  correct. 
In  turn,  those  Senators  have  my  word. 
I  am  sure  the  understanding  is  mutually 
acceptable  to  both  sides  and  will  be 
honored  by  both  sides. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  But  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  understands  very 


well  that  a  number  of  Senators  are  not 
bound  by  the  agreement.  That  is  un¬ 
derstood,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understand  that. 
I  am  sure  the  Senate  understands  it.  I 
have  not  made  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement.  I  would  not,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances.  If  I  could,  I  would  not.  It 
is  a  gentleman’s  agreement.  I  fully 
expect  it  to  be  honored  by  both  sides. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  may 
sit  tomorrow  morning  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

.  Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  tomor¬ 
row  the  Judiciary  Committee  expects 
l\ar  from  a  number  of  witnesses  who  are 
scheduled  to  appear  there  in  connection 
witnYthe  nominatipnjpof  Mr.  Crary  and 
Mr.  Curtis,  to  be  district  judges  for  the 
State  ol  California,  and  also  in  connec¬ 
tion  witlMhe  nomination  of  Judge  Thur- 
good  Marshall. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
permission  flw-  the  committee  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  tomor¬ 
row  morning  V has  previously  been 
granted.  \ 


COMMERCIAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11040)  \o  provide  for 
the  establishment,  ownership,  operation/ 
and  regulation  of  a  commercial  commu/ 
nications  satellite  system,  anoSfor  other 

purposes.  \  / 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  PiWdfent, 
earlier  today  the  Senate  granted  umani- 
mous  consent  that  the  disting/Mied 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse/ might 
file  brief  statements  of  explanation  of 
various  amendments.  A  numb/  of  Sen^ 
ators  are  running  out  of  time/  In  order 
to  save  time  and  expedite  th/procedure, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  or  /uggest  that 
the  majority  leader  ask  un/nimous  con¬ 
sents  that  any  Senator  mAy  file  a  brief 
statement  in  explanation’ of  his  amend¬ 
ment,  the  explanation  Vo  be  printed  at 
the  place  in  the  Record  where  the 
amendment  is  read.  / 

Mr.  MANSFIELD./  That  is  perfectly 
agreeable.  I  hope  me  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  recmested  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  will  be  granted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  / 

Mr.  KERR.  Air.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  /bject,  let  me  say  that  I 
understand  mat  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  requesting  the  privilege  of  fil¬ 
ing  a  statement  explaining  the  amend¬ 
ments,  an/ to  have  the  statement  printed 
in  the  Record  without  being  read,  al¬ 
though  me  amendments  may  or  may  not 
be  ream 

Mr.  ACEFAUVER.  That  is  correct. 

Tl/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  do  I  correctl/ 
understand  that  the  proposed  agree¬ 
ment  would  apply  only  to  amendments 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  It  would  apply  to 
amendments  offered  by  any  Senate/. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Pre/ident, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  yshould 
like  to  know  whether  the  explanations 
will  be  offered  in  the  time  of  me  Sena¬ 
tors  who  submit  the  amendments;  or 
would  the  time  required  fo/  that  pur¬ 
pose  be  in  addition  to  the/time  other¬ 
wise  available?  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  the  regular  pro¬ 
cedure  would  be  followed. 

Is  there  objection  to/he  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennes/ee?  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquirw  What  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  question?  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment,  as  amended. 

Mr.  MORSS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendmemt  identified  as  “8-13-62 — 
NNNN,’’  aim  ask  that  it  be  read.  The 
statement /  placed  in  the  Record  re¬ 
garding  amendment  MMMM  also  applies 
to  this  amendment,  the  first  portion  of 
which  i / identical  to  MMMM.  The  sec¬ 
ond  po/tion  would  extend  the  stock  limi- 
tatior/to  non  voting  and  debt  securities, 
which  may  far  exceed  the  voting  securi- 
ties/n  financing  the  corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  as  amended,  will  be  stated. 

/  The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  34, 
in  line  12,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  before  the  period:  “,  and  no  such 
communications  common  carrier  shall 
at  any  time  own  more  than  12  per  centum 
of  such  shares  issued  and  outstanding”. 

On  page  36,  between  lines  3  and  4,  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

(g)  The  limitations  applicable  to  voting 
stock  in  the  above  sections  shall  also  be 
applicable  to  all  other  securities  of  the  cor¬ 
poration. 

\  Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
rhe  amendment. 

\lr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
thaVthe  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  to  the  committee  amendment, 
as  amended,  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  ^PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  nion  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  \able  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  froik  Oregon  to  the  committee 
amendment,  a!e  amended.  (Putting  the 
question.)  \ 

The  “ayes”  appear  to  have  it ;  and  the 
“ayes”  have  it,  and  the  motion  to  lay 
on  the  table  is  agreecKto. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.\Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  sr&nd  in  recess - 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  president - 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr\President,  I 
withhold  my  motion.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  it  had 
been  my  purpose  today  to  explain  my 
reasons  for  supporting  the  satellite  bill, 
as  a  member  of  one  of  the  committees 
from  which  it  came.  However,  sirh^e  it 
is  the  intention  of  the  leadership  to  n^ye 
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the  session  tonight  concluded,  I  shall 
withhold*,  my  statement  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senatok  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  KEATLNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Let  me  state  that 
I  did  not  knowsof  this  situation,  and  I 
f'pninyizfi  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
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Mr.  KEATING.  Oh,  no;  the  distin¬ 

guished  majority  leader  is  always  most 
considerate. 

I  shall  frankly  explain  my  purpose:  I 
am  very  much  opposed  to  the  farm  bill, 
which  is  about  to  come  up.  I  deem  it  to 
be  in  the'  interest  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  also -in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  other  Senators  who  likewise 
are  opposed  to  that  measure,  to  use  the 
balance  of  my  time  on  the  pending  satel¬ 
lite  bill  tomorrow,  rather  than  tonight, 
so  as  to  defer  action  on  the  farm  bill.  I 
have  already  made  public  my  reasons 
for  supporting  the  satellite  bill.  I  shall 
explain  them  more  fully  tomorrow. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  is  always  most  considerate  and 
gracious;  and  certainly  under  no  circum¬ 
stances  would  I  do  anything  to  add  to  the 
burdens  which  are  placed  upon  him.  I 
merely  state  at  this  time  that  I  still  want 
the  farm  bill  to  be  defeated,  and  shall 
do  my  utmost  to  persuade  my  colleagues 
to  defeat  it  when  it  comes  up. 


ANTISEMITISM  IN  ARGENTINA 
Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 


myself  30  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit, 
for  printing  in  the  Record,  a  letter  from 
the  State  Department. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  justified  con¬ 
cern  over  the  threat  of  anti-Semitism 
that  has  been  growing  in  the  Argentine 
over  the  past  2  years.  This  development 
is  marked  by  a  constantly  increasing 
number  of  anti-Jewish  incidents,  culmi¬ 
nating  in  the  shocking  kidnapping  of, 
and  assault  upon,  a  young  Jewish  girl. 

It  is  generally  acknowledged  that  the 
Argentine  Government  entertains  no 
anti-Semitic  feelings;  but  its  promises  to 
“crack  down  hard”  on  extremist  groups, 
in  order  to  halt  the  anti-Semitic  inci 
dents,  have  not  been  followed  by  arrest 
of  the  culprits  and  restoration  of  order. 
In  part,  the  uneasy  political  situation 
there  is  to  blame;  but  what  is  nj*x  gen¬ 
erally  reported  is  the  existence  oi  an  un¬ 
happy  native  Nazi  movement/ nurtured 
originally  by  Gei’man  and  pt her  Euro¬ 
pean  Nazi  emigrees. 

I  have  expressed  to  t/e  Department 
of  State  my  concern  over  this  developing 
situation.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this /point  in  the  Record 
the  reply  I  received  on  August  13  from 
Assistant  Secretly  of  State  Dutton. 

There  being yho  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  t/be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  13,  1962. 
Hon.  Jac/b  K.  Javits, 

U.S.  Sej/ate. 

Dvt.vl  Senator  Javits:  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  /our  letter  to  the  Secretary  expressing 
concern  about  reports  of  anti-Semitism  in 
fgentina  and.  Uruguay. 


The  Department  of  State  with  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  our  Embassy  at  Buenos  Aires  has  for 
a  period  of  2  years  been  following  closely  the 
manifestations  of  anti-Semitism  in  Argen¬ 
tina.  Our  information  regarding  these 
manifestations  has  been  supplimented  by 
periodic  receipt  of  data  from  organizations 
in  the  United  States  directly  concerned  both 
with  threats  to  human  rights  and  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  Jewish  communities  throughout  the 
world. 

On  the  basis  of  the  information  available 
to  us,  it  seems  that  most  if  not  all  of  the 
anti-Semitic  activities  are  attributable  to 
small,  largely  covert  and  somewhat  amor¬ 
phous  groups  which  appear  to  be  ultrana¬ 
tionalist  in  nature  and  to  have  chosen  anti- 
Semitism  as  one  vehicle  for  the  expression 
of  their  personal  and  social  hostilities.  The 
groups  construe  themselves  as  quasi-poli¬ 
tical  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  general  pub¬ 
lic  opinion  in  Argentina  dignifies  them  as 
such.  We  are  advised  by  our  Embassy  that 
the  Argentine  populace  seems  genuinely 
horrified  by  the  recent  violent  acts  and  de¬ 
plores  the  activities  of  those  responsible  for 
them. 

KSj/icerg  of  the  Embassy  were  apprised  some 
tme  ago  of  the  importance  of  the  evidence 
o\anti-Semitism  in  Argentina  and  were  in¬ 
structed  to  make  use  of  suitable  opportu- 
nitiekto  point  out  to  responsible  Argentines 
the  unfavorable  world  reaction  to  be  ex* ' 
pected  Vom  pronounced  anti-Semitic  actf- 
vities.  Following  the  attacks  in  June,  >our 
Ambassador  discussed  the  matter  /with 
Rabbi  IsraeI\Goldstein,  of  New  York,  £/rn em¬ 
ber  of  the  World  Jewish  Congress. 

You  will  appreciate  that  since  Ao  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  have  been  involve/I  the  Am¬ 
bassador  was  not  in  a  posit/n  to  make 
formal  representations  to  tlyf  Government 
of  Argentina.  HowSver,  he/ reports  subse¬ 
quent  conversations  Nwit) y  officials  of  the 
Government  who  recogn/ed  that  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  anti-SemStic  groups  do  not 
accrue  to  the  credit  of  the  nation  and  ex¬ 
pressed  the  intent  /t  the\Government  to 
cope  vigorously  with  the  outbreaks. 

On  June  25,  1902,  a  statement  was  issued 
by  the  Presidency  of  the  Argentine  Republic 
expressing  thy  “executive  powers  forceful 
repudiation ”/6f  the  acts  and  pledged  its  de¬ 
cision  to  ‘Suppress  with  the  full  xprce  of 
the  law  ufcidents  of  this  nature  which  do 
grave  injury  to  the  social  structure  ol  the 
nation/’  This  sentiment  is  shared,  weNare 
infor/ied,  by  the  Minister  of  Interior  vA° 
is  responsible  for  police  forces  in  the  natioi 
It/would  thus  appear  that  Argentine  au- 
lorities  are  fully  aware  of  the  need  to 
''take  firm  measures  in  the  present  circum¬ 
stances..  Our  officers  in  Buenos  Aires  will 
continue  to  press  with  members  of  the  Ar¬ 
gentine  Government  the  concern  of  all 
decent  men  whenever  minority  groups  are 
subject  to  unlawful  acts. 

Our  Embassy  at  Montevideo  has  provided 
us  with  the  following  information  respect¬ 
ing  the  incidents  that  have  occurred  in 
Uruguay : 

“The  Uruguayan  Minister  of  the  Interior 
informed  the  Uruguayan  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  July  31  that  measures  have 
been  taken  to  prevent  recurrence  of  inci¬ 
dents.  These  included  establishment  of 
street  patrols  by  the  police  reinforced  by 
Uruguayan  Army  troops,  highway  patrols, 
and  100  police  normally  assigned  to  the 
interior  of  the  country,  as  well  as  police 
raids  against  the  headquarters  of  organiza¬ 
tions  suspected  of  involvement  in  the  inci¬ 
dents. 

“The  Uruguayan  public  and  press  have 
become  very  concerned  at  these  unfortunate 
incidents,  which  are  thought  to  be  the  work 
of  a  very  few  extremist  members  of  a  society. 
It  would  appear  this  concern  is  reflected  in 
a  vigorous  effort  on  the  part  of  their  gov¬ 
ernmental  authorities  to  halt  this  series  of 
criminal  acts.” 


If  I  may  be  of  any  further  assistance  to 
you,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me/ 
Sincerely  yours, 

Frederick  G.  Dutton/ 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  Present,  will 
the  Senator  from  Montana  ytela,  so  that 
I  may  request  that  a  corr^/tion  of  the 
Record  be  made? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yi/ld. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Congressional  RECORi/ior  August  1, 1962, 
at  page  14191,  shows  that  I  made  a 
unanimous -consent  request  that  a  com¬ 
munication  frony  the  President  of  the 
Legislature  of  South  Korea,  relating  to 
withdrawal  of/LJ.S.  troops  from  the  coun¬ 
try,  received/by  the  Vice  President,  be 
referred  t/  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations 

In  fa/{,  the  communication  was  from 
the  Supreme  People’s  Assembly,  Demo¬ 
cratic  People’s  Republic  of  Korea — in 
otl/er  words,  North  Korea. 

"his  mistake  could  be  serious,  in  that 
ft  implies  that  the  South  Koreans  were 
asking  the  United  States  to  get  out.  Cer¬ 
tainly  no  such  implication  should  arise 
from  the  Record. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  permanent  Record  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly,  and  also  that  the  Journal  of 
the  Senate  be  corrected,  inasmuch  as 
the  communication  was  from  North 
Korea,  and  I  would  not  want  any  impli¬ 
cation  to  the  contrary  to  arise  from  the 
Record  or  the  Journal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  the  Journal  will  be 
corrected  accordingly. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BYRD  OF 
VIRGINIA 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
take  pleasure  in  calling  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  the  cover  story  in  the 
August  17,  1962,  issue  of  Time,  the  weekly 
news  magazine,  on  one  of  the  most  re¬ 
spected  and  popular  Members  ever  to 
^serve  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  the  distin- 
mished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  On  the  index  page  of  the 
magazine  there  is  a  letter  from  the  pub¬ 
lished/  Mr.  Bernhard  M.  Auer,  which  ex- 
plainsv that  a  photograph  of  Senator 
Byrd  n^s  twice  previously  appeared  on 
the  covenpf  Time  magazine,  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  a.  special  story  on  some  aspect 
of  his  pub  He  service.  The  publisher 
makes  the  ponat  that  it  has  been  27  years 
since  Senator  Njyrd’s  photograph  last 
appeared  on  Tune’s  cover,  and  in  his 
comments  seems  No  apologize  for  not 
having  brought  thisVreat  fiscal  expert  of 
the  Senate  and  outstanding  newsmaker 
to  public  attention  \ith  other  cover 
stories  in  the  intervening  years. 

The  people  of  Virginia\evidently  ap¬ 
preciate  the  long  and  distinguished  rec¬ 
ord  of  public  service  whioh  Senator 
Byrd  has  rendered  in  their  behalf  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  37  years,  dating  baHk  to  his 
election  as  a  State  senator,  anH  then 
Governor,  and  then  his  election  and  re- 
election  so  many  times  to  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  am  sure  the  members  of  tnis 
body  recall,  Mr.  President,  that  Senate 
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RANGES  777 

Jyrd’s  only  fiscal  soft  spot  Is  in  his  love  for 
national  parks.  He  has  visited  nearly  every 
one  \n  the  United  States.  The  National 
Park  Service,  he  says,  Is  one  agency  that  “re¬ 
turns  $i.20  value  for  every  $1  spent.”  The 
Service  in  turn  clearly  appreciate  Byrd  : 
he  is  theNService’s  only  honorary  ranger, 
proudly  weaW  his  silver  badge  No.  777  at  park 
ceremonies,  lie  has  been  climbing  In  the 
Blue  Ridge — subh  peaks  as  Hawks  Bill,  Naked 
Top,  RoundheaaSRidge  and  his  favored  Old 
Rag — for  60  yearsX  He  spent  his  honeymoon 
in  those  mountains,  jxit  Roosevelt  to  start  the 
600-mile-long  Blue  Ridge  Parkway,  is  mainly 
responsible  for  Shenandoah  National  Park. 
On  each  of  his  past  two  birthdays  he  has 
donated  a  camping  shelter  near  Skyland; 
they  have  been  dubbed  "bWs  Nest  No.  1” 
and  “Byrd’s  Nest  No.  2.”  'Byrd  gallantly 
danced  at  the  dedication  of  Bird’s  Nest  No. 
2  this  year. 

When  his  Senate  duties  keep  'him  away 
from  the  Blue  Ridge,  Byrd  takes  t)\at  early 
morning  walk  through  Rock  Creek 'Park — 
and  his  musings  are  a  seminar  in  political 
history  and  practice,  well  salted  with  gi^at 
issues  and  names  of  the  past.  “I’ve  lived 
here  ever  since  I  came  to  Washington,”  m 
says  as  he  sets  out  from  the  Shoreham.  “It’s' 
nearly  30  years  ago  now.  You  know,  the 
Shoreham  was  in  bankruptcy  when  I  first 
came  here.  I  told  ’em  I  didn’t  have  any 
money,  but  they  said  I  might  as  well  stay 
until  I  could  pay,  because  nobody  else  had 
any  either.” 

He  swings  his  cane  nonchalantly  at  a  bush, 
looks  back  to  see  if  his  aging  cocker  spaniel 
is  still  with  him.  “You  know,”  he  says,  “they 
were  telling  me  not  too  long  ago  that  I 
couldn’t  walk  any  more.  One  winter  they 
had  some  ice  on  those  steps  back  there  and 
it  was  covered  with  snow  and  I  didn’t  see  it, 
so  I  fell  and  hurt  my  knee  and  it  gave  me 
arthritis.”  He  flexes  his  left  knee.  “They 
wanted  to  take  my  kneecap  off,  said  it 
wouldn’t  cripple  me  and  it  would  stop  the 
arthritis.  But  I  didn’t  like  that  idea  much, 
so  I  did  just  the  opposite.  I  went  out  and 
climbed  Old  Rag  the  next  weekend.  It  hurt 
like  hell,  but  I  got  up  there.  Now  I’ve  got  it 
built  up  so  I  can  get  around  all  right.  It’s 
built  up  muscles  all  around  that  knee. 
Look  here.”  He  hauls  up  his  left  pant  leg. 
“Look  at  the  difference  from  the  other  one.” 
He  tugs  up  that  pant  leg. 

ON  HIS  BELLY 

He  comes  to  a  high  wire  fence  sealing  off 
the  Dumbarton  Oaks  estate,  a  public  haven 
filled  with  dogwood,  rhododendron,  and  mas¬ 
sive  trees.  Since  it  is  not  open  so  early  iE 
the  morning,  Byrd  for  years  used  to  crawl 
his  belly  through  a  hole  in  the  fence.  Tb4n 
the  hole  was  patched.  Byrd  hesitantly  aifked 
if  he  might  have  his  own  key  to  the  /ate— 
something  the  Park  Service  would  have 
granted  long  ago  at  the  slightest  /lint.  “I 
got  ’em  to  put  in  the  Shenandoah  Pax's,  when 
I  was  Governor.  It  was  the  depi/ssion  then, 
but  I  got  a  million  dollars  oujr  of  Congress, 
and  we  raised  another  /million.  Ickes 
wouldn’t  let  the  mountain'  people  stay  in 
there.  He  made  them  /ul  move  out.  I 
begged  him  not  to  do  1/at.  I  said  just  let 
the  old  ones  stay  thece  and  live  out  their 
lives.  But  this  Tugv/ll  fellow  had  just  come 
back  from  Russia,  and  he  and  Ickes  got  the 
idea  of  moving  them  all  in  together. 

“You  know  mountain  people  won’t  live 
close  to  anybody  else.  But  they  made  ’em 
get  out  and  Burned  their  houses  down  and 
built  two  settlements  for  them  outside  the 
park — thajrcost  nearly  as  much  as  the  whole 
park  did/ And  it  didn’t  last  very  long  either. 
They  were  making  them  all  work  and  put 
everything  they  raised  in  together.  One 
night  after  they’d  been  there  about  a  year, 
oiye  man  got  in  and  robbed  the  smokehouse 
lere  all  the  meat  was,  and  the  others  got 


mad  and  they  killed  him.  That  was  the 
end  of  that  Russian  business.” 

Byrd  heads  back  down  a  bridle  path,  the 
Shoreham’s  sandy-colored  brick  looming 
above  the  trees.  “When  I  was  Governor  they 
asked  me  if  Winston  Churchill  could  come 
down  and  visit.  He  wanted  to  see  the  battle¬ 
fields.  The  only  trouble  was  that  when  he 
got  there,  they  told  me  he  drank  a  quart  of 
brandy  a  day.  It  was  strict  prohibition,  and 
I  never  had  allowed  any  in  the  mansion. 

I  called  up  a  fellow  who  I  thought  might 
be  able  to  get  it  and  said,  ‘John,  I’m  in  a 
hell  of  a  fix.  I  need  you  to  deliver  a  quart 
of  brandy  to  the  kitchen  of  the  Governor’s 
mansion  every  day  this  week.’ 

“Churchill  had  some  fellow  with  him 
named  Lord  so-and-so,  and  the  Lord  had 
a  girl  in  San  Francisco  and  was  always  call¬ 
ing  her  up  the  whole  time  they  were  there. 
After  they  left,  I  got  a  bill  for  those  calls 
for  $250.” 

Harry  Byrd  walks  back  into  the  Shoreham 
to  change  his  clothes  and  cook  his  own 
breakfast.  He  is  ready  to  do  a  day’s  work 
on  the  Hill  in  defense  of  his  idea  that  a 
dollar  is  a  dollar  and  that  economics  is 
really  a  simple,  commonsense  subject.  To 
a  man  with  reminiscences  like  his,,  it  does 
not  seem  illogical  that  he  should  think  that 
/ie  may  yet  teach  quite  a  few  lessons  to  that 
Sttractive  young  fellow  in  the  White  Houses 


THE  JOURNAL 

Mr.  \  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Pre/dent, 
earlier  today  I  had  intended  Ao  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  Journakof  Tuesday,  August  14,  and 
the  Journal  of  Wednesday,  August  15,  be 
dispensed  witfe-  I  now/  make  that 
request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without /Objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


TRANSACTION  OI 

BUSINESS' 


ROUTINE 


By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
routine  bu/ness  was  transacte 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUS 

A /message  from  the  House  of  RejX'e- 
seKxatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of 
fading  clerks,  announced  that  th<? 
louse  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S.  3428)  relating  to  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  judges  to  the  municipal  court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  municipal 
court  of  appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  juvenile  court  of  the 
District  of  .Columbia. 


PETITION 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committee 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations,  without  amendment: 

H.R.  11721.  An  act  to  authorize  i ne  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  balance  of  award/ for  war 
damage  compensation  made  by /the  Philip¬ 
pine  War  Damage  Commission  under  the 
terms  of  the  Philippine  Reh/bilitation  Act 
of  April  30,  1946,  and  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $73  million  / or  that  purpose 
(Rept.  No.  1882) ;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  84.  Concurrent  resolution  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  or  the  Congress  that 
arrangements  be  m/le  for  viewing  within 
the  United  States  /Of  certain  films  prepared 
by  the  U.S.  Information  Agency  (Rept.  No. 
1883). 


REVENUE/ACT  OF  1962— REPORT  OF 
A  COMMITTEE— ADDITIONAL,  DIS¬ 
SENTING,  SUPPLEMENTAL,  AND 
MINORITY  VIEWS  (S.  REPT.  NO. 
1/81) 

lr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  I  report  favor¬ 
ably,  with  amendments,  the  bill  (H.R. 
10650)  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  provide  a  credit  for  in¬ 
vestment  in  certain  depreciable  property, 
to  eliminate  certain  defeots  and  inequi¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  thereon. 

I  ask  that  the  report  be  printed,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  individual  views  of  Sen¬ 
ators  Byrd  of  Virginia,  Gore,  Williams 
of  Delaware,  and  Curtis;  the  additional 
views  of  Senator  McCarthy;  the  dissent¬ 
ing  views  of  Senators  Carlson,  Bennett, 
Butler,  Curtis,  and  Morton,  and  the 
supplemental  and  minority  views  of 
Senators  Douglas  and  Gore. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  received  and  the  bill  will 
be  placed  on  the  calendar;  and,  without 
objection,  the  report  will  be  printed,  as 
requested  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
enrolled  bill  (S.  3491)  to  amend  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  it  was  signed 
by  the  Vice  President. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  letter  in  the  nature  of  a  petition 
from  the  Oliver  American  Trading  Co., 
Inc.,  of  New  York,  N.Y.,  signed  by  How¬ 
ard  T.  Oliver,  president,  relating  to  an 
investigation  of  the  claims  convention 
with  Mexico,  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session. 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

ByyMr.  FULBRIGHT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations: 

William  R.  Tyler,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  ^Foreign  Service  officer  of  the  class 
of  career  nainister,  to  be  an  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State; 

Charles  E.  Bohlen,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  a  Foreign  Service  officer  of  the  class 
of  career  ambastedor,  to  be  Ambassador 
Extraordinary  an^  Plenipotentiary  to 
France; 

Foy  D.  Kohler,  of  dbio,  a  Foreign  Service 
officer  of  the  class  of  career  minister,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipoten¬ 
tiary  to  the  Union  of\Soviet  Socialist 
Republics; 

John  H.  Ferguson,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and 
Plenipotentiary  to  the  Kingdom  of  Morocco; 

William  Leonhart,  of  West  Vlteinia,  a 
Foreign  Service  officer  of  class  1,  toffee  Am¬ 
bassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary 
to  Tanganyika;  and 

Bernard  T.  Brennan,  of  New  York,  to'ne 
Deputy  Administrator  for  Administration, 
Agency  for  International  Development. 
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bills  and  joint  resolutions 

\  INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  joint  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  CLARK: 

S.  3645.  A  bill  fbr  the  relief  of  Jean  Rosen; 
to  the  Committee  trn  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Kefauver,  and  Mr.  Laxjsche)  : 

S.  3646.  A  bill  to  ambnd  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  1934,  as  alnended,  relative  to 
merger  of  domestic  telegraph  carriers;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Magnuson  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill.Nyhich  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  CURTIS  (for  hhnself,  Mr. 

Carlson',  and  Mr.  Randolph)  : 

S.  3647.  A  bill  to  amend  sections  4653  and 
4654  of  title  39,  United  States  Cod\  with 
respect  to  the  mailing  of  certain  readink  and 
other  materials  for  the  use  of  blind  persons; 
to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  CiSy.1 
Service. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Curtis  when  he' 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine: 

S.  3648.  A  bill  authorizing  the  project  for 
Narraguagus  River,  Maine;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  DIRKSEN: 

S.J.  Res.  217.  Joint  resolution  making  the 
17th  day  of  September  in  each  year  a  legal 
holiday  to  be  known  as  “Constitution  Day”; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Dirksen  when  he 
introduced  the  above  joint  resolution,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  RANDOLPH: 

S.J.  Res.  218.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  issue 
a  proclamation  declaring  Sir  Winston 
Churchill  to  be  an  honorary  citizen  of  the 
United  States  of  America;  to  the  Committc  ' 
on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Randolph  wtfen 
he  introduced  the  above  joint  resolution, 
which  appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


when,  as  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  I  listened  to  his  dynamic 
address  in  a  joint  session  of  the  Cor 
gress. 

And,  Winston  Churchill’s  courage  sfiid 
devotion  to  the  cause  of  freedom /and 
human  dignity  have  served  to  challenge 
and  inspire  our  Nation  to  victory  m  war, 
and  to  achievement  in  peace.  Our  debt 
to  him  can  never  be  repaid.  I y  exceeds 
infinity,  and  increases  daily. 

However,  there  is  one  honor/  one  token 
of  rare  esteem  and  love  whi/h  is  within 
this  Nation’s  power  to  bestow,  and  which 
is  worthy  of  Winston  Churchill’s  place  of 
history.  The  recognition  of  which  I 
speak  is  the  gift  of  honorary  citizenship 
of  the  United  States  of  America.  Surely 
there  is  no  more  fitting  demonstration 
of  the  respect  and  gratitude  which  we 
hold  for  this  champion  of  mankind  than 
the  gift  of  citizenship — the  most  highly 
prized  possession^  of  every  patriotic 
American.  His/  mother  was  Jenny 
Jerome,  a  citizen  of  our  Republic. 

No  more  tangible  evidence  could  we 
fer  than  that  this  Nation,  through  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  c/ngress,  authorize  the  Presi- 
den\of  the /United  States  to  issue  a  proc¬ 
lamation  declaring  Sir  Winston  Church¬ 
ill  to  b\  /n  honorary  citizen  of  our  Re¬ 
public. 

To  tfiisk  purpose  I  introduce  a  joint 
resolu/ion,  wiich  I  send  to  the  desk  and 
request  that  *t  be  appropriately  referred, 
for  ywhat  I  hohe  will  be  positive  action. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  wfil  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  218) 
authorizing  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  issue  a  proclamation  declaring 
Sir  Winston  Churchill  toXe  an  honorary 
citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Randolph,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  ami  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


SENATOR  RANDOLPH  INTRODUCES 
A  RESOLUTION  THAT  THE 
UNITED  STATES  CONVEY  ON  SIR 
WINSTON  CHURCHILL/  HONOR¬ 
ARY  CITIZENSHIP 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  MY.  President, 
Winston  Churchill  represents  perhaps 
better  than  any  man  alive',  the  strong 
ties  of  love,  honor,  and  sacrifice  which 
so  closely  join  the  /United  States  of 
America  and  Great  Britain.  As  a  war¬ 
rior  of  his  country/  as  a  statesman  of 
vision  and  purpose  And  as  a  gifted  leader 
in  letters  and  lite/ature  and  law,  he  will 
be  acclaimed  by /generations  yet  unborn 
for  a  true  hero  of  his  time. 

His  is  a  gerffus  of  spirit,  of  character, 
of  conviction/- that  urged  a  battered  na¬ 
tion  onward/to  victory  over  a  merciless 
foe — that  lighted  a  pathway  through  the 
gloom  of  postwar  adversity,  and  spurred 
a  flagging  people  to  superhuman  effort 
and  sa/rifice — that  marshalled  hopes 
and  shored  up  faith,  rekindled  hope  and 
engendered  confidence. 

Hi/,  the  dream  of  unity  among  the 
democratic  nations  of  the  Atlantic;  his, 
the  idea  of  a  fraternal  association 
b/tween  Britain  and  the  United  States, 
shall  never  forget  that  memorable  day 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  an  amendment  to  H.R.  12391,  the 
farm  bill,  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  which  I  intend  to 
offer  at  the  appropriate  time  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  printed. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
add  a  dairy  program  to  the  new  version 
of  the  Senate  farm  bill.  Last  spring  the 
administration  recommended  that  a 
dairy  program  be  enacted.  Testimony 
was  given  on  the  rapidly  rising  dairy 
surpluses  and  on  the  increasing  costs  of 
the  present  dairy  program  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Despite  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  the  Senate  committee  could  not 
reach  agreement  on  a  dairy  provision. 
Attempts  by  myself  and  other  Senators 
to  add  a  dairy  provision  on  the  floor  also 
failed  to  carry. 

The  House  of  Representatives,  how¬ 
ever,  has  provided  for  a  minimum  volun¬ 
tary  reduction  program  in  its  farm  bill. 
The  amendment  which  I  propose  to  of¬ 
fer  strengthens  the  House  provision  arid 
offers  an  opportunity  to  adopt  an  effec¬ 


tive  voluntary  program  which  will  im¬ 
prove  the  income  of  dairy  farmers  and 
at  the  same  time  cut  down  on  surpluses 
and  Government  costs. 

The  dairy  problem  is  fast  approaching 
emergency  proportions,  and  I  believe 
there  are  solid  reasons  why  the  Senate 
should  now  adopt  a  temporary  program 
even  though  it  rejected  action  last  spring. 

There  were  some  who  believed  that  the 
drop  in  price  supports  from  82  to  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  on  April  1  would  result  in 
a  substantial  cut  in  production.  This  has 
not  been  the  case,  although  production 
is  temporarily  down  in  some  areas  be¬ 
cause  of  a  drouth  condition. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  esti¬ 
mates  that  Government  expenditures  for 
dairy  purchases  will  be  about  $550  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  current  marketing  year,  ap¬ 
proximately  the  same  as  for  last  year. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
purchasing  dairy  products  for  price-sup¬ 
port  purposes  at  the  equivalent  of  an  an¬ 
nual  rate  of  10.5  billion  pounds  of  the 
annual  marketing  of  119.3  billion  pounds 
of  milk.  It  is  expected  that  the  CCC 
will  have  to  acquire  400  million  pounds 
of  butter,  250  million  pounds  of  cheese, 
and  1.2  billion  pounds  of  dry  milk  this 
year. 

I  have  talked  with  many  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  and  representatives  of  major  pro¬ 
ducer  groups  in  the  past  few  weeks. 
Dairy  farmers  are  worried  about  the 
mounting  surpluses  and  the  drop  in  in¬ 
come  of  dairy  fanners.  I  have  been  told 
by  many  dairy  leaders  that  while  they 
believe  the  majority  of  dairy  farmers 
would  still  vote  to  reject  a  program  with 
mandatory  quotas,  they  would  welcome 
an  effective  voluntary  program. 

The  dairy  industry  is  disturbed,  like¬ 
wise,  about  the  possible  effects  of  the 
Supreme  Court  decision  of  June  4,  Le¬ 
high  Valley  Cooperative  Farmers,  Inc., 
against  United  States,  which  has  left  the 
'future  effectiveness  of  Federal  mar¬ 
keting  orders  in  doubt. 

We  have  a  situation,  then,  in  which 
dairy  farmers  are  losing  between  $250 
and  $300  million  in  income  because  of 
the  drop  in  price  supports.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  acquiring  the  equivalent  of 
about  10  percent  of  the  milk  marketed. 
Government  costs  are  continuing  at 
about  the  same  rate  and  Government - 
held  surpluses  are  rising  rapidly. 

In  my  judgment  it  is  clear  that  the 
present  program  is  not  accomplishing 
its  purpose  and  that  a  change  is  needed. 

Tlie  House  bill  has  the  merit  of  recog¬ 
nizing  the  problem  and  of  making  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  meet  it,  but  the  House  measure 
lacks  the  potential  to  reduce  the  surplus 
to  a  significant  degree  or  to  improve  the 
income  of  dairy  farmers. 

The  House  dairy  provision  provides  for 
surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
of  up  to  $2.50  per  hundredweight  for  the 
amount  they  reduce  their  1961  average 
marketing  of  milk,  within  a  range  of  10 
to  25  percent.  Provision  is  also  made  in 
the  bill  to  permit  producers  in  Federal 
order  markets  to  make  adjustments  in 
their  marketings  at  the  surplus  price 
rather  than  at  the  blend  price.  They 
will  not  be  penalized  in  their  share  of  the 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


15685 


1962 


class  I  sales  because  they  participate  in 
the  program. 

The  amendment  which  I'intended  to 
propose  incorporates  the  House  provision 
in  general.  The  important  addition  in 
my  amendment  is  the  provision  to  permit 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make 
supplemental  payments  to  cooperating 
producers  in  addition  to  the  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments. 

The  amount  of  the  supplemental  pay¬ 
ment  would  be  set  by  the  Secretary  at 
a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  U.S.  average  price  at  whole¬ 
sale  for  milk  for  manufacturing  pur¬ 
poses  and  90  percent  of  parity  for  that 
quantity  of  milk  the  participating  pro¬ 
ducer  markets. 

The  amendment  also  permits  the 
Secretary  to  set  the  general  basic  price 
support  for  milk  at  between  70  and  75 
percent  of  parity,  dependent  upon  sup¬ 
plies,  but  this  authority  would  not  be 
effective  until  the  end  of  the  current 
marketing  year,  March  31,  1963. 

The  use  of  this  authority,  of  course, 
is  confined  to  the  period  when  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  the  emergency  program  in 
operation.  It  does  not  replace  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  basic  act  of  1949  but  only 
provides  a  temporary  exception,  to  be 
used  at  his  discretion  in  order  to  achieve 
the  purposes  of  the  emergency  program. 

In  effect  the  proposed  dairy  program 
is  simply  an  application  of  the  proce¬ 
dures  of  the  temporary  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  to  milk.  The  surplus  reduction 
payments  for  milk  are  the  equivalent  to 
the  payments  on  acreage  diverted  from 
feed  grain  production.  The  supplemen¬ 
tal  payments  on  the  milk  marketed  by 
those  choosing  to  enter  the  reduction 
program  are  equivalent  to  the  difference 
between  the  support  price  offered  feed 
grain  producers  and  the  market  level  at 
which  those  who  do  not  enter  the  pro¬ 
gram  sell  their  feed  grains. 

Of  course  in  the  dairy  program  it  is  not 
possible  to  maintain  different  prices  in 
precisely  the  same  manner  as  in  the  feed 
grain  program.  The  loans  and  purchases 
used  in  the  feed  grain  program  for  sup¬ 
plemental  benefits  to  cooperators  can¬ 
not  be  extended  in  the  same  way  to  in¬ 
dividual  producers  on  their  milk.  The 
effect  of  the  supplemental  payments  for 
milk,  however,  is  the  same:  the  supple¬ 
mental  payments  would  reflect  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  market  price  and 
special  support  level,  up  to  90  percent  of 
parity,  as  set  by  the  Secretary  for  those 
participating. 

The  proposal  is  for  a  temporary  pro¬ 
gram  to  meet  the  emergency  situation. 
It  would  be  effective  for  a  year  and  a 
half,  from  October  1  of  this  year  to 
March  31,  1964.  The  House  provision  of 
surplus  reduction  payments  is  limited  to 
9  months. 

The  program  provided  by  my  amend¬ 
ment  gives  the  Secretary  the  flexibility 
to  develop  an  effective  reduction  pro¬ 
gram  and  to  improve  the  net  income  of 
those  who  participate.  Because  the  cost 
of  the  program  depends  upon  the  level 
at  which  the  Secretary  sets  the  surplus 
reduction  payments  and  also  the  amount 
of  the  supplemental  payments— and  in 


turn  these  amounts  are  related  to  avail¬ 
able  supplies — it  is  not  possible  to  give 
an  exact  cost  estimate.  It  can  be  stated 
that  the  program  should  cost  less  than 
the  existing  program  and  at  the  same 
time  accomplish  a  substantial  reduction 
in  surpluses  and  surplus  storage  costs. 
The  savings  over  the  existing  program 
would  be  achieved  because  it  is  cheaper 
to  make  a  surplus  reduction  payment  of 
$2.50  or  less  to  the  producer  for  not 
producing  a  hundred  pounds  of  milk 
than  for  the  CCC  to  pay  over  $4  for  the 
milk  after  it  is  produced  and  processed. 
The  economy  of  this  procedure  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  great  enough  to  permit  mak¬ 
ing  the  supplemental  payments  to  co¬ 
operating  producers  and  still  realize  a 
savings  in  total  costs  over  the  existing 
program. 

The  program  will  also  improve  the 
income  of  those  who  participate.  They 
would  receive  reduction  payments  up 
to  $2.50  per  hundred  for  the  amount 
they  cut  back  and  supplemental  pay¬ 
ments  on  what  they  market.  Taken  to¬ 
gether,  these  payments  would  provide 
the  average  dairy  producer  with  a  larger 
net  income  than  he  would  receive  from 
his  present  higher  production  under  the 
existing  price  support  program.  It  is 
also  clear  that  the  whole  dairy  industry 
will  be  more  stable  and  in  a  better  eco¬ 
nomic  condition  if  the  excessive  sur¬ 
pluses  are  reduced. 

We  are  spending  large  amounts  under 
the  existing  program;  yet  the  Govern¬ 
ment-held  supplies  are  increasing  and 
the  income  of  dairy  farmers  is  declining. 
This  is  not  the  time  for  drifting  and  in¬ 
action,  a  policy  which  can  only  lead  to  a 
crisis  in  the  whole  industry  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  the  family-type  dairy  farmer  is 
certain  to  be  hurt. 

The  program  which  I  am  proposing 
and  which  Senator  Humphrey  has 
joined  me  in  sponsoring  is  an  emergency 
measure.  It  is  a  voluntary  program.  It 
imposes  no  mandatory  quotas  or  con¬ 
trols.  Producers  who  do  not  wish  to 
enter  the  program  would  be  free  to  pro¬ 
duce  as  they  choose  at  the  iharket  price. 
Because  the  Secretary  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  adjust  the  basic  price  support 
level  between  70  and  75  percent  of  parity, 
there  would  be  no  incentive  for  those 
not  entering  the  program  to  expand  their 
operations.  To  the  extent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  used  his  authority  to  adjust  the 
general  price  support  between  70  and  75 
percent  of  parity,  consumer  prices  for 
/dairy  products  would  be  reduced  some¬ 
what  and  consumption  stimulated.  But 
the  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  estab¬ 
lish  stability  in  the  industry  and  to  im¬ 
prove  farm  income.  I  believe  that  once 
the  program  is  in  effect  the  market  price 
would  te.nd  to  rise  above  the  basic  price 
support  level  and  that  the  entire  dairy 
industry  would  benefit. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  faced  with  a  sit¬ 
uation  which  calls  for  effective  action. 
The  House  has  approved  a  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  but  it  is  insufficient  to  reduce  the 
surplus  which  is  now  requiring  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  purchase  the  equivalent  of 
about  10  percent  of  the  milk  marketed. 
The  Senate  should  act,  I  believe,  to 


strengthen  the  House  provision  and  to 
provide  a  temporary  program  to  im¬ 
prove  the  income  of  the  dairy  farmer 
and  to  reduce  Government  costs. 

I  believe  we  could  expect  good  partici¬ 
pation  in  this  type  of  voluntary  program, 
just  as  the  response  to  the  emergency 
feed  grain  program  was  good  and  the 
program  effective.  Dairy  farmers  are 
aware  of  the  problem  and  greatly  con¬ 
cerned  about  it.  They  would  respond  to 
an  opportunity  to  work  out  their  diffi¬ 
culties,  but  the  present  program  pro¬ 
vides  no  procedure  by  which  they  can 
make  adjustments  in  an  equitable  and 
reasonable  manner. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  I  intend  to  propose  in  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  my  colleague,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
lie  on  the  table;  and,  without  objection, 
the  amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  91,  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert 
the  following: 

“SUBTITLE  C - DAIRY 

“Sec.  326.  The  current  rate  of  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  in  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  is  such  as 
Will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  sup¬ 
plies  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during 
the  period  ending  March  31, 1964. 

“In  order  to  afford  producers  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  the  means  by  which  they  can  on 
a  compensated  basis  voluntarily  adjust  their 
marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
March  31,  1964,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand 
and  thus  reduce  Government  purchases  un¬ 
der  its  price  support  program,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized,  through 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry 
out  for  the  period  ending  March  31,  1964,  an 
emergency  dairy  surplus  reduction  payments 
program  as  set  forth  in  the  following  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  subtitle. 

“Sec.  327.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  surplus 
reduction  payments  to  producers  in  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who 
agree  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more 
quarterly  marketing  periods  starting  on  or 
after  October  1,  1962,  and  ending  March  31, 
1964,  their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i) 
less  than  10  per  centum  or  (ii)  more  than 
the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  fifteen  thous¬ 
and  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal 
marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to 
section  328  of  this  Act  for  each  such  quarter¬ 
ly  marketing  period.  Such  payments  shall 
not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per  hundredweight  of 
milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  effectuate  voluntary  reduction  in 
marketings  by  producers,  or  (iii)  the  cost  of 
acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A 
producer  who  fails  to  reduce  his  marketings 
to  the  extent  required  by  his  agreement  shall 
be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced 
his  marketings  below  his  normal  marketing 
level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as  much  as 
10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing 
level,  but  the  amount  of  such  payment  shall 
be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20  per 
'centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed 
to  reduce.  Agreements  entered  into  here- 
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under  may  contain  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program 
and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s  reduction  in 
marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer 
of  his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the 
production  and  marketing  of  milk. 

“Sec.  328.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
normal  marketing  level  for  each  producer  in 
the  continental  United  States,  excluding 
Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pursuant  to  section  327  of  this  Act.  Such 
normal  marketing  level  shall  be  the  number 
of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of  pounds 
of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for 
the  administration  of  this  subtitle  which  is 
the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  marketing 
during  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31, 
1962,  or  (ii)  the  Secretary’s  estimate  of  what 
would  be  marketed  in  a  marketing  year  by 
the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  mar¬ 
ketings  when  he  enters  into  the  agreement 
with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  ad¬ 
justed  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish¬ 
ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  such  adjustments  in  the  produc¬ 
er’s  1961-62  marketings  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  for  flood,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  per¬ 
sonal  health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions 
affecting  production  or  marketing,  including 
the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have  com¬ 
menced  production  and  marketing  after 
April  1,  1961.  A  producer’s  normal  market--' 
ing  level  for  the  marketing  year  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  by  the  Secretary  among  quarterly 
marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance 
with  the  producer’s  prior  marketing  pattern, 
subject  to  such  adjustments  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary  to  enable  the  producer 
to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for 
the  marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  ap¬ 
portioned  to  a  quarterly  marketing  period 
shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  marketing 
level  for  such  period. 

“Sec.  329.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  conversion  factors  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  for  use  in  determining  the  quantity  of 
milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated 
cream,  butterfat,  and  other  dairy  products. 

“Sec.  330.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced 
by  a  producer  pursuant  to  his  agreement 
under  this  Act  shall  be  considered  as  having 
been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  his  production 
or  marketing  history  under  any  farm  pro¬ 
gram  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  who  moves  from  one 
area  to  another  and  there  engages  in  the 
production  and  marketing  of  milk  may  take 
with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal 
marketing  level. 

“Sec.  331.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  may  make  supplemental  payments 
to  producers  of  milk  for  manufacturing  who 
enter  into  agreements  under  section  327, 
which  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  surplus 
reduction  payments  made  to  such  producers. 
The  amount  of  such  a  supplemental  pay¬ 
ment  to  be  made  with  respect  to  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  milk  marketed  by  a  producer  may 
not  exceed  the  difference  between  the 
United  States  average  price  at  wholesale  of 
milk  for  manufacturing  and  90  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  for  that  quantity  of  such 
milk. 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  pre¬ 
scribe  such  regulations  as  are  necessary  for 
the  enforcement  and  the  effective  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  subtitle. 

“(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out 
of  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be 
borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministra- 
tive  expenses  of  the  Corporation. 


“Sec.  333.  Whenever  normal  marketing 
levels  are  established  under  this  subtitle, 
notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937 
(7  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.) ,  any  order  issued  under 
section  8c  thereof  shall  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  in  section  8c  (5)  and  (7)  contain 
provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduc¬ 
tion  payments  for  marketings  below  their 
normal  marketing  level.  Under  such  pro¬ 
visions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers 
under  an  order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uni¬ 
form  price  multiplied  by  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class  price 
under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount 
by  which  such  producers  have  reduced  mar¬ 
ketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level. 
In  the  cdmputation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class 
price,  the  Volume  of  milk  upon  winch  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  entitled*  to  surplus  reduction 
payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  a  producer’s  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  apportioned  on  a  monthly  basis.  In 
the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose  normal 
marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which 
were  not  subject  to  regulation  under  the 
order  during  the  representative  period,  the 
Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with 
his  deliveries  of  rrrilk  in  such  representative 
period  and  the  reduction  in  deliveries  from 
the  amount  apportioned^  to  the  marketing 
area  shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation 
of  the  uniform  price  and  payment  under 
such  order#*The  incorporation  of- provisions 
in  an  order  hereunder  shali  be  subject  to 
the  same  procedural  requirements  of  the 
Act  as  other  provisions  under  section  8c. 

“Sec.  334.  No  person  engaged  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  or  handling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dai*y 
products  shall  discriminate  against  any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to 
this  Act.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  not  purchase  dairy  products  from 
any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several 
district  courts  of  the  United  States  shall 
have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de¬ 
termine  controversies  arising  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in  con¬ 
troversy,  and  to  enjoin  and  restrain  any  per¬ 
son  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer 
in  violation  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  335.  (a)  Notwithstanding  section  201 
(c)  of  the-  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  may,  in  carrying  out 
the  emergency  dairy  program  authorized  in 
this  subtitle,  establish  price  supports  for 
milk  and  butterfat  at  such  level  between  70 
and  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

“(b)  The  authority  granted  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
become  effective  on  April  1,  1963.” 


NOTICE  OF  RECEIPT  OF  NOMINA¬ 
TION  BY  COMMITTEE  ON  FOR¬ 
EIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  I  desire  to  announce  that  to¬ 
day  the  Senate  received  the  nomination 
of  Francis  H.  Russell,  of  Maine,  a,  For¬ 
eign  Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career 
minister,  to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Tunisia. 

In  accordance  with  the  committee 
rule,  this  pending  nomination  may  not 
be  considered  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
6  days  of  its  receipt  in  the  Senate. 
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ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTL/ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE 

APPENDIX  / 

On  request,  and  by  unanimou.y  con¬ 
sent,  editorials,  articles,  etc.,  vyre  or- 
iered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix,  as 
follows :  / 

By  Mr.  THURMOND :  / 

Editorial  entitled  “Time  toy  Senate  Quiz 
in  Three-Phase  Surrender,  published  in  the 
August  2,  1962,  issue  of  th<y  Nashville  Ban¬ 
ker,  of  Nashville,  Tenn.,  dealing  with  efforts 
ay  State  Department  negotiators  to  conclude 
auclear  test  ban  and  .disarmament  agree- 
nents  with  the  Soviet  ifnion. 

By  Mr.  WILEY/ 

Editoriai  entitle^  “Triumph  of  Sense  in 
the  ^tenate,”  puhllshed  in  the  New  York 
Her^H  Tribune  o. t  August  15,  1962. 

Letter  dated/August  8,  1962,  from  Wis¬ 
consin  State  Board  of  Vocational  and  Adult 
Education  tc/the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  urging  a  strengthening  of  the  voca¬ 
tional  any  educational  training  program. 

By  Mr.  PELL: 

Editorial  entitled  “This  Judge  Talks  the 
Rigby  Language,”  published  in  the  Woon¬ 
socket  (R.I.)  Call  of  August  3,  1962,  dealing 
wiVn  judicial  methods  of  handling  juvenile 
diflinquents. 
f  By  Mr.  McGEE: 

Excerpts  from  booklet  entitled  “In  the 
Green  River  Basin  of  Wyoming,”  on  the 
subject'  “The  Ancient  Lake,”  published  by 
FMC  Corp.,  Intermountain  Chemical  Co., 
Green  River,  Wyo. 

By  Mr.  CARROLL: 

Article  entitled  “Something  New  in  Stock¬ 
ings,”  written  by  Rosalind  Massow  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  Parade  magazine. 

Article  en&itled  “A  Rupning  Battle  Won?” 
written  by  Phyllis  Nibling  and  published  in 
Empire,  the  magazine  section  of  the  Sunday 
Denver  Post  of  July  8,  1962. 


CORRECTIONS  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  that  my  remarks  in  the  Record  for 
August  15,  1962,  yesterday,  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  in  several  respects. 

In  the  27th  line  above  the  bottom  in 
the  middle  column  of  page  15545,  I  used 
the  phrase  “the  wave  of  the  future,” 
which  was  printed  in  the  Record  as  the 
“the  wane  of  the  future.”  I  ask  that 
Wat  be  corrected. 

NThe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
correction  will  be  made. 

YARBOROUGH.  In  the  sixth 
paragraph  of  the  third  column  on  page 
14545  oi  the  Record  the  word  “grab¬ 
bing”  is  spelled  with  only  one  “b.”  There 
should  be  Wo  “b’s”  in  the  word  “grab¬ 
bing”  and  I \sk  that  that  correction  be 
made.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
corrections  will  bcSmade. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  In  the  second 
and  third  columns  oiVpage  15546  I  asked 
that  similar  minor  corrections  be  made 
in  the  Record.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  cor¬ 
rections  will  be  made.  \ 

The  corrections  are  as  follows: 

Page  15546,  second  column,  15th  line,  add 
“[Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr.  Gore]”  after  the 
words  “two  great  Tennesseans  iri  the 
Senate.”  \ 

Page  15546,  second  column,  seventh  Nra- 
graph,  add  “[Mr.  Bartlett  and  Mr.  Grow¬ 
ing]”  after  the  words  “Senators  from  Alaska^ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  began  consideration  jzff  \arm  bill.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged  Federa 
aid  for  protection  of  cattle  feed  from/xallout .  Sen.  Mundt  submitted  wheat  amen 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  farm  in.ll.  Se\.  Proxmire  inserted  items  on  dangers 
of  uncontrolled  use  of  pesticides.  /Sen.  Ellender  submitted  and  discussed  measure 
to  provide  lower  prices  for  milk  n/oduced  in  excels  of  needs. 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill.  PP*  J58^4"82 
Sen.  Mundt  submitted  an  amendment  to  be  proposed  to  the  farm  bill  wMch  h 
stated  "proposes  to  give  to  the  farmer  an  opportunity  to  vote  as  to  w  e  er  or 
not  he  desires  a  continuation  of  the  present  program  for  2  more  years  or  wheth¬ 
er  he  wants  a  mandatory  wheat  acreage  control  and  certificate  program  p  ace  n 
effect."  Sen.  Russell  commended  Sen.  Mundt* s  action  and  stated  he  was  consider¬ 
ing  a  similar  proposal  for  cotton,  pp.  15789-90 _ t - - - , — 

“  Sen.  Proxmire  discussed  the  dangers  of  fallout  on  the  contamination  of  milk 
and  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  farm  Mil  to  aut  or  ze 
this  Department  to  reimburse  dairy  producers  for  costs  incurred\in  preven  ng 
contamination  of  milk  by  radioactive  fallbut,  and  to  broaden  dis^ter  relief 
legislation  to  authorize  CCC  to  make  grain  available  to  dairy  farmVs  who  mu 
feed /ows  on  stored  feed  to  prevent  radioactive  contamination  of  min*,  pp, 

15887-91  \ 

/Sens.  Mundt,  Young,  N.  Dak.,  and  Proxmire  submitted  amendments  interred  to 

proposed  to  the  farm  bill.  p.  15894 

COMMUNICATIONS.  By  a  vote  of  66  to  11,  passed  with  JJ*  R* 

the  communications  satellite  bill.  PP.  15764-83,  15786-8,  15790-2,  15795  82, 

15828-74,  15898-900. 


16, 


)REIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Smathers  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
H,\R,  11970,  the  foreign  trade  bill,  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  trade 
adjustment  allowances  for  workers  from  Federal  funds,  pp.  15893-4 


4. 


PESTICIDES.  Sen.  Proxmire  referred  to  a  series  of  articles  by  Rachel  Giarson 
on  the  dangers  of  indiscriminate  use  of  pesticides  and  inserted  letters  from 
this  DepH^tment  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  stating  that  an yad  hoc 
panel  hadvbeen  set  up  to  study  the  situation,  pp.  15891-2 


5.  FOREIGN  AID.  \Sen.  Gruening  urged  curtailment  of  foreign  aid  to  Xatin  American 
countries  unless  these  countries  take  internal  reform  measure^  to  improve 
economic  conditYons.  pp.  15784-5 


6.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGE^.  Sen  Pell  commended  the  land-grant  colleges  on  their  cen¬ 
tennial  anniversary\  p.  15901 


7.  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Pell  cohmended  the  report  of  a  special/task  force  of  the  Nation* 
al  Academy  of  Science  recommending  "that  the  Fe deral/ Government  assist  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  basic  research  oiY  advanced  education  for  tfle  textile  industry." 
pp.  15901-2 


8.  ADMINISTRATION  PROGRAM.  Sen.  XJoldwater  inserted  and  criticized  a  recent  speed: 
by  Theodore  Sorensen  before  thh  Western  States  Democratic  Conference  in  which 
he  discussed  achievements  underYthe  present/administration,  pp.  15896-8 


9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Aug.  20.  p.  159-2 

ITEMS  IN  WeNDIX 


10.  STOCKPILING.  Extension  of  remarks  of:  Sen,.  Humphrey  inserting  an  article  de¬ 
scribing  the  stockpile  probe.  pp,/A6286Y 


BILLS  INTRODUCED' 


TRANSPORTATION.  S.  3654,  by  Sen,  Magnuson  (by  Request),  to  exclude  cargo  which 
is  l^rober  from  conference  agreements  under  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and  from  f 
certain  tariff  filing  requirements  under  such  actl  to  Commerce  Committee. 


12.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  S.  3655/£  by  Sen.  El  lender,  to  reducd\Government  expenditures 
for  price  support  for/dairy  products  and  discourage  the  production  of  excess 
supplies;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remakes  of  author ,pp.  15<i33- 7 


13. 


PRICED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  BY  THIS  OFFICE 

PERSONNEL.  H.  Ry^2079  and  H.  R.  5444,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of  1949 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  hazardous  duty  pay.  H.  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service/Corcmittee;  and  H.  R.  8140,  to  strengthen  the  criminal  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  bribery,  graft,  and  conflicts  of  interest.  S.  Judiciary  Committee, 


14.  BLIND  ST7 
bull  dim 


JS.  S.  394,  operation  of  vending  stands  for  the  blind  iK,  Federal 
S.  Government  Operations  Committee. 


15.  TRANSPORTATION.  S.  3242,  to  strengthen  the  national  transportation  system  and 
3*43,  to  exempt  certain  carriers  from  minimum  rate  regulation  in  trans¬ 
portation  of  bulk  commodities,  agricultural  and  fishery  products.  S.  Cofc 
jmmittee. 


SCIENCE.  S.  2771,  create  a  commission  on  Science  and  Technology, 
ment  Operations  Committee. 


S.  Govern- 
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mechanism  by  which  a  common  carrier 
may^be  required  to  extend  its  facilities 
to  serve  new  points. 

Let  u!&  examine  the  possible  applica¬ 
tion  of  section  201(c)  (3)  in  light  of  what 
is  involved \n  communication  via  a  satel¬ 
lite  system.  Vro  have  communication  via 
the  system,  ahere  are  three  essential 
elements :  a  foreign  entity  with  a  ground 
station;  the  satellite;  and  a  U.S.  carrier 
also  with  access  to\the  satellite  through 
a  ground  station  ii\the  United  States. 
In  this  connection,  it  \s  important  to  re¬ 
member  that  the  corporation  will,  in  the 
main,  be  a  common  carrier’s  carrier;  that 
is,  it  will  make  its  facilities  available  to 
those  carriers  and  foreign  \ntities  fur¬ 
nishing  service  directly  to  she  public. 
These  carriers,  that  is,  the  foreign  entity 
and  the  U.S.  carrier  will,  as  the^  do  to¬ 
day,  work  out  agreements  between 
themselves  for  the  through  transmis¬ 
sion  of  international  traffic  via  the  satel¬ 
lite  system.  It  is  expected  that  for  tfve 
most  part  the  carriers  will  use  the  satelA 
lite  system  interchangeably  with  existing 
cable  and  radio  facilities  in  transmitting 
such  traffic. 

Both  the  foreign  entity  and  U.S.  car¬ 
rier  will  of  course  be  required  to  obtain 
circuit  capacity  in  the  satellite  system 
and  a  ground  station. 

With  this  background,  how  will  sec¬ 
tion  201(c)  (3)  work  in  actual  operation 
as  to  the  three  elements:  First,  the  for¬ 
eign  entity  or  ground  station;  second, 
the  satellite  corporation  and  the  satel¬ 
lite;  and  third,  the  U.S.  international 
communications  common  carrier.  - 

First,  as  a  practical  matter,  section 
201(c)  (3)  would,  in  all  probability,  have 
no  applicability  to  the  foreign  ground 
station,  and  specifically  to  the  question 
of  constructing  such  a  station.  That  will 
ordinarily  be  a  matter  for  the  foreign 
country.  Of  course,  the  latter  may  re¬ 
ceive  technical  and  financial  assistance 
from  the  U.S.  Government  and  perhaps 
from  the  corporation.  But  that  would 
not  come  within  the  province  of  the 
Commission  or  the  specific  statutory  ob¬ 
ligations  of  the  corporation. 

Second,  as  to  the  satellite  corporation, 
it  is  also  doubtful  whether,  as  a  practical 
matter,  there  will  be  occasion  to  resort 
to  section  201(c)  (3).  A  foreign  country 
cannot,  of  course,  communicate  via  satelV 
lite  with  a  carrier  in  this  country  unless 
it  has  technical  access  to  a  satejnte 
which  in  turn  is  transmitting  to  a  ground 
station  in  this  country.  In  th<v' event 
that  such  a  satellite  and  ground' station 
are  in  existence  because  of  the  techno¬ 
logical  nature  of  the  system/that  is  to 
say,  that  there  is  a  property  positioned 
low  or  high  altitude  satellite  and  termi¬ 
nal,  there  would  be  no  /feed  to  employ 
administrative  procedmes  in  order  to  se¬ 
cure  the  establishment  of  service  be¬ 
tween  the  foreign/  country  and  the 
United  States.  Under  sections  201(a) 
(4)  and  (5) ,  the  Presidet  could  re¬ 
quire  the  establishment  of  such  service 
or  at  least  canid  direct  the  corporation 
to  take  the  lead  in  endeavoring  to  open 
such  communications. 

In  the /vent  that  there  is  no  satellite 
in  existence  technically  capable  of  ren- 
derina/service  to  the  country  in  question, 
the  (commission  could,  upon  the  advice 


of  the  Secretary  of  State  or  its  own  mo¬ 
tion,  institute  proceedings  under  201' 
(c)  (3)  looking  to  the  addition  of  the 
necessary  satellite — and,  if  also  needed, 
ground  station — by  the  satellite  cor¬ 
poration.  For  this  purpose,  the  Com¬ 
mission  could  also  invoke  the  provisions 
of  section  201(c)  (10)  to  require  the  cor¬ 
poration  to  make  such  additions  to  its 
facilities.  But  it  should  be  remembered 
that  the  satellite  corporation  will  not 
have  sole  control  of  the  system:  Under 
the  policy  of  the  bill,  many  foreign  na¬ 
tions  will  participate  in  the  system’s 
ownership  and  operation.  These  nations 
will  have  a  voice  with  respect  to  any  de¬ 
cisions  that  may  relate  to  ownership,  use 
or  expansion  of  the  satellite  system.  So 
the  decision  as  to  the  extension  of  serv¬ 
ice  to  a  new  foreign  point  will  be  inter¬ 
national  in  the  broadest  sense  of  that 
term.  Such  a  decision  will  clearly  in¬ 
volve  the  President’s  responsibilities  and 
powers  under  section  201(a)  (4)  and  (5) . 

Furthermore,  section  201(c)(3)  is 
^concerned  only  with  communication  be¬ 
tween  this  country  and  a  foreign  point. 
But  the  foreign  nation,  on  the  other 
harm  will  undoubtedly  wish  to  cony' 
munfisate  via  the  satellite  with  mam 
other  nations.  So  on  this  ground  rilso 
the  ques^on  may  not  be  the  narrmv  one 
presentedXunder  section  201(c)  C Z)  but 
rather  a  much  broader  one,  caning  for 
participations,  and  decision  m  many 
nations.  \  / 

If  that  is  the \ase,  it  is  .unlikely  that 
the  determination's  to  th/need  for  such 
new  service  will  be  madypursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  214(d)  proceedings/  It  will  be  made 
at  the  internationaySconference  table 
where  the  U.S.  po&reionNwill  be  formu¬ 
lated  under  the  supervision  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  to  the  extent  he  deem\  appropriate 
in  the  interest/Of  our  natiorad  and  for¬ 
eign  policy.  /  \ 

Now  I  shall  discuss  the  third  aspect  of 
201(c)  (3)  y^-the  U.S.  carrier  which  will 
receive  U/e  communication  from  thesfor- 
eign  entity  and  in  turn  will  send  com¬ 
munications  via  the  satellite  from  this 
country  to  the  foreign  point.  As  I  said% 
it  Is  essential  that  there  be  such  a  U.S. 
carrier,  if  there  is  to  be  communication 
/between  this  country  and  the  foreign 
point. 

Let  me  emphasize  here  that  that  has 
been  no  problem  in  the  past.  The  record 
reveals  no  instance  in  which  common 
carrier  communication  has  not  been 
established  with  any  foreign  point  that 
may  have  desired  such  communication. 
On  the  contrary  there  have  been  in¬ 
stances  where  U.S.  carriers  have  been  in 
competition  with  each  other  to  establish 
a  circuit  to  a  foreign  point.  The  statis¬ 
tics  show  that  telephone  service  is  avail¬ 
able  currently  via  radio  or  cable  to  about 
160  foreign  points  of  which  65  points  are 
served  by  direct  circuits  without  relay 
through  an  intermediate  communications 
system.  In  the  case  of  telegraph  serv¬ 
ice,  as  many  as  70  foreign  points  are 
served  directly  and  180  points,  many  of 
which  are  remote  and  sparsely  popu¬ 
lated,  are  served  by  indirect  routes. 
Where  any  foreign  country  desires  com¬ 
munication  with  the  United  States,  that 
desire  has  been  fully  satisfied  by  the 


establishment  of  service  via  cable  or 
radio.  / 

We  anticipate  that  this  same  pattern 
of  extensive  service  will  continue  m  the 
new  field  of  satellite  communications. 
We  see  no  reason  to  think  otherwise.  If 
we  are  wrong — if  the  patterri/cloes  not 
continue,  then  we  have  available  sections 
201(c)(3)  and  214(d)  to  Require  such 
service.  / 

AMERICAN  ENTERPRISE  I y  THE  HOPE  OF 
AMERIc/ 

Mr.  President,  I  sjfall  not  detain  the 
Senate  very  long.  /As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  shall  speak  for  Aot  more  than  5  or  6 
minutes.  / 

A  great  deayhas  ben  said,  but  I  tell 
the  Memberyof  the  Senate  that  it  has 
been  a  joy  and  a  pleasure  for  me  to  work 
with  thy'  majority  leader.  Senator 
Mansfiebb,  who  has  been  very  helpful 
at  evew  turn.  I  know  that  some  very 
mean/and  unkind  things  have  been  said 
in  tne  discussion  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  I  know  that  in  most  instances 
i/  was  caused  by  the  excitement  and 
/emotion  of  the  moment.  However,  no 
matter  what  the  reason  might  be,  when 
something  mean  and  cruel  is  said,  un¬ 
fortunately,  for  the  moment  it  finds  its 
mark  and  has  its  effect.  Let  all  that 
be  behind  us  now. 

Russia  at  this  moment  is  in  a  very 
festive  mood.  I  know  it  must  be  an  hour 
of  jubilation,  because  we  experienced 
it  ourselves,  here  in  this  very  chamber 
when,  a  short  time  ago,  our  astronaut 
Glenn  orbited  the  earth  three  times. 
The  Russians  orbited  not  one  cosmo¬ 
naut  but  two  at  the  same  time,  and  they 
communicated  with  one  another  for 
more  than  50  times  in  space. 

I  recall  a  short  time  ago  that  the 
President  came  before  us  in  joint  ses¬ 
sion  and  said  it  was  the  plan  and  the 
purpose  of  the  United  States  to  land 
the  first  man  on  the  moon.  That 
promise,  that  hope,  that  prayer  has  be¬ 
come  a  little  dim,  because  of  the  ac¬ 
complishments  of  the  Russians  in  space. 

I  do  know  one  thing,  Mr.  President, 
\there  are  fields  in  which  we  do  excell. 
S.  we  search  throughout  the  world  to 
find  the  best  telephonic  system,  where 
willWe  find  it?  Where  will  we  go  to 
find  lbshut  in  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica?  who  made  it  possible  in  the  United 
States  but  private  industry? 

If  we  went  out  to  find  the  best  radio 
in  the  worKL  where  would  we  find  it? 
We  would  finckit  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  Whoygave  it  to  the  people  of 
the  United  State\of  America  on  a  gratis 
basis,  if  it  was  ndt  private  industry? 

If  we  turn  on  television,  who  gave  it 
to  the  United  StateNbf  America,  if  it 
was  not  NBC,  CBS,  anas^BC.  Who  are 
they?  Private  industry  in  America  has 
made  American  science  'glorious  and 
great.  Perhaps  the  Russians  may  land 
the  first  man  on  the  moon.  NThat  will 
be  a  sad  day  for  us  in  America's.  It  may 
be  a  loss  of  prestige.  Maybe  we  have 
lost  that  fight.  I  pray  here  tonight,  that 
we  have  not.  \ 

However,  I  do  know  one  thing.  NT 
the  message  of  America  is  to  be  brought 
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to  the  corners  of  the  world,  it  can 
only  be  done  through  the  ingenuity  of 
what  exists  in  America  today.  Where 
will  we  look  for  it?  Where  will  we  find 
it?  WillNwe  find  it  in  bureaucracy? 
Will  we  find1  it  in  the  PCC?  Will  we  find 
it  anywhere  but  in  A.T.  &  T.,  Western 
Union,  I.T.  &Nr.,  RCA,  NBC,  ABC,  or 
CBS?  That  is  American  private  indus- 
try.  \ 

What  the  bill  ddes  is  to  bring  all  of 
American  ingenuity, ^public  and  private, 
official  and  individual\under  one  roof. 
That  is  what  the  bill  does.  If  anyone 
wishes  to  call  that  a  monopoly,  call  it 
a  monopoly.  If  it  is  a  monopoly  of 
American  brains  in  this  contest  in  which 
we  find  ourselves,  O  God,  let  us  have 
that  monopoly.  \ 

Yes,  I  have  searched  my  soul  (sn  this 
bill,  just  as  every  Member  of  thisxSen- 
ate  has.  I  struggled  with  myself.  ItVas 
not  easy  to  be  against  Douglas;  not  iw 
Pastore.  It  was  not  easy  to  be  against 
Morse,  not  for  Pastore.  It  was  not' 
easy  to  be  against  Yarborough  and 
Gore,  not  for  Pastore.  I  have  been 
with  them  too  long  here.  But  I  have 
lived  with  this  bill.  I  know  what  is  in 
it.  I  know  what  it  means.  If  we  kill 
this  bill  tonight  we  remain  without  a 
program.  The  administration  has 
planned  everything  in  this  bill.  If  we 
kill  the  bill,  we  must  start  anew.  We 
must  begin  formulating  our  plans  all 
over  again. 

We  must  do  that,  because  we  will  have 
nothing.  This  bill  is  what  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  suggested.  It  is  what  Pres¬ 
ident  Kennedy  has  said  time  and  time 
and  time  again  that  he  wants.  Let  him 
who  wishes  to  do  so  give  it  a  vicious 
name,  or  label  it  as  he  will.  However, 
let  me  say  this.  All  of  us  in  a  sense  are 
sinners.  None  of  us  is  perfect.  But  as 
my  God  looks  at  me  tonight,  with  all  that 
I  have  done  in  this  bill  and  all  that  I 
have  fought  to  do  with  this  bill,  and  all 
that  I  know  that  is  in  this  bill,  I  can  look 
Him  straight  in  the  face. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
take  only  50  seconds.  Let  us  get  back 
to  the  substance  of  this  bill,  if  we  may. 
This  is  a  telephone  bill,  as  I  understand, 
it.  I  remember  40  years  ago  at  my 
grandfather’s  house  in  the  country  xve 
had  two  telephones,  one  from  the  home 
company  and  one  from  the  Cumberland 
Co.  This  was  before  the  days  of/A.T.  & 
T.  and  before  Southern  Bell  Telephone 
Co.  / 

I  think  it  is  a  good  thin®'  that  we  do 
not  have  five  or  six  different  telephones 
in  every  home.  I  think  Unis  a  good  thing 
that  we  are  practically/ at  the  point  of 
passing  the  pending/bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  /Mr.  President,  the 
curtain  on  this  play  will  drop  in  a  few 
minutes.  There/have  been  many  side¬ 
shows  on  the  bjfl.  The  true  play  has  re¬ 
volved  around  whether  we  shall  have 
public  or  private  ownership.  That  has 
been  the  /issue  throughout  the  whole 
presentation  on  the  bill.  As  for  me,  I 
want  nnvate  industry.  I  subscribe  fully 
to  what  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
has/said.  Let  the  curtain  go  down.  As 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  will  follow  the 


course  that  all  past  experience  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  to  be  the  best  for  our  country. 
When  private  enterprise  can  operate  a 
system,  let  it  do  it. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MUSK2E  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  yote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  If  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  “nay.”  Were  I  at  liberty  to 
vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I  withhold  my 
vote. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Massachusetts  (when 
his  name  was  called).  On  this  vote  I 
have  a  live  pair  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  Were  he 
present  and  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  I  therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

\  The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

\Mr.  METCALF  (after  having  voted  in 
the.  affirmative).  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair\  with  the  junior  Senator  from, 
Alaskk  [Mr.  Gruening].  If  he  were  pres/ 
ent  ami  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 
Were  I  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  note 
“yea.”  I  therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  xrom  Nevada  \My.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  the  SeWtor  from/ Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  wm  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  EngleL  ther  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbmght],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Caro/na  \Mr.  Johnston]  , 
the  Senator  from  Greorgia  \Mr.  Russell]  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  a/e  absent  Vn  official 
business.  /  \ 

I  further/announce  that  theNSenator 
from  New/Mexico  [Mr.  AndersoW]  ,  the 
Senatoiyirom  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll], 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church], 
the  /Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hickey],  are  necessarily  absent.  \ 

A  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
/oting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
'[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senators  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler,  and  Mr.  Beall],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy],  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  are  necessarily 


absent  and,  if  present  and  voting,  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  66<' 
nays  11,  as  follows:  / 

[No.  208  Leg.]  / 

YEAS — 66  / 


Aiken 

Hayden 

Morton/ 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Boggs 

Hill 

Past/re 

Bottum 

Holland 

Pearson 

Bush 

Hruska 

Ml 

Byrd,  Va. 

Humphrey 

grouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson  , 

'  Proxmire 

Cannon 

Javits  / 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.c/ 

Robertson 

Case 

Jordan,  Idjflio 

Scott 

Chavez 

Keating  / 

Smith,  Maine 

Cooper 

Kerr  / 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Lausc/e 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Lonaf Mo. 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Long,  Hawaii 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Ellender- 

Jnansfleld 

Tower 

Ervin 

/McCarthy 

Wiley 

Fong 

/  McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Goldwater  / 

McGee 

Williams,  Del. 

Hart  / 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke  / 

Monroney 

NAYS— 11 

Young,  Ohio 

Bartl/t 

Kefauver 

Moss 

Burdick 

Long,  La. 

Neuberger 

D/uglas 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Gfore 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 

-23 

Allott 

Clark 

Metcalf 

Anderson 

Eastland 

Murphy 

Beall 

Engle 

Muskie 

Bible 

Fulbright 

Russell 

Butler 

Gruening 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Hickey 

Smathers 

Carroll 

Johnston 

Smith,  Mass. 

Church 

Kuchel 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  11040)  was  passed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
moye  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  satel¬ 
lite  communications  system  bill,  as 
passed  by  the  Senate,  be  printed. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1746, 
House  bill  12391,  the  bill  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  and  so  forth. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to 
reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 
conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  with  an  amendment,  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert : 

That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962”. 


1962 
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TITLE  I - LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d), 
(e),  (f),  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  sec¬ 
tion  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as 
amended,  by  striking  out  the  language  “Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section,  the”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end 
of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
conservation  and  economic  use  of  land,  the 
Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local 
committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during  such 
period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may 
determine,  with  farm  and  ranch  owners 
and  operators  providing  for  practices  or 
measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands 
owned  or  operated  by  them  and  regularly 
used  in  the  production  of  crops  (including 
crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers, 
which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and 
including  lands  covered  by  conservation  re¬ 
serve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and 
developing  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and 
recreation  resources,  or  for  nonagricultural 
purposes.  Such  agreements  shall  include 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  subsection  and  may  provide  for 
payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the  obliga¬ 
tions  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch 
owners  and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired 
by  the  Secretary. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate 
safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of  ten¬ 
ants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision 
for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis, 
in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such 
modification  of  agreements  previously  en¬ 
tered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desir¬ 
able  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program  carried  out 
pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

“(5)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary,  to  the  extent  he  deems 
it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  may  provide  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by 
the  agreement  and  an  equal  period  thereafter 
of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allotment 
history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the 
agreement  for  the  purpose  of  any  Federal 
program  under  which  such  history  is  used 
as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation 
on  the  production  of  such  crop;  or  (B) 
surrender  of  any  such  history  and  allotments. 

“(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  enter  into  agreements  hereunder 
which  would  require  payments,  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  materials  and  services,  and  other  as¬ 
sistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $10,000,000 
in  any  calendar  year.” 

(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the 
end  of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the 
services,  facilities,  and  authorities  of  Com¬ 


modity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  purpose 
of  making  disbursements  to  producers  un¬ 
der  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  8  and  16(e)  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That 
no  such  disbursements  shall  be  made  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has 
received  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof 
from  appropriations  available  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  such  programs.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat. 
525),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  develop  a  program  of  land  con¬ 
servation  and  land  utilization,  including  the 
more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retire¬ 
ment  of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not 
primarily  suitable  for  cultivation,  in  order 
thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in  land 
use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  ero¬ 
sion,  reforestation,  enabling  local  public 
authorities  to  provide  public  recreation, 
preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish 
and  wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing 
impairment  of  dams  and  reservoirs,  conserv¬ 
ing  surface  and  subsurface  moisture,  pro¬ 
tecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable  streams, 
and  protecting  the  public  lands. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  III 
of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  ter¬ 
ritorial,  and  other  public  agencies  in  develop¬ 
ing  plans  for  a  program  of  land  conservation 
and  land  utilization,  to  assist  in  carrying  out 
such  plans  by  means  of  loans  to  State  and 
local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  State 
legislature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions 
and  factors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of  ac¬ 
complishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of 
this  title,  and  to  disseminate  information 
concerning  these  activities.  Loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  shall  be  made  only 
if  such  plans  have  been  submitted  to,  and 
not  disapproved  within  45  days  by,  the  State 
agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over 
such  plans,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is 
no  such  State  agency.  No  appropriation 
shall  be  made  for  any  single  loan  under  this 
subsection  in  excess  of  $250,000  unless  such 
loan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  Loans  under  this  subsection 
shall  be'-made  under  contracts  which  will 
provide,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for  the  re¬ 
payment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years, 
with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  pay¬ 
able  by  the  Treasury  on  its  marketable  public 
obligations  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made, 
which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  re¬ 
demption  for  15  years  from  date  of  issue. 
Repayment  of  principal  and  interest  on  such 
loans  shall  begin  within  5  years.” 

Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666) ,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act 
is  amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “ Provided ,  That  when  a  local  or¬ 
ganization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a 
plan  for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recrea¬ 
tional  development,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half 
of  the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or 
rights-of-way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by 
the  local  organization  for  such  reservoir  or 
other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic  facilities 
needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access 


to,  and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area 
for  such  purposes:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  recreational  development  in  any 
watershed  project  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  standards  established  by  him, 
taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man- 
days  of  use  of  the  projected  recreational  de¬ 
velopment  and  giving  consideration  to  the 
availability  within  the  region  of  existing 
water-based  outdoor  recreational  develop¬ 
ments  :  Provided  further.  That  when  the 
Secretary  and  a  local  organization  have 
agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition  by  the 
local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or 
rights-of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  sites  for  works  of  improvement  in¬ 
cluded  in  a  plan  from  encroachment  by 
residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other 
development,  the  Secretary  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  to  the  local  organization 
from  funds  appropriated  for  construction 
of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts  re¬ 
quired  for  the  acquisition  of  such  land, 
easements  or  rights-of-way;  and,  except 
where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by  the 
Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid  by 
the  local  organization,  with  interest,  prior 
to  construction  of  the  works  of  improvement, 
for  credit  to  such  construction  funds. 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4 
of  said  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in 
consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under 
other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of  in¬ 
stalling  any  works  of  improvement,  involv¬ 
ing  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  or 
for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  develop¬ 
ment,  and”. 

TITLE  n - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence : 
“It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  stim¬ 
ulate  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through 
the  extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of 
such  commodities,  by  agreements  either  with 
friendly  nations  or  with  the  private  trade, 
thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the 
economies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximiz¬ 
ing  dollar  trade:  Provided,  That  agreements 
with  the  private  trade  shall  be  limited  to 
the  purchase  of  commodities  for  shipment 
to  underdeveloped  countries  for  consump¬ 
tion  in  the  underdeveloped  countries  to 
which  they  are  shipped.” 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  ",  including  financial  in¬ 
stitutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations,” 
after  the  words  “friendly  nations”;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private 
trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with 
foreign  and  United  States  private  trade  un¬ 
der  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  un¬ 
der  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in 
this  title.  Any  agreement  entered  into  here¬ 
under  with  the  private  trade  shall  provide 
for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide 
reasonable  assurance  of  payment  of  the 
amount  due  for  agricultural  commodities 
sold  pursuant  to  such  agreement.” 

(3)  Section  403  is*amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 
equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and 
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substituting  therefor  the  word  “reasonable”; 
and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agree¬ 
ment”  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ",  except  that  the  date  for  begin¬ 
ning  such  annual  payments  may  be  deferred 
for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years  after 
such  date  of  last  delivery,”. 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“Sec.  405.  In  entering  into  agreements  with 
friendly  nations  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  the  President  may,  to 
the  extent  deemed  practicable  and  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States,  permit 
other  friendly  and  historic  supplying  na¬ 
tions  to  participate  in  supplying  such  com¬ 
modities  under  the  sales  agreement  on  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  those  applic¬ 
able  to  the  United  States.” 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  word  “sections”  the  following: 
“101  (b)  and  (c),”. 

TITLE  III - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

Subtitle  A — 1963  feed  grain  program 

Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6) : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963 
crop  of  corn  shall  be  established  by  the 
Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Price  support  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  shall  be 
made  available  on  not  to  exceed  the  normal 
production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  of  each  eligible  farm 
based  on  its  average  yield  per  acre  for  the 

1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 

“(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the 
1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  that 
the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963 
for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  (except  in 
the  case  of  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as 
hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case 
of  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow 
farm  as  hereinafter  described)  shall  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 
1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the 
1963  crop  of  barley  that  the  producer  shall 
participate  in  the  special  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  1963  for  barley  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  shall 
not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess 
of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm 
to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and 
1960:  Provided,  That  no  producer  of  malt¬ 
ing  barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  for  barley  if  such  producer 
has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of 
barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable 
malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
.  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  bar¬ 
ley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly 
devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and 
grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and 
grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided 
further,  That  no  producer  of  barley  on  a 
farm  where  summer  fallow  is  the  normal 
practice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  for  barley  if  he  (i)  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  barley  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 

1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer 
fallow  in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the 
production  of  wheat  under  the  special  1963 
wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  knowingly 


devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  in  excess  of  80  per 
centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on 
the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  bar¬ 
ley  in  1959  and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subsection: 

“(g^  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions 
of  law — 

“(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and 
carry  out  a  special  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1963,  without  regard  to  provi¬ 
sions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regu¬ 
lar  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation 
payments  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall  be 
made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from 
the  production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley,  respectively,  to  an  approved  con¬ 
servation  use  and  increase  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960 
to  designated  soil  conserving  crops  or  prac¬ 
tices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land 
by  an  equal  amount:  Provided,  however. 
That  any  producer  may  elect  in  lieu  of  such 
payment  to  devote  such  diverted  acreage  to 
castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or 
sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary.  In 
order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment,  a  pro¬ 
ducer  (other  than  a  producer  of  malting  bar¬ 
ley  as  described  in  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  described 
in  such  section)  who  participates  in  the  spe¬ 
cial  agricultural  conservation  program  of 
1963  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums  must  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  in 
excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  participates  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
barley  must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted 
on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in 

1959  and  1960.  The  excess,  if  any,  of  the 
acreage  devoted  to  barley  in  1963  on  a  sum¬ 
mer-fallow  farm  as  described  in  section 
105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
over  the  average  acreage  devoted  to  barley 
on  such  farm  in  1959  and  1960  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  for  the  purpose  of  determining  extent 
of  participation  and  payments  under  the 
special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1963  for  corn  and  grain  sorghums.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program 
shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  meas¬ 
ures  as  the  Secretary  may  .deem  appropriate 
to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  in¬ 
sects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eli¬ 
gible  for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equiva¬ 
lent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conserva¬ 
tion  program  shall  be  an  acreage  equiva¬ 
lent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 

1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind 
at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the 
1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates 
for  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963 
are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on 
an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on 
the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
Payments  in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  20  per  centum  of  the  average, acreage 
on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and 
1960.  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional 
acreage  may  be  made  at  the  basic  county 


support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at 
the  time  payments  rates  for  the  special  feed 
grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  ad¬ 
justed  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the 
national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963 
crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley,  not  in  excess  of  60  per 
centum  of  the  normal  production  of  the 
acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on  the 
farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per 
acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  The 
Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in 
acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  cor¬ 
rect  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  till¬ 
able  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type 
of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  meas¬ 
ures,  and  topography.  To  the  extent  that 
a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959-  and  1960  crop 
years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used 
in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary 
may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
this  section  16(g).  Obligations  may  be  in¬ 
curred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with 
such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may 
be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section  303  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  sharing  of  payments  under 
this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping 
with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the 
issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem 
for  feed  -grains  and,  nothwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  as¬ 
sist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such 
certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain 
program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act.  In 
the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the 
date  of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  stor¬ 
age  and  other  carrying  charges,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  be¬ 
ginning  thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and 
ending  with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for 
redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Nothwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  may  place  such 
limits  on  the  extent  that  producers  may 
participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  con¬ 
servation  program  for  1963  authorized  by 
this  Act  as  he  determines  necessary  because 
of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or  other 
disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate 
a  shortage  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  or  barley. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  para¬ 
graph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  paragraphs: 

“Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed 
of  prior  to  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat 
is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  wheat 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  may 
also  affect  the  supply  and  price  of  livestock 
and  livestock  products.  In  the  circum- 
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stances,  wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such 
date  must  be  considered  in  the  same  manner 
as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages 
from  wheat  to  the  production  of  commodi¬ 
ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which 
will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage 
would  burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely  affect 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the 
prices  of  such  commodities  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in  the 
supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  suffi¬ 
cient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of 
such  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  supply  of 
such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute 
effect  on  the  price  of  the  commodity  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and,  also, 
could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
transportation  facilities  through  which  the 
flow  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  adverse 
effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year 
could  further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of 
the  commodity  in  the  succeeding  year,  caus¬ 
ing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of  the 
commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  in  such  year.  It  is,  therefore,  neces¬ 
sary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the 
production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  pro¬ 
duce  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they 
are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a 
cooperative  plan  to  wheat  producers  are 
necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  sur¬ 
pluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies 
thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate  and 
orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  in¬ 
terstate  and  foreign  commerce  at  prices 
which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and 
consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely 
affecting  other  commodities  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.” 

Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“National  Marketing  Quota 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15 
in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the 
marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence 
of  a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  ex¬ 
cessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall 
be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for 
either  the  following  marketing  year  or  the 
following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  and  declares  in  such  proc¬ 
lamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  mar¬ 
keting  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  has  been  proclaimed  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not 
earlier  than  January  1  or  later  than  April 
15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The 
amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  an 
amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  human  consumption  in  the 
United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and 
beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of 
wheat,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  in  the  United  States  for  seed, 
(iii)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 


wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the 
average  amount  which  was  utilized  ,  as  live¬ 
stock  (including  poultry)  feed  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960; 
less  (A)  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the 
estimated  imports  of  wheat  into  the  United 
States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B) 
if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  are  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount 
of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
a  desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing 
year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy  of 
the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in 
the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  mar¬ 
keting  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by 
the  amount  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover: 
And  provided  further.  That  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  not  less  than  one  billion 
bushels. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to 
believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency 
or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  de¬ 
mand  for  wheat,  the  national  marketing 
quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 
thereof  increased,  he  sail  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  to  determine 
whether  such  action  is  necessary  in  order 
to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the 
demand  for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such 
investigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such 
action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately  pro¬ 
claim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any 
such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary 
and  thereupon  such  national  marketing 
quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated. 
In  case  any  national  marketing  quota  is  in¬ 
creased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  provide  for  such  increase  by  increas¬ 
ing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this 
part  by  a  uniform  percentage.” 

Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“National  Acreage  Allotment 

“Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of"  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  pro¬ 
claimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  at  the.  same  time  shall  proclaim  a 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 
expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  will,  together  with  (1)  the  expected 
production  on  the  increases  in  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base 
acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2) 
the  expected  production  on  increased  acre¬ 
ages  resulting  from  the  small-farm  exemp¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  335,  make  available 
a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  such  market¬ 
ing  year.” 

Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof 
by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof 
“any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the  1962  crop”. 

(2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof 
and  by  redesignating  subsections  (h)  and 
(i)  thereof  as  (g)  and  (h)  respectively. 

(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof, 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  subsection 
(h),  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  seventh  sentence 
thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 


receiving  an  additional  allotment  under  this 
subsection.” 

(4)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence 
of  subsection  (i)  thereof  (added  by  Public 
Law  87-357,  87th  Congress,  1st  session) ,  re¬ 
designated  by  this  section  as  subsection  ( h ) , 
“or  1963”. 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“(i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  Secretary  finds  that  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  of  farms  producing  any  kind  of  wheat 
are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat 
to  satisfy  the  demand  .therefor,  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  for  each  farm 
located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of 
producing  such  kind  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has 
produced  such  kind  of  wheat  for  commercial 
food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in 
which  such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  such  uniform  percentage  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quan¬ 
tity.  No  increasure  shall  be  made  under  this 
subsection  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment 
of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other 
than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such 
farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat 
acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National, 
State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments, 
and  such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in 
establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(6) ) ,  and  section  326(b)  of  this 
Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage 
amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard 
to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection.  The  land- 
use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection  and  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  such  farms  shall  not  be  required 
to  comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  eligibility  for  price  support.” 

Sec.  314.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
immediately  after  section  334  thereof  the 
following: 

“Commercial  Area 

“Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any 
State  for  any  crop  of  wheat  is  twenty-five 
thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in  order 
to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this 
Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  may 
designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commer¬ 
cial  wheat-producing  area  for  the  marketing 
year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so  desig¬ 
nated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and 
marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year 
therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any 
State  shall  not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such 
designation.” 

Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  part,  no  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the 
acreage  of  such  crop  of  wheat  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage  deter¬ 
mined  for  the  farm,  unless  the  operator 
elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment  and 
marketing  quota.  The  small-farm  base 
acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of 
(A)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crop  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  three  years 
in  which  the  acreage  was  highest  during  the 
five-year  period  1957-1961,  or  such  later 
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five-year  period  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  representative,  with  adjustments  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and 
such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  should  be  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable 
small -farm  base  acreage,  or  (B)  fifteen 
acres.  The  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm 
shall  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  small-farm 
base  acreage  determined  as  provided  above 
on  the  basis  of  the  five-year  period  1957- 
1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
the  crop  is  reduced  below  fifty-five  million 
acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment  deter¬ 
mined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If  the 
operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make 
such  election  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C. 
1340),  as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base 
acreage  or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for 
the  farm,  (ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of 
section  339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the 
farm,  (ii)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  price  support,  and  (iv)  wheat 
marketing  certificates  applicable  to  such 
crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the 
farm.  The  additional  acreage  required  to 
provide  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based 
upon  small-farm  base  acreages  under  this 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  National, 
State,  and  county  acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Referendum 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing 
years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not 
later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclama¬ 
tion  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of 
farmers  to  determine  whether  they  favor  or 
oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any 
producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  that  a 
producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not  be  eligi¬ 
ble  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected 
pursuant  to  section  335  to  be  subject  to  the 
farm  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall 
proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held 
hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date 
of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  refendum  voted 
against  marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall 
proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be 
in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat 
produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year 
following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
referendum  is  held.  If  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  a  referendum  approve 
marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or 
three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall 
be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of 
such  period.” 

Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by 
adding  after  section  338  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

“Land  Use 

“Sec.  339.  (a)(1)  During  any  year  in 

which  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in 
effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm  (except 
a  new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the 
reserve  for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop 
is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in 


addition  to  any  marketing  quota  penalty 
applicable  to  such  crops,  as  provided  in  this 
subsection  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated 
by  the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in 
surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on 
the  diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production 
of  which  will  not  substantially  impair  the 
purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  (2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the 
farm,  and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an 
agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to 
participate  in  the  payment  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section.  The  acreage  required  to  be  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to 
the  number  of  acres  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  the 
diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  national 
acreage  allotment  is  reduced  below  fifty- 
five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres 
in  the  national  acreage  allotment.  The 
actual  production  of  any  crop  subject  to 
penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the 
penalty  on  such  crop  shall  be  computed  on 
the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop  at  the  rate 
of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre 
established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on 
such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop 
of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall 
be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  or 
crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  penalty.  The  persons  liable 
for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty 
under  this  section  shall  be  liable  also  for 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  be¬ 
comes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of 
such  penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the 
acreage  on  any  farm  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that 
such  requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  for¬ 
mulate  and  carry  out  a  program  with  respect 
to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  wheat 
under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section,  pay¬ 
ments  may  be  made  in  amounts  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic 
county  support  rate  on  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  acreage  diverted  taking  into  ac¬ 
count  the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any 
farm  to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat 
an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  di¬ 
verted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  equal  to 
20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat:  Provided,  That  the  producers  on 
any  farm  may,  at  their  election,  divert  such 
acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  as  will  bring  the 
total  acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  fifteen 
acres.  Such  program  shaU  require  (1)  that 
the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to 
conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary; 


(2)  that  the  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  in¬ 
cluding  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but 
excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided 
above,  and  acreage  diverted  under  section 
16(g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  shall  be  not  less  than  the 
total  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to 
soil-conserving  uses  including  summer  fal¬ 
low  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  a  rep¬ 
resentative  period,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnor¬ 
mal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors 
affecting  production,  (ii)  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  (iii)  par¬ 
ticipation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 

(iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on 
the  farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses,  and 

(v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil- 
conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3) 
that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect 
for  any  commodity  produced  on  the  farm, 
and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acreage 
allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop 
in  which  the  producer  has  a  share:  Pro-  . 
vided.  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  foi 
wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm 
marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre-  , 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  I 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment 

of  the  penalty:  And  provided  further.  That 
no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex¬ 
ceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from 
the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop 
under  section  335.  The  producers  on  a  new 
farm  shall  not  be  eligible  for  payment?  here¬ 
under.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the 
sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  Pay¬ 
ments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  ad¬ 
justing  any  payment  on  account  of  failure 
to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  land-use  program  formulated  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the 
diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower, 
castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  - 
and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  I 
supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age,  subject  to  the  condition  that  payment 
with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to 
any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  pay¬ 
ment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would 
otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were 
devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  include 
such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectu¬ 
ate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authoraized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

“(h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in 
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carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administra¬ 
tive  expenses. 

"(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  performance  rendered  in  good  faith 
in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an  au¬ 
thorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 
be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
this  section,  or  of  section  124  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1961  (76  Stat.  297-298) ,  and  pay¬ 
ment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance 
with  such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  fair  and  equitable  treatment.” 

Sec.  319.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of 
wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop 
of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the 
producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  is¬ 
sued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 
such  actual  production  is  so  established,  the 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount 
equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop. 
In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota 
and  farm  marketing  excess,  any  acreage  of 
wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage  of 
wheat  on  the  farm,  and  the  production  there¬ 
of  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reason¬ 
ably  accurate  estimate  of  such  production. 
Any  acreage  of  wheat  disposed  of  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in 
determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and 
farm  marketing  excess.  Self-seeded  (vol¬ 
unteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing 
quotas  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in 
effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
marketing  year.” 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 
wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of 
wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each  producer 
having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  wheat  on 
any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 
of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess.” 

(3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  “twice” 
before  “the  normal  production”  in  the  first 
and  second  sentences  thereof,  and  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  second  sentence  thereof  “twice 
the”  between  “of”  and  “normal”  in  the  phrase 
“upon  the  basis  of  normal  production”,  by 
striking  out  “corn  and”  from  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  thereof,  and  by  striking  out  “corn  or” 
from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as 
follows : 


"  (4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store, 
deliver  to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty 
on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop 
of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced 
on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which 
the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for 
the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  para¬ 
graph  (5). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  para¬ 
graph  (6). 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7) ,  and  by  re¬ 
numbering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as 
(7)  through  (10) ,  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  and  ",  as  the 
case  may  be,”  from  paragraph  (8),  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (7),  and 
adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sentence:  “If  the  buyer  fails  to  col¬ 
lect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  per¬ 
sons  entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed 
from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  pen¬ 
alty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by 
adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  to  fol¬ 
low  paragraph  (11) ,  redesignated  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  as  paragraph  (10) : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment 
or  collection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount 
of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  an¬ 
num  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due 
until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are 
not  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  pre¬ 
vious  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wheat 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first 
day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termina¬ 
tion  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer 
of  the  duty  to  remit  penalties  previously 
collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A); 

(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and 
(E)  after  the  words  "in  the  case  of  rice”  the 
words  “and  wheat”  and  by  inserting  in  said 
paragraphs  after  the  words  “per  acre  of  rice” 
the  following:  “or  wheat,  as  the  case  may 
be,”; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the 
following:  (A)  “wheat,”  in  each  of  the  two 
places  it  first  occurs  therein;  (B)  “and,  in 
the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of 
corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in 
yields”;  (C)  "ten  calendar  years  in  the  case 
of  wheat,  and”;  and  (D)  “in  the  case  of  corn, 
cotton,  or  peanuts,”. 

Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  delet¬ 
ing  “corn,  wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence 
thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “any  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  corn  or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in 
order  to  effect  the  declared  policy  of  this  Act 
or”. 

Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first 
sentence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “payment  under  section  339,”. 

Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  to  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  310 
through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only 
with  respect  to  programs  applicable  to  the 
crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the 
marketing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar 
year  1963,  or  any  subsequent  year. 
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Sec.  324.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  (1)  by  designating  subtitles  D  and 
E  as  subtitles  E  and  P,  respectively,  and  (2) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle 
D  as  follows: 

“Subtitle  D — Wheat  marketing  allocation 
“Legislative  Findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a 
basic  food,  is  one  of  the  great  export  crops 
of  American  agriculture  and  its  production 
for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound  na¬ 
tional  economy  and  to  the  general  welfare. 
The  movement  of  wheat  from  producer  to 
consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or 
any  of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderant¬ 
ly  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 
Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to  pro¬ 
ducers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for 
nonagricultural  products  and  place  them 
in  a  position  of  serious  disparity  with  other 
industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting 
the  production  of  wheat  are  such  that  with¬ 
out  Federal  assistance,  producers  cannot  ef¬ 
fectively  prevent  disastrously  low  prices  for 
wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist 
wheat  producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to 
regulate  the  price  of  wheat  used  for  domes¬ 
tic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  subtitle. 

“Wheat  marketing  allocation 

“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for 
which  a  marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for 
wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year 
for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program  shall  be  in  effect  in  this  sub¬ 
title.  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing 
year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  (1)  the 
wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year 
which  shall  be  the  amount  of  wheat  which 
will  be  used  during  such  year  for  human 
consumption  in  the  United  States,  as  food, 
food  products,  and  beverages,  composed 
wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  and  that  portion 
of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  be  ex¬ 
ported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products 
thereof  during  the  marketing  year  on  which 
the  Secretary  determines  that  marketing 
certificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in 
order  to  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the 
price  and  income  objectives  of  this  subtitle, 
and  (2)  the  national  allocation  percentage 
which  shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  allocation  is  of  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota.  Each  farm  shall 
receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such 
marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of 
bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the  number 
of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the 
farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and 
multiplying  the  resulting  number  of  bush¬ 
els  by  the  national  allocation  percentage. 
If  a  noncommercial  wheat-producing  area  is 
established  for  any  marketing  year,  farms  in 
such  area  shall  be  given  wheat  marketing  al¬ 
locations  which  are  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation 
to  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  given 
producers  in  the  commercial  wheat-produc¬ 
ing  area. 

“Marketing  certificates 

"Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat  marketing 
certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for 
which  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program 
is  in  effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  pro¬ 
ducers  on  any  farm  with  respect  to  which 
certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 
to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  such  cer¬ 
tificates.  The  wheat  marketing  certificates 
issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the 
farm  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such 
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year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  tbe  actual  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  planted  on  tbe  farm  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  In  which  the  marketing 
year  begins  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield 
of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the  amount 
of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  mar¬ 
keting  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from 
storage  during  the  marketing  year  on  ac¬ 
count  of  underplanting  or  underproduction. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing 
of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced 
on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

‘‘(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  wheat  marketing  certificates  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in 
which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is  assessed 
for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which 
the  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use 
requirements  of  section  339  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  which,  ex¬ 
cept  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any 
commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as 
a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  reg¬ 
ulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of 
the  penalty.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is 
exempt  from  the  farm,  marketing  quota  for 
such  crop  under  section  335. 

“(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The 
face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of 
price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by 
certificates  (noncertificate  wheat). 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers 
thereof  shall  be  represented  by  such  docu¬ 
ments,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts, 
certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“Marketing  Restrictions 
“Sec.  379.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited 
from  acquiring  marketing  certificates  from 
the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are 
issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such 
producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat 
equivalent  to  the  marketing  certificates. 
Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable 
only  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any  unused  cer¬ 
tificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued 
shall  be  purchased  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  purchase  from 
producers  certificates  not  accompanied  by 
wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue 
hardship  to  require  the  producer  to  transfer 
his  certificates  only  in  connection  with  the 
disposition  of  wheat. 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  wheat  into  food  products  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior 
to  marketing  any  such  product  for  human 
food  in  the  United  States,  acquire  marketing 
certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product, 
and  (ii)  all  persons  exporting  wheat  or  food 
products  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat 
shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  marketing 
certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 
bushels  so  exported.  Marketing  certificates 


shall  be  valid  to  cover  only  sales  or  exporta¬ 
tions  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 
respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after 
being  once  used  to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of 
a  food  product  or  an  export  of  wheat  shall 
be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other 
undertaking  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment  for 
such  marketing  certificates  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired,  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as 
he  may  prescribe,  any  person  required  to 
have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to  mar¬ 
ket  or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permit¬ 
ted  to  market  any  such  commodity  without 
having  first  acquired  marketing  certificates. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term 
‘food  products’  means  any  product  to  be 
used  for  human  consumption,  including  bev¬ 
erage. 

“Assistance  in  Purchase  and  Sale  of  Market¬ 
ing  Certificates 

“Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  market¬ 
ing  certificates  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.,  Such  reg¬ 
ulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation  to 
issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the 
quantity  of  certificates  which  it  purchases. 
Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates 
to  charge,  in  addition  to  the  face  value 
thereof,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  be  appropriate  to  cover  estimated 
administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  es¬ 
timated  interest  incurred  on  funds  of  the 
Corporation'  invested  in  certificates  pur¬ 
chased  by  it.  • 

“Conversion  Factors 

“Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish 
conversion  factors  which  shall  be  used  to 
determine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained 
in  any  food  product.  The  conversion  fac¬ 
tor  for  any  such  food  product  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of 
wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such 
product. 

“Authority  To  Facilitate  Transition 

“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  take  such  action  as  he  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from 
the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include,  but 
shall  not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to 
exempt  all  or  a  portion  of  the  wheat  or  food 
products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of 
trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program 
under  this  subtitle  from  the  marketing  re¬ 
strictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d, 
or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such 
wheat  or  food  products  at  such  prices  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine.  Any  such 
certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

“Reports  and  Records 

“Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to 
processors  of  wheat,  warehousemen  and  ex¬ 
porters  of  wheat  and  flour,  and  all  persons 
purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in 
wheat  marketing  certificates.  Any  such  per¬ 
son  shall,  from  time  to  time  on  request  of 
the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such 
information  and  keep  such  records  as  the 
Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle. 
Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such 
records  shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the 
Secretary  shall  prescribe.  For  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of  any  report 
made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  informa¬ 
tion  required  to  be  furnished  in  any  report. 


but  not  so  furnished,  the  Secretary  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  to  examine  such  books,  papers, 
records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts, 
documents,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within 
the  control  of  such  person. 

“Penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or 
attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or 
aids  in  the  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum 
equal  to  two  times  the  face  value  of  the 
marketing  certificates  involved  in  such  viola¬ 
tion.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in 
a  civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his 
capacity  as  a  producer,  who  violates  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids 
in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  sub¬ 
title,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  market¬ 
ing  certificates  or  who  fails  to  make  any 
report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by 
section  379h  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  thereof 
shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$5,000  for  each  violation. 

“(c)  Any  person  who,  injus  capacity  as  a 
producer,  knowingly  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  participates  or  aids  in  the 
violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing 
certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report  or 
keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 
shall,  (i)  forfeit  any  right  to  receive  market¬ 
ing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in  part  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the 
farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year 
with  respect  to  which  any  such  act  or  de¬ 
fault  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if  such  marketing 
certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to 
the  Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of 
the  face  value  of  such  certificates,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with 
respect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing 
certificates  to  be  forfeited  or  the  amount  to 
be  paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into 
consideration  the  circumstances  relating  to 
the  act  or  default  committed  and  the  seri¬ 
ousness  of  such  act  or  default. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  is¬ 
sues,  alters,  forges,  or  counterfeits  any  mar¬ 
keting  certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  intent 
possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counter¬ 
feited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  conviction  there¬ 
of  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  s  not  more 
than  $10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more 
than  ten  years,  or  both. 

“Regulations 

“Sec.  379j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  including 
but  not  limited  to  regulations  governing  the 
acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  mar¬ 
keting  certificates.” 

Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section : 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1963  crop — 

“(1)  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such 
level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or  more 
than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
taking  into  consideration  the  factors  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  401(b) , 

“(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
wheat  price  support  for  wheat  not  accom¬ 
panied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  ap- 
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propriate  taking  into  consideration  com¬ 
petitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding 
value  of  wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains, 
and  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made 
available  for  feed  grains, 

“(3)  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  only  to  cooperators;  and  if  a  commer¬ 
cial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for 
such  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area, 

"(4)  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  dis¬ 
approved  by  producers  shall  be  at  such  level 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  after  consideration  of  the  factors 
specified  in  section  401(b) , 

“(5)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  for  which  a  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  shall  be  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  101,  and 

“(6)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the 
farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  com¬ 
modity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use 
requirements  of  section  339  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the 
crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to 
any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall 
be  a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat. 
No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex¬ 
ceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if 
the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty, 
but  the  producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  price  support  on  such  marketing  ex¬ 
cess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is 
exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for 
such  crop  under  section  335.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of 
the  third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon 
and  adding  the  following;  "Provided,  That 
if  a  commercial  wheat  marketing  allocation 
program  is  In  effect,  the  current  support 
price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for 
wheat  accompanied  by  marketing  certificate 
and  wheat  sold  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
marketing  certificate.” 

TITLE  IV - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  section  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and 
the  following:  ‘‘including  recreational  uses 
and  facilities.”; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(a)  after 
“soil  conservation  practices,”  the  following: 
“shifts  in  land-use  including  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  recreational  facilities,”;  and  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  word  "drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)(1) 
the  figure  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$25,000,000”;  and 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the 
words  “and  conservation”  the  words  “includ¬ 
ing  recreational  uses  and  facilities”. 

Sec.  402.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  903),  be  and  the 
same  are  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  from  time  to 
tim&  determine  to  be  necessary. 


“(b)  When  authorized  by  Congress,  the 
Administrator  is  authorized,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  'to 
make  and  issue  notes  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury -for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds 
in  such  amounts  as  the  Congress  may  ap¬ 
prove  annually  in  appropriation  Acts  for 
making  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this. 
Act.  Such  notes  shall  be  in  such  form  and 
denominations  and  be  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Administrator  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  notes  shall 
bear  interest  at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  not  in  excess  of  the  rate 
provided  for  in  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes  of  the 
Administrator  issued  hereunder,  and  for  that 
purpose  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act, 
as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which  such 
securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as 
amended,  are  extended  to  include  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  notes  issued  by  the  Administrator. 
All  redemptions,  purchases,  and  sales  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such  notes  shall 
be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the 
United  States. 

“The  appropriations  for  loans  made  under 
the  authority  of  subsection  (a)  and  funds 
obtained  in  accordance  with  the  preceding 
paragraph  of  this  subsection  and  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  any  funds  available  on* 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962  for  loans  under  this  Act, 
including  any  funds  made  available  for  loans 
under  the  item  ‘Rural  -Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration,’  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  Acts  current  on  such  date 
of  enactment,  shall  be  merged  into  a  single 
account  hereafter  in  this  section  called  the 
‘loan  account’.  All  notes,  bonds,  obligations, 
and  property,  including  those  now  held  by 
the  Administrator  on  behalf  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury,  and  all  collections 
therefrom,  made  or  held  under  the  loan  pro¬ 
visions  of  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  shall  be 
assets  of  said  account. 

“The  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under  titles  I 
and  II  of  this  Act,  and  all  other  liabilities 
against  the  appropriations  or  assets  in  the 
loan  account  shall  be  liabilities  of  said  ac¬ 
count,  and  all  other  obligations  against  such 
appropriations  or  assets  shall  be  obligations 
of  said  account.  Money  in  the  loan  account 
shall  also  be  available  for  interest  and  prin¬ 
cipal  repayments  on  notes  issued  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Otherwise,  the  balances  in  said  account  shall 
remain  available  to  the  Administrator  for 
loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act  and 
for  advances  in  connection  therewith,  ex¬ 
cept  that  no  such  loans  shall  be  made  in  any 
year  in  excess  of  the  amounts  previously 
authorized  therefor  in  appropriation  Acts 
for  such  year  or  available  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section.  The  amounts  so 
authorized  for  loans  and  advances  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended.” 

Sec.  403.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act,  as  amended, 
is  repealed. 

Sec.  404.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is 
declared  unconstitutional,  or  the  applicability 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of  this 
Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other 
persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be  af¬ 
fected  thereby. 

TITLE  V - INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

Declarations  and  findings 

Sec.  501.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  hereby  makes  the  following  declara¬ 
tions  and  findings  concerning  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  new  and  improved  uses  for  farm 


products,  new  crops  to  replace  those  now  in 
surplus,  and  the  disposal  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  owned  by  the  Government: 

(a)  Farms  in  the  United  States  have  a 
capacity  to  produce  more  farm  product’s 
than  can  now  be  marketed  at  prices  that  will 
return  sufficient  incomes  to  farmers  to  main¬ 
tain  an  efficient  and  progressive  agricultural 
industry; 

(b)  A  prosperous  agriculture  will  contrib¬ 
ute  immensely  to  national  welfare  by  efficient 
production  of  needed  food,  feed,  and  fiber, 
by  provision  of  raw  materials  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  processing  industries,  by  pur¬ 
chases  of  production  supplies,  and  by  its 
contribution  to  maintenance  of  a  balanced 
and  high-level  national  economy; 

(c)  National  defense  and  security  interests 
of  the  United  States  require  protection  of 
agricultural  resources  against  deterioration 
and  the  maintenance  of  high  productive 
capacity  in  order  to  meet  possible  emergency 
needs  of  the  United  States  and  other  friendly 
nations; 

(d)  Basic  research  in  agricultural  products 
and  their  uses  is  essential  in  any  long-range 
program  of  benefit  to  agriculture; 

(e)  Research  programs  to  develop  new  and 
improved  uses  for  farm  products  and  new 
farm  products  have  potentialities  for  pro¬ 
viding  outlets  for  a  larger  volume  of  farm 
production  and  greater  stability  of  the  prices 
of  farm  commodities; 

(f)  Public  and  private  research  agencies, 
including  the  Departments  of  Agriculture 
and  Commerce,  the  land-grant  colleges,  other 
universities  and  research  institutions,  as  well 
as  private  firms,  can  and  should  be  utilized 
for  an  all-out  attack  on  development  of  new 
and  improved  uses,  and  new  and  extended 
markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and 
byproducts.  Research,  pilot  plant,  develop¬ 
ment  and  trial  commercialization  work  and 
corollary  economic  and  related  studies 
should  be  devoted  to  the  expansion  of  in¬ 
dustrial  uses  for  agricultural  commodities 
in  surplus,  and  to  any  food  and  feed  uses 
and  replacement  crops  that  can  make  sub¬ 
stantial  contributions  toward  the  solution 
of  the  surplus  problem.  Facilities  should 
be  established  as  needed  to  permit  adequate 
experimentation  and  testing,  and  production 
and  market  development,  of  promising  new 
uses  and  new  products; 

(g)  Development  of  new  and  improved 
industrial  and  other  uses  of  farm  products 
and  new  farm  products  and  new  and  ex¬ 
tended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products 
and  by-products  will  enlarge  income  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  farmers.  It  also  will  reduce 
Government  costs  for  acquisition,  storage, 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  commodities  now 
in  surplus; 

(h)  Disposition  of  a  portion  of  the  surplus 
stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
through  industrial  channels  for  new  or  by¬ 
product  uses,  so  that  the  carryover  of  any 
commodity  beyond  the  needs  of  the  Nation 
can  be  reduced,  will  have  a  stabilizing  effect 
on  the  market  prices  for  farm  commodities. 
Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use 

Administration 

Sec.  502.  There  is  created  and  established 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  an  agency 
of  the  United  States  to  be  known  as  the 
Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Ad¬ 
ministration,  all  of  the  powers  of  which 
shall  be  exercised  by  an  Administrator,  un¬ 
der  the  general  direction  and  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advise  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  for  a  term 
of  six  years  and  who  shall  receive  basic  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  of  $20,000  per  annum. 
The  duties  of  this  agency  shall  be  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  expedite  efforts  to  develop,  through 
research,  new  industrial  uses,  and  increased 
use  under  existing  processes,  of  agricultural 
products;  to  develop  new  replacement  crops; 
and  to  reduce  the  stocks  of  commodities 
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owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Salaries 

Sec.  503.  The  positions  of  the  three  Deputy 
Administrators  of  the  agency  shall  be  in 
grade  GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.  Such  positions  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  number  of  positions  authorized  to 
be  placed  in  such  grade  by  section  505(b)  of 
such  Act.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  fix 
the  compensation,  notwithstanding  other 
provisions  of  law,  for  not  more  than  ten 
positions  which  require  the  services  of  espe¬ 
cially  qualified  scientific  or  professional  per¬ 
sonnel:  Provided,  That  the  rates  of  basic 
compensation  for  positions  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  provision  shall  not  exceed  the 
maximum  payable  under  the  Act  of  August 
1,  1947  (61  Stat.  715),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented.  The  agency  may  appoint  and  fix 
the  compensation  of  any  technically  quali¬ 
fied  person,  firm,  or  organization  by  contract 
or  otherwise  on  a  temporary  basis  and  for  a 
term  not  to  exceed  six  months  in  any  fiscal 
year  to  perform  research,  technical,  or  other 
special  services,  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  or  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended. 

Powers  and  Duties 

Sec.  504.  The  agency  shall  have  power  and 
authority,  within  the  limits  of  the  funds 
made  available  to  it,  to  coordinate  and  ex¬ 
pedite  activities  toward  research,  pilot  plant, 
development,  trial  commercialization,  and 
industrial  uses,  with  Federal  and  State  Gov¬ 
ernments,  educational  institutions,  private 
research  organizations,  trade  associations, 
individuals,  and  industrial  corporations  in 
expanding  the  industrial,  utilization  of  the 
products  of  farm  and  forest  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  new  crops.  In  the  discharge  of 
these  duties,  the  agency  is  authorized  to: 

(a)  Make  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  other  Federal 
departments  and  agencies,  land-grant  in¬ 
stitutions,  and  experiment  stations.  The 
agency  shall  utilize  existing  facilities  owned 
or  controlled  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  greatest  extent  practicable,  including 
pilot  plants,  regional  laboratories,  and  other 
facilities  and  equipment,  and  is  authorized 
to  utilize  authority  now  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  existing  law; 

(b)  Make  grants,  for  periods  not  to  exceed 
five  years  duration,  to  State  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  stations,  colleges,  universities,  and 
other  research  institutions  and  individuals; 

(c)  Contract  with  foreign  individuals,  or¬ 
ganizations,  institutions  of  learning,  or  pri¬ 
vate  corporations  where  payment  can  be 
made  in  foreign  currency  accumulated  under 
Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress.  The 
agency  is  hereby  authorized  to  utilize  such 
foreign  currencies  notwithstanding  other 
provisions  of  law  requiring  reimbursement; 

(d)  Make  contracts  or  cooperative  ar¬ 
rangements  in  the  manner  provided  by  sec¬ 
tions  10(a)  and  205  of  the  Act  of  August  14, 
1946  (7  U.S.C.  427i,  1624) ,  including  contracts 
and  agreements  providing  for  the  commer¬ 
cialization,  market  acceptance,  and  the  eco¬ 
nomic  feasibility  of  industrial  utilization  in 
the  competitive  market  for  agricultural 
products  and  processes  with  respect  thereto; 

(e)  Extend  suitable  incentives  to  farmers 
or  to  industry  to  hasten  the  establishment  of 
a  new  crop  or  of  a  new  industrial  use,  where 
such  appear  likely  to  lead  to  durable  addi¬ 
tional  markets; 

(f )  Direct  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  make  delivery  of  any  of  its  stocks  of 
commodities  to  agencies  of  the  Government, 
persons,  or  corporations  designated  by  the 
agency  where  such  stocks  are  to  be  used  for 
(1)  research,  (2)  pilot  plant  operation,  (3) 
trial  commercialization,  (4)  export  of  manu¬ 
factured  products,  or  (5)  new  or  byproduct 
uses.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
with  respect  to  commodities  thus  requisi¬ 


tioned  by  the  agency,  shall  pay  necessary 
handling  and  delivery  charges  to  the  destina¬ 
tion  directed  by  the  agency.  Such  sums  of 
money  as  the  agency  shall  receive,  if  any,  on 
such  transfers  of  commodities,  shall  be 
turned  over  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration; 

(g)  Make  contracts  or  leases  for  the  pri¬ 
vate  operation  of  any  property  or  facilities 
transferred  from  another  Government  agency 
pursuant  to  this  title  or  other  legislative 
authority; 

(h)  Make  loans  or  grants  to  those  with 
whom  contracts  or  other  arrangements  are 
entered  into,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
assistance  in  the  acquisition  or  expansion  of 
facilities  and  equipment  for  research  or  de¬ 
velopment  activities; 

(i)  Provide  in  all  contracts  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  inventions  produced  thereunder 
in  a  manner  calculated  to  protect  the  public 
interest  and  the  equities  of  the  individual  or 
organization  with  which  the  contract  or 
other  arrangement  is  executed:  Provided, 
however.  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  authorize  the  agency  to  enter  into 
any  contractual  or  other  arrangement  incon¬ 
sistent  with  any  provision  of  law  affecting 
the  issuance  or  use  of  patents; 

(j)  Grant  exclusive  licenses  with  or  with¬ 
out  payment  of  royalty  for  a  fixed  period  of 
not  to  exceed  five  years  for  the  use  of  pat¬ 
ents  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture; 

(k)  Pay  incentive  awards  to  private  citi¬ 
zens  for  suitable  and  acceptable  suggestions 
to  implement  the  program  established  by 
this  title,  such  payments  to  be  made  in 
accordance  with  previously  published  rules 
stating  the  amounts  of,  criteria  for  determ¬ 
ining,  and  subjects  of,  such  awards;  and 

(l)  Test  production  procedures  on  a  com¬ 
mercial  basis,  maintain  and  operate  manu¬ 
facturing  facilities  where  necessary  to  prove 
the  commercial  feasibility  of  volume  pro¬ 
duction  and  to  build,  purchase,  or  lease 
plant  facilities,  or  necessary  equipment  suit¬ 
able  for  manufacturing  needs. 

Transfer  of  Government  Plants 

Sec.  505.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  any  Government  agency  hold¬ 
ing  any  Government-owned  facility  useful 
in  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  is 
authorized  to  transfer  such  facility  to  the 
agency,  for  use  in  the  program,  if  requested 
to  do  so  by  the  agency:  Provided,  That  such 
transfer  has  the  approval  of  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  agency  is 
authorized  to  exercise,  with  respect  to  the 
facilities  transferred,  all  of  the  authority 
vested  in  the  agencies  transferring  such  fa¬ 
cilities.  At  the  time  of  such  transfer,  funds 
and  personnel  related  to  the  operation  or 
administration  of  such  facilities,  shall,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  also  be  transferred  to  the 
agency. 

Definition  of  “Agricultural  Products” 

Sec.  506.  The  terms  “agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts”  and  “farm  and  forest  products”  as  used 
in  this  title  shall  have  the  same  meaning 
as  the  term  “agricultural  products”  in  sec¬ 
tion  207  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1626). 

Annual  Report 

Sec.  507.  The  Administrator  shall  present 
annually  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  the 
20th  day  of  January  in  each  year  a  full  re¬ 
port  of  his  activties  under  this  title. 

Savings  Provision 

Sec.  508.  The  authorities  under  this  title 
are  in  addition  to  and  not  in  substitution 
for  authorities  otherwise  available  under 
existing  law. 

Appropriations 

Sec.  509.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 


Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Is  it  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  acting  majority  leader  to 
have  anything  done  on  this  bill  tonight? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Or  is  it  the 
intention  merely  to  lay  the  bill  before 
the  Senate  at  this  time? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that  the  debate  on  the  farm 
bill  will  begin  on  Monday? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

«rV - =====  - 

\  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Wr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  executive  business. 

Tee  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration 
of  executive  business. 

ThA  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  be 
no  reports  of  committees,  the  nomina¬ 
tions  on  the  Executive  Calendar  will  be 
stated.  \ 


DIPLOMATIC  AND  FOREIGN 
SERVICE  AMBASSADORS 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Foy  D.  Kohler,  of  Ohio,  a  Foreign 
Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career 
minister,  to  tie  Ambassador  Extraordi¬ 
nary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  the  Union  of  So¬ 
viet  Socialist  Republics. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

The  Chief  Clefyi  read  the  nomination 
of  John  H.  Fergufeon,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordi¬ 
nary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America \to  the  Kingdom  of 
Morocco.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  William  Leonhart,  »f  West  Virginia, 
a  Foreign  Service  offices  of  class  1,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  to  Tanganyika.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENTA  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


NOMINATION  PASSED  OVER 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Charles  E.  Bohlen,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  a  Foreign  Service  V>fficer  of 
the  class  of  career  ambassador,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  anffl  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  France.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  WithAut  ob¬ 
jection -  \ 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
object  to  consideration  at  this  time  of 
the  nomination  of  Mr.  Bohlen  to  be  Am¬ 
bassador  to  France.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  a  right  to  object,  but  an  objection 
cannot  block  consideration  of  the  nomiV 
nation.  *  ' 


1962 


COIS 


GRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


15789 


Njie  legisltaion,  he  said,  presented  “both  a 
chaNhge  and  an  opportunity  to  private  en- 
terpris\in  insurance.” 

He  adovd  that  “only  time  and  experience 
will  demonstrate  the  extent  to  which  com¬ 
mercial  carriSxs  may  be  successful  in  broad¬ 
ening  the  health,  insurance  coverage  of  per¬ 
sons  of  advancecN. years  through  the  new 
association  and  anjt  others  that  may  be 
formed.”  N. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr\President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Metcalf  in  the  chair) .  Thfev.  Senator 
from  New  York  has  5  y2  minuses  re¬ 
maining.  N. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  reserve  the 
minutes.  \ 


THE  FARM  BILL 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Keating’s 
address, 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  whether  I  correctly  understand 
that  I  am  not  permitted  to  yield  to  an¬ 
other  Senator  in  his  own  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
yield  for  the  purpose  of  propounding  a 
parliamentary  inquiry,  may  I  do  so  in 
my  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  may  yield  for  that  purpose  in 
his  own  time. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  pro¬ 
pound  the  parliamentary  inquiry,  since 
I  have  an  hour  allotted  to  me  on  the  bill, 
whether  it  is  permissible  for  me  to  use 
1  minute  of  that  time  to  submit  two 
amendments  to  the  farm  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  is  now  being  charged  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
previously  yielded  the  floor,  and  that  is 
the  only  way  in  which  I  can  do  what  the 
Senator  wishes.  If  the  Senator  is 
pressed  in  some  way,  I  will  yield  the 
floor  to  him  and  resume  the  floor  after 
he  has  completed  his  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
yielding  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  and  having  the  time  charged  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  understand  the  question  of  the 
Chair? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
yielding  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  the  time  to  be  charged  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  must 
that  be  done  by  unanimous  consent,  or 
has  the  Chair  ruled  that  it  can  be  done 
as  a  matter  of  right  under  rule  XXII? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  can¬ 
not  be  done  as  a  matter  of  right.  It 
can  only  be  done  by  unanimous  consent. 
Is  there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Chair,  and 
I  thank  the  distinguished  Members  of 
the  Senate,  particularly  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 


Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  two 
amendments  to  the  farm  bill,  which  we 
will  be  working  with  and  legislating  on 
following  the  termination  of  the  debate 
on  the  bill  presently  before  the  Senate. 

I  call  special  attention  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  submitted  which 
would  restore  the  intent  of  the  farm 
bill,  so  far  as  wheat  is  concerned,  to 
precisely  the  sanje  position  it  occupied 
when  the  bill  left  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in  May  of 
this  year.  The  amendment  proposes  to 
give  to  the  farmer  an  opportunity  to 
vote  as  to  whether  or  not  he  desires  a 
continuation  of  the  present  program  for 
2  more  years  or  whether  he  wants  a 
.mandatory  wheat  acreage  control  and 
certificate  program  placed  in  effect.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  morning  press 
has  reported  that  an  agreement  has  been 
reached  by  “farm  leaders  in  the  Senate,” 
of  which,  I  may  say,  I  have  heard  noth¬ 
ing  except  what  I  have  read  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  an  agreement  may  have  been 
reached  to  drop  the  fight  for  mandatory 
feed  grain  acreage  control.  Certainly 
that  is  an  eventuality  devoutly  to  be  de¬ 
sired,  if  it  has  been  achieved,  and  thus 
permit  the  present  program  to  be  ex¬ 
tended  for  1  year  on  feed  grains.  I 
certainly  think  a  similar  extension 
should  be  given  to  the  wheat  farmers, 
and  that  the  wheat  farmers  should  be 
permitted  to  vote  on  whether  or  not  they 
want  a  permanent  program  following 
the  next  crop  year  or  a  simple  extension 
of  the  present  program,  as  is  being  af¬ 
forded  the  feed  grain  producer.  I  happen 
to  believe  that  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  U.S.  Senate  should  seek  to  disenfran¬ 
chise  the  U.S.  wheat  fanner  alone  in 
this  country. 

I  shall  discuss  my  amendment  fully 
during  the  debate  on  the  farm  bill,  but 
I  desire  to  have  it  printed  and  lie  on  the 
table  so  that  all  my  colleagues  can  be 
familiar  with  my  intentions  as  to  wheat. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  received  unanimous  consent 
to  let  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
have  the  floor.  He  cannot  take  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  off  the  floor 
now. 

Mr.  KEATING.  My  understanding 
was  that  I  would  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  and  that  I  would 
yield  to  him  in  his  time  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  the  floor 
under  all  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  and 
it  will  revert  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  when  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  yields  to  him. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  did  not  understand 
that  to  be  the  situation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Did  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  the 
floor? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  did  not  yield  the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  Chair  rule 
that  the  Senator  from  New  York  has 
been  taken  off  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  a  parliamentary  inquiry, 
the  time  to  be  charged  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota.  That  is  the  only 
purpose  for  which  he  yielded. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  not  the  floor  re¬ 
vert  to  the  Senator  from  New  York? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  When 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  com¬ 
pleted  his  parliamentary  inquiry,  it  re¬ 
verts  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
briefly  to  my  friend  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  to  yield  to  me.  This 
is  in  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  The  Chair  has  stated  the  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request,  and  I  ask  the 
Chair  to  restate  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  for  making 
a  parliamentary  inquiry.  Then  unani¬ 
mous  consent  was  secured  to  permit  that 
time  to  run  against  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  the  floor.  I  am  very 
much  interested  in  the  proposal  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  making. 
I  have  been  considering  undertaking  to 
get  a  similar  privilege  granted  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  farmer.  I  will  be  glad  to  discuss  it 
with  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
when  we  come  to  the  consideration  of 
the  farm  bill.  I  am  considering  having 
a  similar  agreement  made  with  respect 
to  the  producers  of  both  commodities. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Of  course  it  would  re¬ 
quire  a  separate  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  yes.  I  am  pre¬ 
paring  some  amendments  to  the  farm 
bill. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  would  support  the 
Senator  in  his  amendment.  It  seems  to 
me  that  we  should  give  the  farmer  some 
discretion  in  the  making  of  these  deci¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  completely  in 
agreement  with  the  Senator  on  that 
point.  The  farmer  has  had  little  discre¬ 
tion  lately,  except  to  vote  himself  under 
quotas.  I  would  like  to  see  him  share 
in  this  program,  for  which  the  Senator 
has  fought  so  valiantly  for  the  wheat 
farmer.  I  commend  him  for  making 
such  a  fight  for  t^ie  wheat  farmer.  I 
hope  those  who  are  supposed  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  cotton  farmer  will  be  willing  to 
make  an  equally  strong  fight  for  the 
producers  of  cotton. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  made  a  valid  point.  I  shall 
be  happy  to  discuss  it  with  him  when 
the  farm  bill  is  before  us.  Now  I  am 
happy  to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  colloquy  which  has  been  taking  place 
between  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  is  charged 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 

correct. 

Mr.  KEATING.  May  I  inquire  how 
much  time  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  17  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  and  the  colloquy 
which  followed  be  printed  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMERCIAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
SATELLITE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  resumed  the  conkderation 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11040)  to  provide  for 
the  establishment,  ownership,  operation, 
and  regulation  of  a  commercial  Com¬ 
munications  satellite  system,  and  \or 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  sup1 
port  H.R.  11040,  a  bill  already  approved’ 
by  the  House,  which  provides  the  busi¬ 
ness  arrangements  whereby  a  commer¬ 
cial  communications  satellite  system  is 
to  be  established,  owned,  operated,  and 
regulated. 

THE  SUCCESS  OP  TELSTAR 

All  of  America  was  thrilled  on  July  10 
of  this  year.  The  American  Telephone  & 
Telegraph  Co.,  in  collaboration  with  the 
Government  through  NASA — National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration — 
launched  the  Telstar  satellite  which  was 
the  breakthrough  on  transoceanic  tele¬ 
vision  and  radio  by  means  of  satellite. 
All  of  us  know,  however,  that  this  event 
was  preceded  by  a  great  deal  of  research 
and  pioneering  in  that  field.  NASA  it¬ 
self  was  established  in  1958,  and  at  that 
time  it  joined  the  research  and  pioneer¬ 
ing  efforts  that  were  already  being  made 
in  that  field.  However,  the  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.  was  the 
leader  and  pioneer.  It  is  reported  to 
have  spent  some  $50  million  in  the  de¬ 
sign  and  manufacture  of  the  equipment 
and  instruments,  in  its  tracking  station 
and  equipment  at  Andover,  Maine*  in  the 
training  of  men  for  the  job,  and  in  a 
host  of  other  ways,  to  reach  the  Telstar 
success  which  actually  followed. 

They  did  exceedingly  well  because  tt 
very  first  trial  of  the  experiment  was  a 
signal  and  spectacular  success,  iywill 
still  be  a  long  and  painstaking  process 
before  a  satellite  communications  sys¬ 
tem  will  be  totally  perfected /for  con¬ 
stant  operation  in  daily  comnrfercial  use, 
but  the  eventual  success  is  definitely 
assured. 

It  should  be  noted  at/he  outset  that 
in  all  of  its  research  /nd  development 
of  this  project  the  A./ &  T.  used  its  own 
money  and  not  thaj/of  the  Government. 
A  contract  was  entered  into  with  NASA 
to  launch  the  Telstar  projectile  and  it 
cost  A.T.  &  Tt|2.7  million  to  get  that 
satellite  into  jfrbit. 

E-TELSTAR  STRUGGLE 

For  a  kmg  time  before  Telstar  was 
launched  a  great  struggle  was  going  on 
as  to  how  and  by  whom  such  a  satellite 
communications  system  would  be  organ¬ 
ized;  operated,  owned  and  controlled. 
te  central  question  was  whether  it 


would  be  by  the  Government  or  by  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise.  That  is  still  the  central 
issue  in  this  debate.  As  early  as  July 
1960  A.T.  &  T.  reported  to  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  calling 
for  allocation  of  frequencies  for  space 
communications  and  outlining  a  propo¬ 
sal  for  worldwide  telephone  and  televi¬ 
sion  hookup  using  about  50  satellites  in 
low  polar  orbits  at  an  estimated  basic 
cost  of  $170  million.  There  was  a  good 
deal  of  official  encouragement  of  this 
approach  by  both  NASA  and  FCC — Fed- 
*eral  Communications  Commission. 
President  Kennedy  referred  the  matter 
to  the  Space  Council  headed  by  Vice 
President  Lyndon  Johnson,  asking  for 
recommendations  as  to  how  a  space  com¬ 
munications  system  could  best  be 
brought  into  operation  at  the  earliest 
practical  time. 

President  Kennedy,  on  July  24  last 
year,  upon  receipt  of  the  Space  Council’s 
report,  issued  a  statement  asserting  and 
^taking  the  position  that  “private  owner- 
up  and  operation  of  the  U.S.  portion 
oisthe  system  is  favored.”  He  stipulated 
a  number  of  policy  requirements  to  bey 
met.Xln  the  main  as  the  legislation  de/ 
velopeth  those  requirements  were  inc 
porated\nto  the  legislative  measur^/be- 
fore  us. 

Hearing^swere  held  on  this  legislation 
in  House  committees  last  year. 

A  bill  was  reported  to  the  House,  de¬ 
bated  there,  aW  passed  by  a  vote  of 
354  to  9  in  the  month  of  Ma 

On  the  Senate  side  H.R/11040  and  like 
measures  were  very\  thoroughly  consid¬ 
ered  by  several  committees,  including: 
Monopoly  Subcommittee  of  the  Small 
Business  Committee;  the  Commerce 
Committee;  the  Aeronautical  and  Space 
Sciences  Committee;  the  Antitrust  and 
Monopoly  Subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  ft i  which  the  Senior  from 
Nebraska  i/i a  member;  and  theSForeign 
Relations/ Committee.  LiterallyXthou- 
sands  of/pages  of  testimony  were  printed 
and  made  available  to  Members  of  Cqn- 
gres_ 

"  each  instance  in  which  a  committed 
reported,  its  report  was  favorable  to  the' 
_  fill  we  are  debating.  The  Kennedy  ad- 
'ministration  is  in  full  support  of  the 
bill.  This  was  shown  by  testimony  of 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Attorney 
General,  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  the  space  agency — NASA — 
National  Space  Council,  and  others. 

It  was  a  happy  day  when  the  conclu¬ 
sion  was  reached,  as  a  matter  of  policy, 
that  this  newest  phase  of  communica¬ 
tion  would  be  developed  through  private 
ownership.  This  assures  a  workable  and 
efficient  operation  of  a  system  which  will 
mean  so  much  in  terms  of  our  national 
leadership  and  the  advancement  of  the 
cause  of  peace.  As  all  of  us  know,  there 
is  hovering  in  the  background  the 
menace  of  Soviet  progress  in  the  same 
field.  It  is  of  tremendous  importance 
that  we  retain,  and  even  increase,  the 
unquestioned  lead  which  America  pos¬ 
sesses  in  this  regard. 

The  charges  of  giveaway  and  of 
monopoly,  raised  by  opponents  of  H.R. 
11040,  have  a  hollow  ring.  They  possess 
no  real  or  ultimate  merit  whatsoever. 
They  consist  of  tired,  outworm  argu¬ 


ments  which  long  ago  have  been  dis¬ 
carded  by  all  but  a  very  small,  althoi 
tenacious  and  willful,  group. 

The  business  arrangement  provided 
for  in  the  bill  calls  for  50  percent  m  the 
capital  to  be  subscribed  by  companies  in 
the  communications  business/  and  50 
percent  to  be  sold  to  the  pubhc,  through 
stock  issues.  Six  directors  will  be  named 
by  the  communications  companies ;  six 
will  be  elected  by  the  owjlers  of  publicly 
issued  stock;  and  thre/airectors  will  be 
appointed  by  the  P/sident,  and  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  Sena/f  Ample  provisions 
are  made  for  regulation  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  in'  the  field.  This  is  in 
keeping  with  the  longtime  national  pol¬ 
icy  of  having  such  monopolistic  ventures 
subjected  to/Government  regulation. 

In  a  sense,  all  communications  com¬ 
panies  aye  monopolies.  This  applies  to 
A.T.  & /.  and  to  all  of  the  other  com- 
pani/which  will  subscribe  to  50  percent 
of  the  stock.  Years  ago,  America  strug¬ 
gled  with  the  vexations  problem  of  how 
t/  reconcile  the  need  for  such  public 
itilities  which  are  monopolies  and  the 
need  for  competition  within  industry 
generally.  As  a  result,  there  are  regula¬ 
tion  and  supervision  in  many,  many  ways 
in  all  communications  companies.  Yet 
they  are  free  to  conduct  their  business  in 
many  ways  separate  and  apart  from 
Government  action.  This  combination 
has  been  highly  successful.  Proof  of  this 
is  found  in  the  fact  that  in  America  we 
have  the  best,  the  most  efficient,  and  the 
most  economical  communications  system 
in  the  world.  Anyone  who  ventures  be¬ 
yond  the  borders  of  the  50  States  ex¬ 
periences,  among  his  very  first  impres¬ 
sions,  the  vast  difference  between  com¬ 
munications  in  foreign  countries  and 
those  he  has  taken  for  granted  in  his 
own  home  State.  The  quality  of  service 
provided  by  private  enterprise  as  we 
know  it  is  superior  in  every  way. 

The  thinking  and  the  philosophy  be¬ 
hind  the  arrangement  provided  by  H.R. 
11040  are  to  retain  the  benefits  of  that 
system. 

THE  “GIVEAWAY”  PHANTOM 

The  charge  of  “giveaway”  has  an  old 
atad  familiar  ring.  However,  it  is  gen¬ 
erally  discarded  and  disregarded. 

it  notion  as  applied  to  H.R.  11040 
has  b&en  repudiated  on  a  bipartisan  and 
widely \ased  foundation  in  many  ways: 
The  overwhelming  action  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  by  a  vote  of  354  to  9; 
and  the  reports  of  the  congressional 
committees  and  of  all  of  the  Government 
agencies,  as  well  as  President’s  Ken¬ 
nedy’s  position. 

Joseph  A.  Beirfre  is  president  of  the 
Communications  Workers  of  America, 
AFL-CIO.  When  he\estified  before  the 
Senate  Communications  Subcommittee, 
the  idea  of  “a  giganticVgiveaway  pro¬ 
gram”  was  discussed  as  fellows: 

Senator  Pastore.  May  I  askNa  question  at 
this  point,  Mr.  Beirne?  What  xjave  you  to 
say  to  this  slogan  that  has  developed  or  this 
postion  that  has  been  taken  by  gome  that 
this  is  a  gigantic  giveaway  program^ 

Mr.  Beirne.  Well,  I  do  not  share  thi^view 
at  all.  I  think  there  is  specious  reasoning 
being  employed  here.  I  think  of  the  dever 
ment  of  many  things  in  the  United  Stat 
that  could  be  called  a  giveaway. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  farm  bill.  /Sen.  Pfcpxmire  urged  continuation  of  volun¬ 
tary  feed  grains  program.  Sen.  Humphrey  expressed  concern  over  Common  Market 
tariffs  on  agricultural  imports.  Seri.  Humphrey  discussed  possible  effects  of  Com¬ 
mon  Market  on  communist- dominated  c/duntries.  Sen.Nrower  inserted  article  discuss- 
_>g  pros  and  cons  of  Britain  joining  Common  Market.  \Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  commended  USDA 
conferences  on  land  and  people.  /House  passed  bill  to^dd  lands  to  certain  national 
forests.  House  passed  bill  to  Revise  distribution  formula  for  extension  funds. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  16044,  16063* 
85,  16098-101) .  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Humphrey  expressing  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  private  trade  channels  should  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  in  the  marketing  of  farm  commodities  (p.  16085).  Agreed  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  by  Sen.  Humphrey  expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  services  and 
facilities  of  farmer  owned  and  operated  associations  of  producers  should  be 
utilized  when  the  Secretary  determines  their  use  will  result  in  more  effective 
or  economical  administration  of  programs  (p.  16085),  Sens.  Keating,  Tower, 
Ellender,  Young,  N.  Dak.,  Russell,  Fulbright,  and  Hart  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill  (pp,  16022-3.  16091). _ 

Se/(,  Proxmire  commended  and  urged  extension  of  the  voluntary  feed  grair 
.am,  and  inserted  an  item  critical  of  the  farm  policy  report  of  the  Com*' 
mibtee  for  Economic  Development,  pp.  16045-7 


-  2  - 


>en.  Long,  Mo.,  commended  the  regional  conferences  on  land  and  people  spo^ 
sored  by  this  Department  to  be  held  during  Sept,  and  Oct.  p.  16039 

2.  FOREIGN  ''TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  expressed  concern  over  the  possible  adverse/e  fleets 
of  the  n^w  tariff  system  of  the  European  Common  Market  on  the  exports  at  U.  S. 
farm  commodities,  stated  that  the  "United  States  cannot  afford  to  sacrifice  its 
agricultural  trade  with  an  expanded  European  Economic  Community,"  an^  inserted 
an  article  oh  the  subject,  pp.  16087-8 

Sen.  Humphrey  discussed  the. probable  effects  of  the  European  Corafhon  Market  on 
the  communist-aominated  countries  of  Eastern  Europe  and  inserted/articles  dis¬ 
cussing  the  situation,  pp.  16101-5 

Sen.  Tower  staged  that  there  "are  some  very  compelling  reasdns  why  Britain 
should  not  join"  the  European  Common  Market  and  inserted  an  jflxticle,  "EEC:  The 
Case  Against  Joining*^’  pp.  16050-1 

3.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8564,  to  provide  for  the  escheat  of 

the  unclaimed  payments  u\der  the  Government  life  insurance  program  to  the  cre¬ 
dit  of  the  life  insurance'Nfund.  This  bill  will  now  be/ sent  to  the  President, 
p.  16036  \  /  L 

4.  WILDLIFE;  PROPERTY.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2358,  to  authorize  transfers  to 

the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  excess  real  property  which  GSA  determines  is 
useful  for  the  purpose  of  wildlife  conservation/and  authorizes  State  wildlife 
agencies  to  obtain  such  property  determined  t$/ be  chiefly  valuable  for  wildlife 
conservation,  pp.  16033-4 


5.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  33$ 
U.  S.  through  the  use  of  mobile  trade 


promote  the  foreign  commerce  of  the 
rrs.  pp.  16105-6 


6.  FOOD  AND  DRUGS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  Vhat  the  Judiciary  Committee  "announc¬ 

ed  that  it  had  completed  consideration  of  additional  amendments  recommended  by 
the  President  to  S.  1552,  proposed  Z)rug  Industry  Antitrust  Act... and  agreed  to 
report  to  the  Senate  an  amendment  /to  serve  asV  substitute  for  the  text  of  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  committed  on  July  19,  1$62."  p.  D746 

7.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Mansfield  and  others  commended  the  Bonneville  Power 

Administration  on  its  25th  apmiversary.  pp.  16023-33 

8.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sens.  Mor4e  and  McCarthy  inserted  spadthes  by  Brazilian  Ambassa¬ 

dor  Campos  on  problems  involved  in  our  relations  with  L\tin  America,  pp.  16040- 
4 

9.  FOOD;  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURE.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  articldon  the  food  situa¬ 

tion  in  Cuba,  "Rise/in  Food  Prices  in  Havana  Continues  as  Quality  Declines." 
p.  16049 

10.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  /Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  16th\semiannual  re¬ 

port  on  activities  under  Public  Law  480  (H.  Doc.  526).  pp.  15904\l6021 

11.  COPYRIGHTS.  /The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  J.  '''Res.  627, 

to  continue  until  Dec.  31,  1965,  the  renewal  term  of  any  copyright,  subsisting 
on  the  d^te  of  approval  of  the  resolution,  where  «uch  renewal  term  would  other¬ 
wise  expire  prior  to  Dec.  31,  1965  (S.  Rept.  1888).  p.  16022 


12.  HOLIDAYS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  217'l 
malting  Sept.  17  each  year  a  legal  holiday  to  be  known  as  Constitution  Day  (S. 
Rept.  1902).  p.  16022 
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after  half  a  century  of  debate,  and  immedi¬ 
ately  the  World  Bank  Increased  the  cautious¬ 
ness  vi of  its  movements,  shifting  resources 
to  other  continents  and  even  lending  to 
some  countries  that  cannot  at  all  be  called 
underdeveloped.  We  fear  that  the  same 
effect  has  ^occurred  In  the  existing  institu¬ 
tions  of  credit  since  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress  was  announced.  The  Eximbank  for  in¬ 
stance,  appearsSto  have  found  that  it  is  over¬ 
committed  in  relation  to  some  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  countries,  when  the  whole  concept  of 
the  Alliance  for  Progress  is  that  the  United 
States  is  undercommitted  in  Latin  America 
and  that  the  flow  of  funds  must  be  greatly 
accelerated.  \ 

This  intriguing  paradox  is  a  dangerous 
one.  It  seems  that  everys. increase  in  the 
general  level  of  confidence  on.  the  availablity 
of  capital  for  development  Has  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  lowering  the  actual  now  of  capital 
from  each  of  the  sources  concesmed.  And 
yet,  the  total  sum  of  the  funds  available  to 
underdeveloped  countries  is  but  the  aggregate 
of  these  unitary  inputs.  N. 

We  have  here  somewhat  of  a  magus  ex¬ 
pectation.  And  magical  substances  com¬ 
bined  with  unsatisfied  hopes  can  be  higniv 
explosive.  \ 

Another  aspect  of  this  antinomy  is  rooted 
in  the  diverse  and  often  incompatible  mo¬ 
tivation  of  the  AID  legislation.  This  leg¬ 
islation  is  geared  to  the  basic  purpose  of 
promoting  economic  and  social  development. 
But  it  is  also  a  protectionist  instrument. 
Such  requirements  for  instance,  as  that  50 
percent  of  the  weight  (and  not  only  of  the 
value)  of  the  financed  goods  (with  a  separate 
demonstration  for  each  type  of  cargo-liner, 
bulk  and  tanker)  be  shipped  on  American 
bottoms,  unless  unavailable,  impose,  first,  a 
tremendous  bureaucratic  exercise,  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  compel  the  recipient  countries,  which 
so  far  had  been  advised  to  move  in  the 
direction  of  liberalizing  exchange  and  trade 
controls,  to  reestablish  extensive  controls 
of  foreign  trade.  For  balance-of-payment 
reasons,  the  system  of  tied  loans  has  also 
been  established.  In  addition  to  being  of 
doubtful  effectiveness,  except  if  the  recipient 
country  establishes  trade  controls  to  alter 
its  overall  pattern  of  demand,  it  again  creates 
a  serious  administrative  rigidity,  particularly 
in  the  case  of  loans  for  the  local  cost  com¬ 
ponent  of  social  development  projects  which 
do  not  depend  on  specific  imports.  Another 
operational  complication  we  have  had  to 
face  is  that  the  financing  from  AID  is  con¬ 
tingent  upon  nonavailability  of  other 
sources  of  free  world  financing  on  reasonable 
terms  and  conditions. 

In  most  cases,  financing  offers  are  obtain¬ 
able  from  other  sources,  but  on  shorter 
terms  and  higher  interest  rates  than  those 
available  in  AID.  The  task  of  evaluating/the 
reasonableness  of  other  sources  of  free  j/orld 
financing  is  highly  subjective;  it  ha/  been 
a  major  retarding  factor  in  loan  decisions 
and  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  another  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  AID  program;  namely,  the 
stimulation  of  American  export/.  It  is  now 
likely  that  another  feature  will  be  inserted 
in  the  legislation,  transfornfing  it  into  an 
instrument  to  enforce  the  .payment  of  com¬ 
pensation  on  expropriated  properties.  Re¬ 
spectable  as  this  objecti/e  may  be — I  do  not 
propose  to  discuss  ity'merits — one  may  ex¬ 
press  concern  lest  th/  multiplicity  of  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  legislaj/on  render  it  so  difficult 
to  administer  tha/  disbursements  will  slow 
down  to  a  trickle/ 

Finally  we  cime  to  the  antinomy  of  trade 
versus  aid.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the 
amount  of  dollars  Latin  American  countries 
have  failej*  to  receive,  in  recent  years,  as  a 
result  c declining  prices  of  their  exports 
to  the  .United  States,  is  comparable,  and  In 
some /instances  superior  to  the  amount  of 
dollars  received  under  the  form  of  loans  and 
grants  from  the  United  States. 


It  would  seem  much  more  natural  if  the 
Latin  American  countries  could  obtain  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  the  foreign  exchange  they 
need  for  their  economic  development  through 
the  normal  channel  of  international  com¬ 
merce.  Aid  could  well  be  meant  to  be  a 
supplement  to  this  natural  source  of  funds. 
Yet,  since  the  international  trade  in  primary 
commodities  deteriorated  so  far  that  aid  has 
become,  for  some  countries,  the  main  ex¬ 
ternal  supplier  of  funds  for  development, 
then  one  ought  at  least  to  make  sure  that 
hard  currency  income  from  exports  shall  not 
continue  its  downward  trend,  for  otherwise 
losses  in  trade  would  offset  the  flow  of  grants 
and  loans. 

Two  months  ago  the  Colombian  Minister 
of  Finance,  Mr.  Jorge  Mejia  Palacio,  de¬ 
clared:  “I  come  from  a  country  that  has  re¬ 
ceived  substantial  assistance  from  the  Al¬ 
liance  *  *  *  Nevertheless,  the  losses  suffered 
in  the  coffee  market  since  the  Punta  del  Este 
Conference  are  two  or  three  times  greater 
than  the  special  aid  received.” 

The  seriousness  of  the  problem  can  be  il¬ 
lustrated  by  a  few  numerical  examples.  Be¬ 
tween  1953  and  1961  the  weighted  average 
price  of  Latin  American  exports  to  the  United 
States  (excluding  Cuba  and  Venezuela)  fell 
.by  20  percent  while  the  U.S.  export  prices 
Xpse  by  10  percent.  If  Latin  American  ex-/ 
pHrt  prices  had  remained  at  1953  levels,  th/ 
volume  of  their  exports  to  this  country /m 
196l\v,'ould  have  yielded  an  additional  Rev¬ 
enue  \f  the  United  States,  $1.4  billion  in 
1961  alone,  a  sum  which  exceeded  4 ne  en¬ 
tire  flow  Vf  U.S.  funds  from  any  so/rce,  in¬ 
cluding  private  capital,  last  year/ 

In  the  las\  2  years  alone,  which/ encompass 
the  drawing  Nof  the  Bogota  /ct  and  the 
launching  of  Ne  Alliance  fa/  Progress,  co¬ 
coa  has  declined  in  price  by  26  percent,  sugar 
by  20  percent,  coffee  by  A  further  8  per¬ 
cent,  after  a  continuous /all  since  1955.  It 
might  be  recalled  thStA  drop  of  1  cent  in 
the  price  of  coffee  mffy  signify  for  Latin 
America  a  loss  of  excftante  resources  of  close  * 
to  $40  to  $50  millionN  thus  nullifying 
the  effects  of  mo/ths  of  painful  loan  nego¬ 
tiations.  /  \ 

While  I  do  n/t  pretend  to  impart  any  spe¬ 
cial  rigor  to  those  computationsNthey  under¬ 
line  a  striking  fact.  To  a  ver\  large  ex¬ 
tent  the  fl/w  of  capital  from  all  UN.  sources 
to  Latin America  did  not  even  compensate  in 
net  terms  for  the  decline  in  prices  of  primary 
commodities  in  Latin  America.  ThisNmay 
perhaps  provide  a  clue  to  the  frustrating 
vevmcation  that  despite  what  is  mistakemy 
regarded  as  a  substantial  flow  of  funds  tcN 
/,atin  America  in  the  last  decade,  the  peril-  ' 
ous  drift  towards  stagnation  or  abatement 
of  the  growth  rate  of  the  countries  south 
of  Rio  Grande  has  not  been  detained. 

The  truth  is  that  there  has  not  been  any 
net  transfer  of  real  resources.  What  Latin 
America  has  received  in  the  way  of  financial 
resources,  via  loans  and  grants,  is  barely 
equivalent  to  the  resources  it  has  yielded  to 
the  American  economy,  whose  taxpayers  and 
consumers  enjoyed  lower  prices  for  raw 
materials  and  food  products. 

This  is  of  little  consolation  to  the  taxpay¬ 
er  for  his  tax  burden  is  precise  and  measur¬ 
able,  while  the  benefit  he  receives  as  a  con¬ 
sumer  of  Latin  American  products  is  dif¬ 
fused  and  invisible.  But  the  fact  remains 
that  the  U.S.  economy  as  a  whole  has  not 
lost  treasure  and  substance  in  helping  Latin 
America  and  has  suffered  no  shrinkage  in 
its  gross  retained  product,  while  the  Latin 
American  countries  have  obtained  no  net  ad¬ 
dition  to  their  real  resources  and  have  been 
saddled  with  an  additional  debt  burden. 
This  also  underlines  the  sad  lack  of  percep¬ 
tiveness  of  the  conventional  banking  wis¬ 
dom  which  sees  in  the  balance-of-payments 
difficulties  of  Latin  America  merely  the  re¬ 
sult  of  inflationary  debauchery,  to  be  purged 
by  the  denial  of  loans  and  by  pious  exhorta¬ 


tions  to  put  our  house  in  order  when  in/ 
ternational  trade  is  in  disorder.  / 

The  unnaturalness  of  this  situation  /ills 
for  urgent  remedy.  In  the  Charter  of 
Punta  del  Este  the  American  Republics 
agreed  to  promote  measures  to  reginate  the 
market  of  primary  products.  Imm/diate  and 
decisive  steps  should  be  taken  now  to  cope 
with  this  serious  problem  lest  tue  good  pur¬ 
pose  of  aid  be  destroyed  by  the  vagaries  of 
trade.  / 

The  solution  of  these  unresolved  antin¬ 
omies  will  be  of  fateful  import  for  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Progress.  They  affect  and  involve 
both  Latin  and  North' Americans.  And  we 
both  must  strive  tc/ solve  them.  For  an¬ 
guishing  contradiction  and  conflicting  moti¬ 
vations  are  part  of  the  human  burden  and 
disappear  not  Wth  the  decision  to  develop 
or  even  with  tne  achievements  of  develop¬ 
ment.  / 

/  CONCLUSIONS 

Let  us  1/ok,  with  more  fatigue  than  satis¬ 
faction,  jft  the  results  of  our  inquiry. 

We  liave  reminded  ourselves  that  the 
Alliance  is  not  an  exercise  in  a  political 
vacuum  but  in  a  social  context.  Hence  the 
ne/i  to  create  a  mystique,  capable  of  elicit- 
i/g  a  sense  of  personal  and  national  involve- 
/nent  and  to  act  as  a  countermyth  to  the 
Socialist  lure. 

On  the  political  and  psychological  front 
there  must  be  an  effort  to  understand  the 
popular  aspirations  of  Latin  America  to 
build  their  own  society  in  their  own  ways. 
And  above  all  to  see  in  historical  perspective 
the  rise  of  nationalism — at  times  irreducible 
to  rational  models — and  the  need  for  those 
countries,  as  their  self  reliance  grows,  to 
express  their  own  personality  in  world  af¬ 
fairs.  As  a  great  democracy,  trained  in  the 
techniques  of  persuasion  and  not  of  oppres¬ 
sion,  the  United  States  is  better  equipped 
to  understand  and  accept  the  pluralism  of 
new  societies,  than  its  Soviet  rival.  It  should 
find  it  better  to  work  with  a  concert  of 
allies  than  with  a  choir  of  satellites. 

Some  false  assumptions  must  be  discarded. 
There  is  no  sense  in  exaggerating  the  bur¬ 
den  placed  on  the  U.S.  economy  by  the 
launching  of  the  Alliance,  which  in  fact,  to 
judge  from  present  magnitudes,  is  likely  to 
represent  a  much  lesser  effort,  in  real  terms, 
than  that  involved  in  the  Marshall  plan. 
And  an  effort  which  comes  at  time  when  the 
American  economy  has  idle  resources  that 
could  be  fruitfully  mobilized. 

The  stereotype  view  that  money  has  been 
poured  down  the  drain  in  Latin  America 
enriching  only  a  few  has  been  overplayed. 
(The  bulk  of  the  investment  has  been  pro¬ 
ductive  even  though  social  injustice  still 
prevails,  the  pattern  of  investment  remains 
unbalanced  and  a  relentless  effort  must  be 
madev to  achieve  desirable  reforms,  which 
alone  \an  in  the  long  run  yield  self -sus¬ 
tained  growth  and  political  stability. 

But  thXsuccess  or  failure  of  the  Alliance 
hinges  on  \he  solution  of  its  basic  anti¬ 
nomies.  FirNly,  the  need  to  enlist  popular 
support  and  eliminate  skepticism  requires 
the  carrying  out  of  impact  projects  inde¬ 
pendently  from  long-term  reforms  or  ad¬ 
herence  to  canonk  of  monetary  stability. 
This  is  not  an  underestimation  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  refomis  or  a  counsel  for 
laxity  in  their  pursuit.  Nit  is  simply  a  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  fact  thatNif  popular  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  Alliance  is  created  by  the  evi¬ 
dence  of  concrete  deeds,  thNreforms  will  be¬ 
come  a  popular  reinvidicatioh  and  not  an 
abstract  social  prescription.  \ 

The  solution  of  the  seconck  antinomy 
presupposes  a  delicate  balance  between  so¬ 
cial  investment  and  directly  productive 
economic  investment.  The  first  Nabates 
social  unrest  and  tensions  but  only,  the 
second  can  provide  the  basis  for  self  Sus¬ 
taining  growth.  The  third  antinomy  is  tm^t 
of  consented  reform  versus  revolutionary 
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change.  The  path  of  consented  reform  is 
slowest  times  reticent,  but  enduring;  the 
revolutionary  alternative  may  bring  quick 
reform  but  at  the  cost  of  the  immeasurable 
peril  of  \social  convulsion.  The  fourth 
antinomy  Relates  to  planning  and  free 
enterprise.  'Social  pressures  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  modern  context  require  a  large 
degree  of  government  intervention,  while 
political  factors  rhay  impose  the  reservation 
of  special  areas  fok  national  activity.  It  is 
far  from  easy  to  maintain  a  correct  balance 
between  private  motivation  and  planned 


growth  and  it  may  be  expected  that  conflicts 
will  arise  between  governments  and  foreign 
enterprises.  The  use  of  the  leverage  of  aid 
to  interfere  with  the  governments’  freedom 
of  choice  as  to  forms  of  economic  organiza- 


ween  public 
erate  dan- 


tion  and  allocation  of  tasks  b 
and  private  enterprise  may  ge' 
gerous  friction,  which  it  is  imjSerative  to 
avoid  lest  the  desire  to  prevenk  limited 
socialization  lead  to  Socialist  experVfnenta' 
tlon. 


Still  another  antinomy  is  that  bet 
the  political  inspiration  of  the  Alliance 
the  conventional  reactions  of  the  bureau¬ 
cratic  and  banking  apparatus  which  adher 
to  routine  criteria.  Particularly  serious  is 
the  tendency  of  the  lending  agencies  to  sub¬ 
stitute  each  other’s  effort,  rather  than  to 
increase  their  overall  contribution  to  Latin 
American  development.  The  conflicting  and 
diverse  motivations  of  the  AID  legislation 
have  created  major  administrative  problems 
that  are  likely  to  impede  a  rapid  rate  of  dis¬ 
bursements.  Paradoxically,  some  of  its  re¬ 
quirements  could  only  be  implemented  if 
the  receiving  countries  were  to  abandon 
the  advice  they  have  been  freely  given — to 
move  in  the  direction  of  liberalization  of 
trade  and  exchange  controls — in  favor  of  the 
restoration  of  extensive  governmental  trade 
controls. 

The  last  but  perhaps  the  most  important 
antinomy  is  that  between  trade  and  aid. 
The  flow  of  assistance  from  all  U.S.  sources 
has  been  barely  enough  to  offset  the  decline 
in  exchange  resources  of  Latin  America,  due 
to  the  combined  effect  of  falling  prices  of 
primary  products  and  table  or  rising  price 
of  manufactures.  In  a  sense,  there  has  been 
no  transfer  of  real  resources  to  the  Latin 
American  economy  in  the  last  decade,  and 
this  explains  perhaps  the  frustrating  fact 
that  despite  large-scale  financial  assistance, 
the  trend  toward  stagnation  or  abatement 
of  growth  has  not  been  detained  in  most  of 
those  countries.  Ironically,  they  may  have 
only  too  well  abided  by  the  principle  of  self- 
help  :  they  received  no  more  in  aid  than  they 
have  previously  lost  through  trade.  The 
underlines  two  facts.  Firstly  that  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  aid  cannot  be  considered  separately 
from  those  of  trade.  Secondly,  that 
strain  on  the  American  economy  resulting 
from  aid  programs  has  been  grossly  ex: 
gerated;  many  individuals  while  strained 
as  taxpayers  fail  to  realize  how  mucly'they 
saved  as  consumers. 

Let  me  now  say  a  final  word.  One^of  your 
famous  soldiers,  General  MacArtVur,  once 
said  that  there  is  no  substitute  /or  victory. 
It  is  on  this  note  that  I  shalVend.  There 
is  no  substitute  for  a  successful  Alliance 
for  Progress.  It  is  perhaps  /5ur  last  chance 
of  democratic  development. 

There  are  in  this  continent  resources, 
ingenuity  and  skills  conquer  poverty. 
What  we  need  is  a  se/rching  and  constant 
effort  to  understand  each  other,  to  be 
courageous  to  make/mistakes  because  of  ex¬ 
cessive  faith  rathgr  than  stagnate  through 
caution  or  conventional  wisdom. 

This  is  the  /1th  hour.  Let  us  use  this 
chance  to  convert  frustration  into  hope,  to 
convert  dusk' into  dawn,  before  the  southern 
part  of  this  continent,  lured  by  false  totali¬ 
tarian  promises  of  immediate  elimination 
of  pove/ty  and  hunger,  loses  its  soul. 


PENNSYLVANIA  ROLE  IN  BATTLE  OF 

ANTIETAM  100TH  ANNIVERSARY 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  an  announce¬ 
ment  I  have  received  from  Col.  Ray 
Ward  of  the  141st  Regiment  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Volunteers,  Reactivated,  concern¬ 
ing  the  Pennsylvania  Rededication  Day 
services  scheduled  for  the  afternoon  of 
September  1,  1962,  at  the  Antietam  Na¬ 
tional  Battlefield. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  an¬ 
nouncement  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows :  . 

Colorful  Pennsylvania  Rededication  Day 
services  will  be  held  September  1,  1  p.m., 
Antietam  National  Battlefield,  Md.,  Howard 
Brigade  Park,  where  the  density  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  troops  was  the  heaviest  on  that 
bloodiest  day  of  the  Civil  War;  site  of  the 
69th  monument,  representative  monument, 
has  been  selected.  This  10-acre  plot  of  trees 
and  grass  is  excellently  situated  for  traffic 
control,  and  can  house  the  thousands  of 
people  who  are  anticipated  on  this  Labor 
)ay  weekend.  The  U.S.,  Pennsylvania,  and 
iryland  governments  will  be  represented. 
1  yiorm  seats  are  available  for  congressional 
iers,  by  reservation  to  Col.  Ray  Ward, 


executive  officer,  Sayre,  Pa.  Wire  remarks  toy 
this  same  officer. 

Units  m  Civil  War  uniform  will  participate, 
led  by  Gen.  James  Davenport,  retired,  of/the 
famed  Pennsylvania  Brigade  Staff.  Weapons 
used  in  salutm  and  the  bugle  blown,  .were  in 
the  original  battle.  The  service  wilt  include 
material  used  atNhe  original  dedication  serv¬ 
ice,  according  to  Ghaplain  Maj.  (/.  F.  Greene. 


The  VICE  PRES 
ther  morning  busing 
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>ENT./Ts  there  fur- 
5S?  Ji  not,  morning 


August  20 


) 


substitute  for  the  bill,  under  the  pre¬ 
cedents  will  be  considered  as  original 
text  for  the  purpose  of  amendment. 


SMALL  BUSINESS’  DESPERAI 
STRUGGLE  TO  SURVIVI 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  president, 
yesterday’s  New  York  Times  .carried  an 
article  which  had  sensational  facts  in  it 
for  small  business.  The/'  New  York 
metropolitan  area  of  Nev/ York  some  10 
years  ago,  in  1950,  had  153,000  shop¬ 
keepers;  that  is,  153,000  people  who  were 
classified  as  managers,  corporate  of¬ 
ficials,  and  proprietors  in  retail  trade. 
By  1960,  10  ye  ays  later,  although  the 


population  hac 
and  although. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business. 

Without  objection,  the  Senate  re¬ 
sumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  in¬ 
come,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs 
to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agriculture  commodities  and  products 
to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  absence 
of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  proceed¬ 
ings  under  the  quorum  call  may  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Without  objection,  the  committee 
amendment,  in  the  nature  of  a  complete 


'increased  substantially 
/ales  had  enormously  in¬ 
creased,  the  dumber  of  retail  merchants 
had  dropper  from  153,763  to  only  66,474. 
In  other  words,  there  are  now  fewer  than 
half  as  inany  small  business,  retail  op¬ 
erators' in  New  York  as  there  were  10 
years/ago. 

President,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
startling,  stubborn  fact — that  small  busi- 
Zess  simply  is  not  surviving  in  the  retail 
''area — should  be  brought  home  to  the 
American  people  and  to  the  Congress. 
Incidentally,  this  is  the  principal  reason 
why  I  am  a  sponsor  of  the  quality  stabili¬ 
zation  bill,  which  is  in  the  Commerce 
Commitee.  I  understand  the  bill  was 
unanimously  reported  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  is  now  available  for  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  full  committee.  This 
bill  would  give  retail  small  business  a 
fighting  chance  to  survive  by  providing 
a  chance  for  a  reasonable  margin  be¬ 
tween  his  cost  and  his  selling  price. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  article  by  Will  Lissner, 


published  in  the  New  York  Times,  en¬ 
titled  “Small  Businesses  Declining  in 
Area”  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Small  Businesses  Declining  in  Area 
(By  Will  Lissner) 

The  butcher,  the  baker  and.  the  candlestick 
maker  are  vanishing  from  the  New  York 
pene. 

lew  tabulations  of  the  1960  Federal  census 
shoV  there  are  now  66,474  managers,  corpo¬ 
rate  officials  and  proprietors  in  retail  trade 
in  thk  New  York  metropolitan  area.  In 
1950  thete  were  153,763  such  shopkeepers. 

The  lithe  store  tended  by  a  neighborhood 
shopkeeperhtas  been  replaced  by  a  section  of 
large  stors^. .  with  exceptions  becoming 


rarer,  the  butcher  shops  are  departments  in 
giant  chain  supermarkets;  the  bakeries  are 
shelved  walls  anckeases  in  the  markets,  and 
candles,  mostly  tne  product  of  automated 
factories,  are  sold  in\markets,  variety  stores, 
and  gift  shops. 

Other  retailing  developments  reflected  in 
the  area’s  statistics  are  the  development  of 
chain  retail  shops,  run  bySelerks  supervised 
by  a  divisional  or  regional  manager;  the  rise 
of  shopping  centers  where  nearly  every  store 
is  a  collection  of  departments,  and  the 
growth  of  self-service  outlets  where  fewer 
employees  require  fewer  general  supervisors. 

PROPRIETORS  DECLINE 

As  a  result  of  these  and  other 
ments,  managers,  officials,  and  propriet 
businesses  of  all  types,  as  a  group,  declN 
7.9  percent  in  the  area  over  the  deca 
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Mr.  Granik.  I’m  sorry,  gentlemen.  I  must 
interrupt.  We’ll  return  after  this  important 
announcement. 

Thank  you  very  much,  John  E.  Swear¬ 
ingen,  Npresident  of  Standard  Oil  Co.  of 
Indiana\  Senator  Roman  Hruska,  Repub¬ 
lican,  of  ylebraska;  Congressman  Emanuel 
Celler,  Democrat,  of  New  York;  Congress¬ 
man  Wright  Patman,  Democrat,  of  Texas; 
and  Mr.  A.  E\Perlman,  president  of  the  New 
York  Central 'Railroad .  Now  Join  us  again 
next  month  wken  “All  America  Wants  To 
Know”  will  present  a  discussion  based  on  an 
article  by  Hansdn  Baldwin  entitled  “The 
Proper  Use  of  Power  To  Preserve  Peace,”  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  September  issue  of  the  Read¬ 
er’s  Digest,  the  world’s  most  widely  read 
magazine.  And  now  t\is  is  Theodore  Granik 
bidding  you  goodby.  \ 

Announcer.  “All  America  Wants  To 
Know” — a  monthly  discussion  of  the  great 
questions  facing  our  country,  is  presented 
as  a  public  service  by  the 'Reader's  Digest, 
the  world’s  most  widely  reaV  magazine,  in 
association  with  the  Freedom  Foundation 
at  Valley  Forge.  "All  America  Wants  To 
Know”  is  created  and  produced  gw  Theodore 
Granik,  directed  by  Dennis  B.  Kane,  Senior 
Technician  William  Edmond,  TeclWiical  Di¬ 
rector  Marvin  McCoy.  This  is  Juliaiv  Barber 
inviting  you  to  be  with  us  again  nextVnonth 
when  a  group  of  citizens  will  debate VDoes 
Our  Diplomacy  Reflect  Our  True  Po^er?” 
based  on  the  article  “The  Proper  Use  of  Power 
To  Preserve  Peace,”  by  Hanson  W.  Baldwin, 
appearing  in  the  September  issue  of  the 
Reader’s  Digest,  the  world’s  most  widely  reacf 
magazine. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
I  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
proceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be 
suspended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
we  have  before  us  today  the  farm  bill. 
I  was  very  hopeful  that,  if  a  sufficient 
number  of  Senators  were  present  today 
and  tomorrow,  we  might  be  able  to  take 
some  type  of  final  action  on  the  bill. 

Senators  will  remember  that  during 
May  we  debated  the  farm  issue  for  5  suc¬ 
cessive  days,  and  we  enacted  a  bill, 
which  I  felt  was  a  realistic  approach  to 
the  existing  farm  problem. 

This  bill  was  reported  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  on  April 
27,  and  on  May  25  the  bill  was  sent  to 
the  House. 

The  situation  that  developed  was  very 
peculiar,  in  that  the  House  Committee 


on  Agriculture  tabled  Senate  bill  3225, 
which  was  passed  by  this  body  on  May 
25,  and  reported  out  a  House  bill,  H.R. 
12391,  which  was  passed  by  the  House 
on  July  19,  and  is  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  normal  legislative  procedure 
would  have  been  for  the  House  to  substi¬ 
tute  their  language  for  the  language  of 
S.  3225  and  for  the  bill  then  to  have  gone 
to  conference  on  the  provisions  in  dis¬ 
agreement.  Why  the  other  body  chose 
to  ignore  normal  legislative  procedure, 
I  do  not  know.  However,  the  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  the  Senate  is  now  confronted 
again  with  a  farm  bill  for  consideration. 

The  Senate  study  of  this  subject  may 
be  said  to  date  from  the  delivery  of  the 
President’s  message  on  agriculture  on 
January  31  of  this  year  and  the  introduc¬ 
tion  by  me,  as  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  of  S. 
2786  on  February  2.  The  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  held 
full  and  complete  hearings  on  that  bill, 
and  following  almost  2  weeks  of  execu¬ 
tive  sessions,  reported  S.  3225  on  April 
27.  Nearly  a  month  was  allowed  for  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  that  bill  before  it  was  taken 
up  by  the  Senate  on  May  21,  debated  at 
great  length,  amended  and  finally  passed 
on  May  25.  Between  that  date  and  July 
19,  nearly  2  months  later,  when  H.R. 
12391  was  passed  by  the  House,  it  had 
ffieen  necessary  to  enact  Public  Law  87- 
450,  extending  the  final  date  for  pro¬ 
claiming  1963  wheat  marketing  quotas 
to  June  15;  Public  Law  87-485,  extending 
the  final  date  for  proclaiming  1963  wheat 
marketing  quotas  to  July  15;  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  87-540,  extending  the  final  date 
for  conducting  the  1963  wheat  marketing 
quota  referendum  to  August  31, 1962. 

Madam  President,  I  hope  that  this 
body  will  act  swiftly  in  approving  a  farm 
bill.  Inasmuch  as  this  legislation  has 
been  before  the  Senate  for  almost  7 
months,  I  see  no  reason  why  it  will  be 
necessary  to  engage  in  lengthy  debate. 
The  issues  before  the  Senate  today  are 
the  same  as  those  that  were  considered 
by  this  body  for  5  full  days,  May  21 
through  May  25.  At  that  time  the  Sen¬ 
ate  worked  its  will,  amended  S.  3225, 
which  was  reported  from  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  April  27,  and  passed  a  bill  which 
in  my  opinion  was  a  realistic  approach 
to  the  problem  of  overproduction  and 
Government  surpluses. 

In  my  opening  statement  on  May  21, 
I  discussed  the  surpluses  of  wheat  and 
feed  grains  which  now  exist.  In  the  in¬ 
tervening  3  months,  no  developments 
have  occurred  which  would  change  this 
to  any  appreciable  extent.  As  of  May  31 
the  Federal  Government  had  $2.4  billion 
invested  in  1.2  billion  bushels  of  wheat. 
This  is  about  a  full  year’s  supply  for 
both  domestic  and  export  requirements. 

Many  efforts  in  the  past  have  been 
made  to  rectify  the  continual  build-up 
in  wheat  surpluses.  In  1959  and  again 
in  1960  the  Senate  passed  bills  which 
provided  permanently  reduced  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat.  However,  neither 
of  these  became  law.  In  1961  there  was 
passed  the  so-called  emergency  wheat 
program,  which  provided  for  a  manda¬ 
tory  10  percent  cut  in  acreage  allotments 
and  up  to  an  additional  30  percent  volun¬ 


tary  retirement  of  acreage  for  which 
wheat  farmers  would  be  paid.  Under 
this  emergency  program  farmers  signed 
up  15.1  million  acres  which  were  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat. 

The  latest  estimate  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  indicates  that  the 
production  of  wheat  in  1962  will  be  about 
177  million  bushels  less  than  that  pro¬ 
duced  in  1961,  and  that  total  stocks 
on  June  30  were  about  150  million  bushels 
less  than  last  year.  It  is  anticipated — 
I  hope  Senators  will  listen — that  total 
payments  to  farmers  for  this  reduction 
will  amount  to  about  $333  million  dol¬ 
lars,  or  almost  $2  a  bushel. 

Madam  President,  there  is  little  doubt 
that  the  present  permanent  laws  relat¬ 
ing  to  wheat  must  be  changed,  and  I  am 
happy  to  say  that  H.R.  12391,  as  reported 
by  the  Committee,  would  provide  for  a 
permanent  change  in  the  wheat  laws. 

However,  I  cannot  say  the  same  about 
the  feed  grains.  Repeatedly,  Madam 
President,  and  until  May  25  of  this  year, 
the  Senate  had  been  unable  to  devise 
and  pass  a  realistic  program  for  corn 
and  the  other  major  feed  grains.  For 
some  reason  or  other,  which  I  cannot 
explain,  corn,  although  a  basic  com¬ 
modity,  has  always  been  set  on  a  pedes¬ 
tal,  above  and  beyond  other  basic  com¬ 
modities.  While  the  producers  of  cot¬ 
ton,  and  of  rice,  and  of  tobacco,  and  of 
peanuts  have  had  to  submit  to  rigid  con¬ 
trols  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price 
supports,  the  producers  of  corn  have 
been  allowed  unlimited  production  and 
have  also  enjoyed  the  benefits  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  price  supports.  This  is  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  been  compelled,  under 
the  favorable  laws  in  effect  for  feed 
grains,  to  buy  up  huge  surpluses  and  to 
pay  farmers  for  not  producing,  Which  has 
cost  the  Government  billions  of  dollars. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  of  May  31  of  this 
year,  the  latest  data  available,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  $2.7  billion  invested  in  2  y2 
billion  bushels  of  feed  grains  that  are  in 
excess  of  our  needs  and  that  have  accu¬ 
mulated  because  of  excess  production 
under  the  favorable  program  in  effect 
for  these  commodities. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  yield  in  just 
a  moment. 

In  the  last  debate  on  this  measure 
I  put  a  table  in  the  Record  which  shows 
that  the  carrying  charges  alone,  such 
as  storage  and  so  forth,  for  the  feed 
grains  and  wheat  amounted'  to  $900 
million  in  fiscal  year  1961.  Later  on  in 
debate  I  expect  to  elaborate  on  losses 
sustained  on  all  commodities  over  the 
years. 

Before  I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  I  wish  to  say  that  it  seems  strange 
to  me  I  should  get  a  lot  of  letters  from 
constituents  at  home — I  believe  these 
letters  are  stimulated  by  activities  of 
certain  farm  organizations  there — in 
which  it  is  claimed  that  to  put  controls 
on  the  production  of  corn  and  other 
feed  grains  would  be  socialistic,  that  it 
would  border  on  communism.  But  the 
truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we  apply 
the  same  methods  to  cotton,  to  tobacco, 
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and  to  rice.  I  have  not  heard  that  any 
of  these  programs  is  either  communistic 
or  socialistic.  Why  such  propaganda 
should  be  used  in  opposition  to  this  bill 
throughout  the  country  is  beyond  my 
understanding. 

As  I  have  stated,  and  as  I  have  often 
previously  stated,  the  only  basic  crops 
to  which  we  provide  price  supports, 
which  have  resisted  any  kind  of  acreage 
controls,  are  corn  and  other  feed  grains. 

They  have  always  been  offered  and 
have  received  price  supports,  with  little 
or  no  controls. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  says  that 
as  of  some  time  in  May,  I  believe,  it  was 
reported  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  had  an  investment  in  2V2 
billion  bushels  of  feed  grains. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Under  loan  or  in  in¬ 
ventory — 21/2  billion  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  of  what  date  was 
that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  May  31.  That  was 
the  latest  available  date. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  1? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  May  31. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Two  and  a  half  billion 
bushels? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Peed  grains  are  fed  at 
the  rate  of  almost  6  billion  bushels  a 
year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  that  amount  would 
represent  about  a  5-month  supply. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Just  about.  It  has 
been  reduced  some.  As  I  remember, 
there  was  a  carryover  of  some  85  million 
tons.  That  has  been  reduced  to  about 
73  million  tons. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Is  there  not  always 
a  great  danger,  if  we  do  not  do  some¬ 
thing  in  respect  to  requiring  strict  con¬ 
trols  on  the  feed  grains,  if  we  keep  pay¬ 
ing  out  billions  of  dollars  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  money  without  getting  -proper 
controls,  that  this  is  more  than  apt  to 
break  down  our  whole  program  for  the 
fanners  of  this  Nation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  doubt  about  it.  I  would  not  blame 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  for  revolt¬ 
ing  against  the  program,  because  it  does 
not  add  up,  and  it  does  not  make  sense 
for  us,  to  keep  on  hand  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  wheat,  corn,  and  other  feed 
grains  and  be  unable  to  control  the  pro¬ 
duction  in  keeping  with  our  require¬ 
ments. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  as  I  have  pointed 
out,  there  is  on  hand  a  1-year  supply. 
Under  the  law  as  it  is  now  written  and 
on  the  books,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  compelled  to  provide  for  the 
planting  of  55  million  acres  of  wheat 
and  to  support  the  price  at  from  75  to 
90  percent  of  parity.  It  does  not  add  up 
for  us  to  be  in  that  position.  All  the  bill 
seeks  to  do  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
acreage  planted  in%  wheat  and  corn  and 
feed  grains. 

But  at  the  same  time  I  point  out  that 
we  ought  to  make  it  possible,  for  at 
least  the  next  2  or  3  years,  for  the 


income  of  the  producers  of  wheat  to 
be  about  what  farmers  are  receiving 
now.  I  realize  that  it  will  be  costly,  but 
something  must  be  done  for  the  future. 
We  cannot  continue  to  pile  up  wheat  year 
after  year  in  the  manner  that  we  have 
been  doing  in  the  past  few  years;  and 
unless  Congress  passes  a  law  that  would 
give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the 
right  to  reduce  the  number  of  acres 
upon  which  wheat  is  to  be  grown,  we 
shall  be  confronted  with  the  same  situ¬ 
ation  year  after  year. 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  law  that 
would  prevent  a  farmer  from  pouring 
fertilizer  on  wheat  acreage  to  increase 
production.  In  1938,  when  the  wheat 
law  was  enacted,  a  provision  was  inserted 
in  the  law  under  which  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  unable  to  act  if  the  na¬ 
tional  allotment  of  acres  was  55  million 
acres  or  less.  At  that  time  average 
wheat  production  was  13.3  bushels  per 
acre.  Today  average  production  is  26.2 
bushels  per  acre,  and  the  same  minimum 
acreage  is  in  effect. 

It  does  not  add  up.  Something  must 
be  done  to  prevent  the  accumulation  of 
much  wheat  that  we  do  not  need.  I 
assure  the  Senate  that,  as  presented  to 
the  Senate,  the  bill  would  not  materially 
hurt  the  farmers  but  would  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
proceed  to  allocate  wheat  production  and 
maintain  production  in  keeping  with  our 
needs.  That  is  what  I  want  to  do.  I  am 
sure  Senators  know  that  for  the  past 
5  or  6  years  we  have  been  trying  to  do 
exactly  that,  but  to  no  avail. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Madam 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Would 
the  Senator  be  willing  to  have  a  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  bill  that  would  exempt  from 
stringent  acreage  controls  any  kind  or 
variety  of  wheat  which  is  in  short  supply? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  now  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  which  would  permit 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  do  so. 
We  have  not  spelled  out  in  the  bill  how 
the  Secretary  shall  do  so,  but  we  have 
given  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
some  leeway  to  permit  the  production  of 
wheat  that  is  in  short  supply. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  would  not  want  to  establish  a 
rigid  program  which  would  require  a 
reduction  of  acreage  of  varieties  of  wheat 
that  are  in  short  supply,  would  he? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  would  not 
want  to  do  that.  If  it  were  possible  to 
be  specific  as  to  how  to  draft  such  a 
provision,  I  would  not  mind  having  it  in 
the  law.  I  believe  that  the  language 
contained  in  the  law  now  leaves  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  with  some  leeway 
to  try  to  meet  the  problem  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  mentioned 
that  the  yield  in  the  production  of  winter 
wheat  in  19.61  was  26.5  bushels  per  acre. 
I  think  the  chairman  will  find  that  this 
year  the  estimated  average  of  all  winter 
wheat  is  24.7  bushels.'  In  1960  it  was  22 
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bushels.  Therefore,  we  do  not  always 
have  the  26.5  bushels  average  yield  in 
winter  wheat.  The  production  in  1961 
was  1,076,274,000  bushels  in  the  winter 
wheat  area,  and  in  1962  we  grew  only 
835,791,000  bushels,  or  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  reduction  in  winter  wheat  produc¬ 
tion.  I  thought  those  figures  should  be 
made  a  part  of  the  Record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  intend  to  point  up 
later  in  my  argument,  when  I ‘present 
the  actual  figures  of  production  from 
1950  to  date,  what  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  alluded  to.  I  realize  that 
not  every  year  do  the  farmers  produce 
26.2  bushels  per  acre  on  an  average.  I 
know  that.  But  generally  speaking,  the 
Senator  must  agree  that  the  increase  in 
production  of  wheat  has  been  consider¬ 
able  since  1938. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  feel  confident  that 
if  back  in  1958,  when  we  tried  to  deal 
with  the  wheat  problem,  Congress  had 
taken  specific  action,  as  it  did  with  re¬ 
spect  to  corn  and  other  feed  grains,  as 
well  as  cotton,  rice,  and  other  crops,  we 
might  have  made  progress. 

Unfortunately,  in  the  case  of  corn, 
back  in  1958  we  were  not  able  to  obtain 
any  kind  of  acreage  controls.  That  was 
not  the  case  with  respect  to  cotton  and 
rice. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
proposal  and  suggestion  that  we  con¬ 
tinue  the  present  voluntary  program  on 
wheat,  on  which  farmers  will  vote  on 
August  30  of  this  year;  or  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  offering  a  suggestion  that  we  take 
some  action  on  wheat  production  for  the 
1963  crop? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  my  opinion  it  is 
now  too  late - 

Mr.  CARLSON.  With  that  I  fully 
agree. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  too  late  to  have 
the  emergency  program  reenacted  in 
time  for  the  referendum.  Of  course,  if 
we  could  pass  the  bill  tomorrow  and 
have  the  House  agree  on  it  this  week, 
there  might  be  time  to  arrange  a  vol¬ 
untary  program.  I  have  been  informed 
that  in  anticipation  of  possible  action  by 
Congress  oh  the  bill  before  August  31, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  ar¬ 
ranged  to  have  either  the  old  law  used 
as  a  vehicle  for  the  planting  of  wheat 
for  this  coming  year,  or  an  emergency 
program  in  the  event  Congress  should 
pass  the  bill  in  time  for  another  year’s 
extension. 

As  I  said,  it  is  a  little  too  late.  If  the 
Senate  will  pass  the  bill  quickly  enough, 
it  is  my  hope  to  have  the  House  agree  to 
a  voluntary  program  for  next  year.  So 
far  as  making  the  program  obligatory,  I 
think  it  is  too  late.  It  may  be  possible, 
even  after  the  program  is  voted  upon 
by  the  farmers,  and  we  use  the  present 
law,  to  have  an  agreement  for  a  provi¬ 
sion  to  be  included  in  conference  where¬ 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be 
permitted  to  proceed  to  obtain  acreage 
reduction  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  CARLSON.  My  thought  on  that— 
and  I  understand  it  is  the  thought  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana — is  that  we 
should  let  the  farmei'S  vote  on  the  1949 
base  acreage  and  support  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  must. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Following  that,  would 
the  Senator  be  willing  to  permit  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  put  into  ef¬ 
fect  for  1  year,  on  a  voluntary  basis,  the 
present  program,  which  we  enacted  last 
year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Why  would  we  not 
write  such  a  provision  into  the  law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  realistic.  The 
House  bill  contains  that  provision.  I  do 
not  wish  to  put  too  much  in  the  bill 
before  the  Senate.  I  want  to  be  able  to 
bargain  with  the  House  conferees. 

What  the  House  should  have  done,  as 
I  pointed  out  a  while  ago,  was  to  take  our 
bill.  The  House  should  have  called  it  up, 
stricken  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause, 
and  inserted  the  House  language.  But 
instead  it  pigeonholed  the  Senate  bill. 
It  did  not  even  let  it  come  to  the  floor  of 
the  House,  except  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
ferring  it  to  a  committee.  After  the  bill 
was  referred  to  the  House  committee, 
some  Member  moved  that  the  bill  be 
pigeonholed,  and  it  was  pigeonholed. 
That  is  the  kind  of  treatment  we  received 
from  the  House.  I  did  not  like  it  a  bit 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Since  it  would  be  im¬ 
possible  to  get  any  legislation  enacted 
before  the  first  of  September,  and  a 
considerable  amount  of  winter  wheat 
will  have  been  planted  before  that-  the 
only  way  we  could  get  any  participation 
in  a  voluntary  program  in  the  areas 
where  the  wheat  had  been  planted  would 
be  to  pay  the  farmers  who  had  already 
planted  for  disking  or  plowing  what  tney 
had  already  planted  and  not  harvested. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  would  be  left 
to  the  farmer.  If  he  wants  to  do  it,  he 
can  do  it.  Effective  participation  could 
be  had  so  far  as  the  spring  wheat  was 
concerned,  of  course. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  be  the  only 
way  the  situation  could  be  handled  so 
far  as  the  wheat  that  has  already  been 
planted  is  concerned;  in  other  words,  if 
the  farmer  wanted  to  participate,  he 
would  have  to  do  so  by  disking  or  plow¬ 
ing  under  some  of  the  acreage  he  had 
already  planted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  a  purely 
voluntary  matter  so  far  as  he  was  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  farmer  saw  fit 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota. 
Madam  President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  was 
happy  to  hear  the  Senator  say  that  it 
was  too  late  to  change  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  now,  which  would  be  voted  on  in 
the  wheat  referendum  to  be  held  in  the 
latter  part  of  August.  I  was  pleased  to 
note  that  the  Senator  is  willing  to  have 
a  voluntary  wheat  acreage  reduction  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  part  of  the  program  for  next 
year. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Does 
the  Senator  believe  that  this  could  be 
done  without  legislation?  The  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Kansas  and  I  are  having  leg¬ 
islation  drawn  up  to  make  it  permissible 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  have 
a  voluntary  wheat  acreage  reduction 
program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  this  crop,  that 
is. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  House  has  that 
provision  contained  in  its  bill.  All  we 
would  have  to  do  would  be  to  accept  the 
voluntary  part  and  strike  the  mandatory 
part,  for  the  reason  that  the  fanners,  I 
presume,  will  vote  for  the  program  that 
is  being  offered,  and  that  is  under  the 
old  law. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  the 
two  Senators  from  Kansas  and  I  offered 
such  an  amendment,  would  the  chairman 
oppose  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  hesitate 
about  that.  I  hope  the  Senators  will 
have  a  little  faith  in  me  and  leave  some¬ 
thing  for  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  in  conference  to  deal  with 
when  we  sit  in  conference  with  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senators  will 
do  that — I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  will  be  on  the  conference 
committee — I  am  sure  there  will  not  be 
any  trouble  in  getting  the  House  to  agree 
to  it.  I  would  prefer  doing  it  in  that 
way  to  having  us  try  to  amend  it  herd. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  sure  that  we 
would  not  want  to  tie  the  Senator’s 
hands  in  the  conference  committee.  The 
suggestion  has  been  made,  and  I  believe 
he  has  agreed  to  it,  that  there  be  a  volun¬ 
tary  program  based  on  this  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  for  those  farmers  who  want  to 
participate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Whether  they  vote 
for  the  program  or  not. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  I  would  be 
happy  to  put  that  program  into  the 
pending  bill  if  it  were  possible  to  get  leg¬ 
islation  enacted  in  time  to  have  the 
referendum.  Last  week  I  advised  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  we  would 
be  delayed  in  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 
It  was  my  advice  to  him  that  he  pro¬ 
ceed  with  his  referendum  and  use  the 
present  law  to  carry  out  the  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  would  be  for 
the  1963  crop.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  that  is  the 
crop  that  is  being  planted  this  fall.  It 
would  be  left  to  the  farmer  to  plow  up, 
if  he  wants  to  do  so,  if  he  had  planted 
his  winter  wheat.  If  he  was  delayed, 
and  had  not  planted  his  winter  wheat, 
the  same  situation  would  apply.  He 
would  get  payments  on  it.  The  same 
thing  would  be  true  with  reference  to 
spring  wheat.  In  that  case,  of  course,  it 
would  be  a  much  easier  matter  to  deal 
with,  because  in  most  States  the  planting 
of  spring  wheat  is  not  started  until 
March  or  April. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  planting  of 
winter  wheat  starts  in  the  midwestern 
area,  including  Kansas  and  Oklahoma, 


around  August  15,  and  runs  until  about 
October  4  or  5. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  obvious  that 
there  would  be  ample  time  to  catch  up 
with  some  of  the  wheatgrowers  who  de¬ 
sired  to  participate  in  a  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  glad  to  say  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  set  to  do  just  that, 
because  he  is  as  anxious  as  I  am  to  try  to 
do  something  to  reduce  the  wheat  pro¬ 
duction.  As  I  pointed  out  a  moment  ago, 
it  is  very  costly.  Under  the  present 
emergency  program  it  is  costing  almost 
$2  a  bushel  for  the  Government  to  divert 
acreage.  That  is  a  very  costly  program. 
If  it  were  not  for  that  fact,  we  could  per¬ 
haps  try  it  for  another  year.  However, 
it  is  my  belief  that  we  ought  to  have  a 
permanent  act  as  soon  as  possible.  I  am 
sure  my  good  friend  from  Kansas  agrees 
with  me. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  agree  fully. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  wTe  do  not  do  that, 
we  will  jeopardize  the  entire  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  I  do  not  want  that  to  happen. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  As  I  understand  it, 
then,  if  the  chairman’s  proposals  were 
adopted  and  if  the  farmers  voted  for  the 
present  program,  we  would  have  a  55 
million  acre  program  and  we  would  have 
a  loan  support  of  $1.82  a  bushel.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  farmer  would  be 
given  the  opportunity  voluntarily  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  program  similar  to  that 
in  effect  in  1962  when  the  support  price 
was  $2  a  bushel,  provided  he  took  at 
least  a  10  percent  reduction,  and  he 
could  take  up  to  a  30  percent  reduction. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  have  to  be 
voluntary. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  not  be 
mandatory. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Ma¬ 
dam  President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Dies 
the  Senator  anticipate  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  would  have  a  higher  price 
support  for  those  who  reduced  the  acre¬ 
age  beyond  the  quota? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  Senator 
from  Kansas  referred  to  the  1962  sup¬ 
port  price,  but  that  would  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  any  producers  in  1963.  The 
point  is  that,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
since  it  is  too  late  to  enact  permanent 
wheat  legislation,  to  make  it  effective  for 
the  1963  program  we  would  provide  a 
voluntary  program  for  1963,  I  am  sure 
the  House  would  go  along  with  us. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  For  a 
price  support  of  75  percent  of  parity. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  There 
has  been  a  rumor  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  planned  a  higher  price  sup¬ 
port  for  those  farmers  who  reduced  their 
acreage  beyond  the  55  million  acreage 
requirement  which  is  what  quotas  are 
based  on. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  something 
that  could  be  discussed  in  conference. 
I  realize  that  in  order  to  get  even  a  vol¬ 
untary  cutback  in  acreage  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  it  attractive  enough. 
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That  we  can  find  out  as  we  go  along;  in 
conference  we  can  stipulate  what  that 
is  going  to  be. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  It  is 
possible  to  make  it  attractive  in  two 
ways;  first  by  payments  for  reduced 
acreage  and  second,  to  have  a  higher 
price  support  program  for  those  farmers 
who  decreased  their  acreage  in  which 
case  we  would  run  into  a  great  deal  of 
confusion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  notice  that  in  the  ma¬ 
terial  which  has  been  sent  to  us,  the 
Secretary  estimates  that  our  require¬ 
ments  for  wheat  will  be  100  million 
bushels,  approximately,  less  this  market¬ 
ing  year  than  total  consumption  last 
year.  Does  the  Senator  know  the  rea¬ 
son  for  this  lessening  in  the  require¬ 
ments  for  wheat? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  Secretary  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  was  wondering  where 
he  got  the  estimates. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  what 
he  had  in  mind.  Those  figures  may 
have  been  misunderstood.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  has  said  to  me  that 
in  order  to  produce  the  wheat  necessary 
for  our  needs,  with  what  we  had  on 
hand,  it  would  require  only  10  million 
acres.  However,  because  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  law  he  had  to  make  it  55  million 
acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Of  course  reducing  our 
planting  to  10  million  acres  Would  leave 
us  with  no  reserve  whatever.  I  am  sure 
the  Secretary  would  not  want  to  do  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Secretary 
merely  pointed  that  out  in  order  to  de¬ 
pict  what  he  had  to  do  under  the  law 
which  would  result  in  production  of 
much  more  wheat  than  was  necessary. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  no  question  that 
the  55-million-acre  program  has  been 
responsible  for  larger  supplies  on  hand 
than  are  advisable.  What  has  been 
bothering  me  is  that  they  estimate  the 
use  of  wheat  will  be  100  million  bushels 
less  this  year  than  actual  consumption 
last  year,  and  the  question  which  has 
been  asked  me  is:  Have  the  Common 
Market  countries  been  buying  excep¬ 
tionally  large  amounts  of  American 
wheat  at  1961  prices  because  they  expect 
that  American  wheat  may  be  cut  out 
of  their  market  next  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Since  my  answer 
was  made  to  the  Senator,  I  was  handed 
a  memorandum  which  indicates  that  the 
reason,  apparently,  is  that  our  exports 
in  1962,  as  compared  with  1961,  will  be 
about  100  million  bushels  less. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  hit  an  alltime 
record  this  year  of  714  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  But  the  esti¬ 
mate  is  that  it  will  be  100  million  bushels 
less.  The  figure  may  be  wrong.  That  is 
the  estimate,  and  that  is  where  the  100- 
million-bushel  figure  was  obtained. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  estimate  is  that 
oversea  exports  will  drop,  just  as  cotton 
exports  have  been  dropping  this  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 


Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  just  read  a  New 
York  Times  article  on  this  subject.  The 
article  states  that  the  Common  Market 
countries,  anticipating  that  higher  tar¬ 
iffs  will  be  placed  upon  grain,  had  bought 
heavily,  and  believe  their  imports  will  be 
less  in  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Outside  of  Japan  and 
India,  the  Common  Market  countries 
have  been  the  big  purchasers  of  Ameri¬ 
can  wheat.  It  is  anticipated  that  they 
expect  the  exclusion  of  American  wheat 
in  the  years  ahead  and  have  been  buying 
it  in  advance. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
to  continue  with  my  prepared  statement, 
the  Senate  has  acted  on  two  previous 
occasions  in  an  effort  to  cut  down  on  the 
costly  surplus  which  has  accumulated  in 
Government  hands..  On  March  10  of 
last  year  the  Senate  passed,  and  the 
Senate  signed,  a  bill  providing  for  the 
so-called  emergency  feed  grain  program 
for  1961.  Then,  on  July  26,  the  Senate 
passed  the  bill  extending  the  so-called 
emergency  feed  grain  program  for  1962. 
That  was  done  when  it  became  apparent 
that  Congress  would  not  pass  a  new  farm 
bill  for  1962. 

For  the  same  reason,  we  are  now  be¬ 
ing  asked  again  to  extend  the  emergency 
programs  for  a  third  year.  If  that  would 
cure  the  evil,  I  would  say,  “Let  us  do 
so”;  but  it  will  not  cure  the  evil.  As  I 
said  awhile  ago,  we  will  spend  $1,117 
million  this  year  on  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  of  diverting  the  production  of  corn 
and  other  feed  grains,  but  the  bushelage 
will  be  reduced  mighty  little  in  contrast 
with  the  amonut  that  has  been  spent  in 
order  to  attain  that  goal. 

The  House  measure,  as  well  as  the 
Senate  measure,  provides  for  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  emergency  program  for  the 
1963  crop.  As  I  shall  indicate  a  little 
later,  I  myself  might  foster  such  a  pro¬ 
vision,  provided  at  the  end  of  the  emer¬ 
gency  there  would  be  permanent  legis¬ 
lation;  but  I  do  not  believe  the  Senate 
should  adopt  any  emergency  program, 
only  to  be  confronted  at  the  end  of  the 
emergency  program  with  the  same  laws 
which  now  confront  us  on  the  statute 
books  and  have  given  us  so  much  trouble. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Did  the  Senator 
use  the  figure  $1,107  million? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  $1,117  million. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  What  does  that 
cost  include?  Does  it  include  the  cost  of 
storage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Corn  payments, 
$780  million.  I  had  planned  to  cover 
that  later.  Sorghum  grain  payments, 
$152  million;  barley,  $45  million;  for  a 
total  of  $977  million;  plus  administrative 
costs  of  $40  million,  or  a  grand  total  of 
$1,117  million. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  How  much  of  that 
is  for  payments  in  kind  out  of  surplus? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  in  the  corn 
payment.  It  means  payments  in  cash 
and  payments  in  kind.  That  is  the 
amount  the  farmer  can  realize. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  So  the  substantial 
proportion  of  this  would  be  simply  the 
paying  farmers  in  surplus  corn  that  is 
now  in  storage,  or  at  least  having  it 
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liquidated;  and  in  the  course  of  doing 
this,  the  cost  of  the  farm  program  would 
be  reduced  in  subsequent  years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes ;  but  reduced  in 
this  way,  in  that  less  com  would  be  pro¬ 
duced,  but  the  corn  that  has  been  given 
in  kind  has  cost  the  Government  quite 
a  bit  of  money. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  cost  would  be 
much  more  if  payment  were  not  in  kind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  true  of  an 
emergency  program  for  1  or  2  years,  so 
as  to  provide  a  chance  for  the  drafting 
of  permanent  legislation. 

I  repeat:  That  is  why  I  favored  the 
emergency  legislation.  I  felt  then,  as  I 
feel  now,  that  it  was  better  to  have  such 
legislation  than  to  revert  to  the  1958  law, 
which  permitted  unlimited  production 
with  a  price  support  of  not  less  than  65 
percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  emergency  leg¬ 
islation  is  working  quite  well — better  this 
year  than  last  year.  It  has  greatly  di¬ 
minished  the  surplus.  It  has  done  so 
under  highly  adverse  circumstances  in 
spite  of  two  bumper  crop  years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  very  little  in 
proportion  to  the  amount  of  money  that 
has  been  spent. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  figures  show 
that  there  has  been  a  28-percent  reduc¬ 
tion.  The  Senator  told  us  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  surplus  represents  something  like 
2  y2  billion  bushels,  which,  as  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  points  out,  is  about  a  5- 
month  supply.  When  we  consider  that 
it  would  be  necessary  to  pay  interest, 
storage,  and  transportation  charges  for 
many  years  to  come,  that  is  a  real  saving. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  spent  $780  mil¬ 
lion  last  year;  it  is  expected  that  this 
year  we  will  spend  $1  billion  plus,  and 
at  the  end  of  the  year  there  will  still  be 
a  5-month  supply,  instead  of  a  6- 
month  supply. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  My  argument  is 
that  $1  billion  is  not  a  fair  figure,  be¬ 
cause  if  the  program  did  not  exist,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  spend  much  more. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  we  are  paying 
that  money  out. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  These  are  payments 
in  kind,  surplus  corn — much  of  it  worth¬ 
less — not  money. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  know  they  are  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind;  but  in  order  to  make  the 
program  cost  less,  as  Was  calculated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  it  might  be 
necessary  to  keep  grain  on  hand  for  7 
or  8  years.  That  is  the  way  it  has  been 
figured  to  show  that  there  would  be  a 
saving  of  about  $500  million  from  the 
first  program  that  was  put  on  the  statute 
books.  That  was  the  estimate  made  by 
Mr.  Freeman,  if  the  emergency  program 
were  offered.  It  was  estimated  that  in 
the  long  pull  it  would  save  the  taxpayers 
$500  million.  But  in  the  long  pull,  it 
was  calculated  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  retain  corn  and  other  feed  grains  in 
storage  for  perhaps  as  long  as  10  years. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Taking  the  entire 
cost  of  the  feed  grain  program  from  1953 
to  the  present  time  and  placing  it  in  the 
same  perspective  or  relationship  to  its 
cost,  the  cost  is  something  like  5  percent 
of  the  value  of  the  freed  grains. 

The  cost  of  food  in  this  country  is 
much  lower  than  in  any  other  nation  of 
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the  world.  It  is  lower  than  ever  before 
in  the  history  of  the  country.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  cost  of  this  program 
would  be  a  reasonable  cost.  It  is  not  a 
cost  that  would  be  so  heavy  that  we 
should  think  in  terms  of  imposing  man¬ 
datory  controls  on  farmers  or  diminish¬ 
ing  farm  income.  I  think  farm  income 
is  disgracefully  low  now. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  method  that 
was  invoked  by  the  Secretary  for  various 
programs  is  a  slow  process.  All  I  am 
saying  is  that  we  can  adopt  a  better 
program  that  will  cost  less  and  provide 
for  the  farmers  practically  the  same  in¬ 
come.  What  I  am  objecting  to  is  that 
at  the  end  of  the  emergency  programs, 
in  order  to  cut  back  the  production,  we 
will  be  confronted  with  the  same  law  the 
day  after  we  fail  to  reenact  the  emer¬ 
gency  program.  That  is  what  I  am  com¬ 
plaining  of. 

I  do  not  mind  an  emergency  program 
for  another  year,  provided  that  at  the 
end  of  the  emergency  program,  there 
will  be  a  change  in  the  law  from  the 
present  law. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  we  have  had  up  to  now  an  emer¬ 
gency  program;  and  if  the  proposed  law 
is  enacted,  this  will  be  the  third  year 
with  an  emergency  program.  But  what 
do  we  basically  still  have?  The  same 
law  that  has  given  us  so  much  trouble. 
I  want  to  change  that  law,  so  that  those 
who  produce  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
will  be  able  to  produce  in  keeping  with 
our  requirements. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Considering  the  urgency 
of  this  situation,  I  think  we  are  likely 
to  overlook  the  fact  that  the  Secretary’s 
estimates  available  now  do  not  include 
what  will  be  consumed  by  livestock  in 
the  1962  marketing  year,  which  will  be 
far  heavier  than  that  in  the  past  year. 

We  have  about  4  percent  more  cattle 
on  hand  this  year,  and  we  are  feeding 
them  at  a  10  percent  higher  rate  than 
we  were  a  few  years  ago.  That  takes  a 
great  deal  more  feed  grain.  So  I  think 
what  is  now  regarded  as  a  surplus  will 
diminish  quite  rapidly,  and  will  be  down 
almost  to  the  safety  point  in  a  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  that  were  to  oc¬ 
cur,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  should 
be  willing  to  vote  to  permit  the  corn  pro¬ 
ducers  to  grow  whatever  amount  they 
desire,  but  without  price  supports. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  said  that  because  I  do 
not  think  we  can  look  even  2  or  3  years 
ahead.  Probably  we  should  consider  ex¬ 
tending  the  voluntary  program  1  year 
more.  But  perhaps  it  will  not  be  nec¬ 
essary.  Perhaps  2  or  3  years  from 
now  we  shall  be  considering  how  to  en¬ 
courage  greater  production,  instead  of 
reducing  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  under  the  law 
governing  the  production  of  tobacco, 
cotton,  and  other  crops,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  broad  powers  to  in¬ 
crease  production  as  it  is  needed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  true. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  want  the  same 
thing  to  be  incorporated  in  the  law  per¬ 
taining  to  corn  and  other  feed  grains. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  However,  I  would  not  put 
cotton  and  tobacco  in  the  same  class 
with  feed  grains,  because  we  export 
about  50  percent  of  our  cotton  and  to¬ 
bacco,  and  it  is  necessary  to  have  certain 
provisions,  in  order  to  keep  up  our  ex¬ 
ports,  that  we  do  not  need  for  feed 
grains  for  local  feeding. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  same 
argument - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  it  is  a  good  one. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  the  same  ar¬ 
gument  that  has  been  advanced  ever 
since  1936  or  1937,  when  we  really  passed 
the  1938  act. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  was  here  then. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  know  it  is  the  same. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  November  1938, 
I  stood  on  this  floor  and  argued  for  the 
present  law;  but  we  could  never  pin 
down  the  corn  growers  or  the  other  feed 
producers  in  the  same  manner  that  we 
could  the  producers  of  wheat  or  other 
basic  crops.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  will  recall  that  in  1956,  when  we 
had  the  soil  bank  program,  the  then 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  found  in  the 
corn  provisions  a  little  gadget  which  per¬ 
mitted  him  to  pay  farmers  who  were 
noncompliers  25  cents  less  per  bushel 
than  compilers.  The  result  was  that 
everyone  “went  to  town.”  And  that  is 
where  our  trouble  in  corn  started.  As 
I  recall,  in  that  year  we  diverted  over 
5,200,000  acres,  but  the  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  was  $180  million,  and  we  pro¬ 
duced  200  million  additional  bushels  of 
corn — with  5  million  less  acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  always  had  good  law¬ 
yers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  they  were  not 
sharp  enough  that  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  they  have  been 
able  to  interpret  the  laws  we  pass  in 
about  the  way  they  want  them  to  read. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But,  as  I  have  said, 
I  do  not  see  anything  wrong  at  all  with 
saying  to  a  farmer,  “We  will  support  the 
price  of  what  you  produce  of  the  basic 
crops;  but  in  getting  this  price  support, 
you  must  be  willing  to  reduce  your  pro¬ 
duction  until  it  corresponds  with  the 
demand.” 

That  is  all  I  am  asking  in  this  case. 

I  am  a  realist;  I  know  we  tried,  and  did 
pass  the  bill;  but  the  House  turned  us 
down.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am 
willing  to  compromise.  I  am  willing  to 
include  an  amendment  which  will  ex¬ 
tend  the  emergency  program  for  an¬ 
other  year;  but  I  want  it  understood  that 
at  the  end  of  that  year  the  Secretary  will 
not  have  to  go  back  to  the  1958  law. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Vermont  is  will¬ 
ing  to  support  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  willing  to  say  that 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  for 
whom  all  of  us  have  the  greatest  respect, 
might  be  able  to  get  his  compromise, 
provided  he  does  not  try  to  legislate  too 
far  in  advance.  I,  for  one,  cannot  see 
that  far  in  advance;  I  believe  we  have 
to  legislate,  if  not  on  a  year-to-year 
basis,  at  least  very  close  to  it. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  willing  to  in¬ 
corporate  in  the  law  the  same  provisions 
which  apply  to  wheat,  cotton,  and  other 
commodities,  and  to  give  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  a  free  hand  in  having 
produced  what  we  need.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  agree  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  that  probably 
changes  in  the  bill  are  desirable,  and 
that  even  minimum  supports  have  be¬ 
come  incentive  supports,  because  of  the 
greater  efficiency  of  the  farms  and  the 
farmers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  knows  that  we  have  argued  this 
point  on  the  floor  many  times;  namely, 
that  lower  price  supports  with  unlimited 
production  invite  more  production.  That 
is  why  I  do  not  think  very  highly  of  the 
provisions  voted  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives;  I  refer  to  the  provisions  for 
paying  80  percent  of  the  price  for  the  last 
3  years,  which  would  be  about  87  or 
88  cents  a  bushel  for  corn.  If  such  a  law 
were  placed  on  the  statute  books,  along 
with  unlimited  production,  my  guess  is 
that  the  Government  would  have  to  take 
over  quite  a  few  bushels  of  grain,  even 
at  that  low  support  price. 

But  I  return  to  the  proposition  that 
in  my  opinion  this  is  the  only  way  to 
meet  this  challenge,  when  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  called  upon  to  support  the  price 
of  any  commodity,  particularly  where 
there  can  be  acreage  controls.  I  do  not 
see  why  anyone  would  object  to  that. 

When  it  comes  to  milk,  we  have  an¬ 
other  situation;  and  I  discussed  it  here 
on  Friday.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  to  relieve  his  mind,  that 
insofar  as  I  am  concerned  as  manager 
of  this  bill,  it  is  not  my  purpose  to  in¬ 
clude  in  the  bill  an  amendment  affecting 
milk.  It  may  be  that  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  and  other 
Senators  will  attempt  to  have  such  an 
amendment  included.  But  the  point  is 
that  I  believe  we  made  a  strenuous  effort 
and  a  sincere  effort,  earlier  this  year,  to 
have  milk  legislation  placed  on  the 
statute  books;  but  when  we  talked  to  the 
representatives  of  all  the  milk  interests, 
they  could  not  get  together. 

So  I  indicated  then  that  I  would  in¬ 
troduce  a  special  bill — and  I  did  that  on 
Friday,  although  perhaps  I  was  late  in 
doing  it — to  provide  an  opportunity  for 
all  segments  of  the  dairy  industry  to 
come  before  the  commitee  and  get  their 
house  in  order.  If  they  do  not,  I  want 
them  to  know  that  Congress  will  have 
to  do  something  about  milk  production. 
Last  year  it  cost  us  almost  $600  million 
to  handle  the  milk  program;  and  this 
year,  with  the  price  support  29  percent 
less  per  hundred,  the  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  will  be  around  half  a  billion 
dollars. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  First  of  all,  I  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  for  de¬ 
ciding  to  hold  separate  hearings  on  the 
milk  situation,  which  is  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  situation  which  prevails 
for  other  products.  I  would  like  to  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  when  the  Sec¬ 
retary  compares  the  purchase  of  dairy 
products  this  year  with  the  purchase  of 
dairy  products  last  year,  he  includes  for 
last  year  3  months  when  there  were 
virtually  no  purchases  at  all — January, 
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February,  and  March.  Actually,  the 
purchases  of  butter  and  cheese  have  been 
falling  off  sharply  for  several  weeks.  But 
there  is  no  comparison,  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  says  we  are  having  to  buy  more  this 
year  than  last  year.  The  Secretary  in¬ 
cluded  3  months  when  we  were  just 
getting  our  teeth  into  the  program.  We 
hardly  bought  any  butter  and  cheese 
from  January  until  March  of  last  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  a  time  of 
year  when  production  is  at  a  low  ebb,  as 
the  Senator  knows. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Purchases  in  July  for 
butter  and  cheese  this  year  were  much 
less  than  they  were  last  year.  Also,  pro¬ 
duction  of  milk  for  the  last  2  months 
has  dropped  off. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  expect  to  go  into 
a  little  detail  about  the  cost  of  that 
program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea 
to  have  separate  hearings  on  the  differ¬ 
ent  situations. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  doing  what  I 
said  I  would  do.  The  Senator  remem¬ 
bers  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  live  up  to  my 
promises. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  discussed  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem  and  the  feed  grains  problem.  He 
said  the  value  of  the  wheat  surplus  was 
something  over  $2  billion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  $2.4  billion. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  has  also 
said  it  is  his  intention  to  urge  us  in  the 
Senate  to  refrain  from  offering  an 
amendment  which  would  continue  the 
voluntary  wheat  program,  with  the  idea 
that  the  House  will  do  that - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  conference. 

Mr.  COOPER.  But  that  he  would  ask 
the  Senate  to  act  on  the  modified  wheat 
allotment  program  for  the  1964  and  sub¬ 
sequent  crops,  which  the  committee  ap¬ 
proved. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  also  said 
that  the  compulsory  feed  grain  control 
program  should  be  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate — 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  provided,  as  I 
said,  that  the  Senate  will  go  along  with 
me — when  I  say  “me”  I  mean  as  man¬ 
ager  of  the  bill — to  make  it  possible  that 
at  the  end  of  the  next  emergency  period, 
at  the  end  of  next  year,  we  do  away  with 
the  1958  program,  which  forces  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  support  the  price  of  corn 
that  we  do  not  need.  What  that  is  go¬ 
ing  to  mean  is  simply  this:  I  am  trying, 
if  I  can,  to  make  it  possible  that  the 
support  price  for  corn  and  other  feed 
grains  will  be  about  the  same  as  what 
is  now  obtained  for  soybeans  and  crops 
of  that  kind,  if  in  the  meantime  Con¬ 
gress  has  not  passed  special  legislation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Of  course,  all  of  us 
know  the  sincerity  of  the  chairman,  and 
his  wide  knowledge  in  this  field.  I  would 
like  to  make  this  suggestion,  however, 
and  get  his  opinion  on  it:  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  administration,  and  I  may 
say  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and 
the  Congress,  have  an  opportunity  to 


make  a  real  advance  in  step-by-step 
solution  of  the  farm  surplus  problem, 
and  that  is  to  secure  the  adoption  of  a 
revised  and  improved  wheat  allotment 
program.  Wheat  has  been  the  most 
troublesome  and  persistent  surplus  in  the 
whole  field  of  surplus  crops. 

I  think  it  is  possible  to  act  on  the 
wheat  surplus  problem  at  this  time.  I 
voted  for  the  modified  wheat  allotment 
program  in  committee.  I  voted  for 
it  when  it  was  before  the  Senate 
earlier  this  year.  I  do  not  mean 
that  will  make  the  bill  pass,  but 
some  of  us  believe  the  proposed 
wheat  program  would  be  a  start  toward 
bringing  continuing  surplus  and  increas¬ 
ing  farm  program  costs  down  to  a  rea¬ 
sonable  level. 

Why  is  that  not  done?  Why  not  do 
what  can  be  done  this  year — for  wheat — 
and  make  an  advance? 

We  saw  what  happened  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  tried  to  add  a  compulsory  feed  grain 
control  program  to  this  legislation.  Our 
committee  had  considered  it.  We  had 
held  hearings.  The  committee  did  not 
approve  it.  Yet  it  was  forced  in  on  the 
Senate  floor.  It  went  to  the  House,  and 
the  House  defeated  the  farm  bill.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  chairman  will  agree  that  the 
chief  reason  the  farm  bill  was  defeated 
in  the  House  was  the  compulsory  feed 
grains  control  provision.  If  that  is  true, 
why  not  do  what  is  helpful  and  pos¬ 
sible — that  is,  secure  passage  this  year  of 
the  bill  which  was  voted  out  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  to  take  care  of  the  long¬ 
standing  problem  of  surplus  wheat  pro¬ 
duction.  That  would  be  a  great  ad¬ 
vance.  I  make  that  suggestion  with 
great  respect  for  the  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  a  realist.  I 
know  that,  even  if  the  Senate  were  to 
adopt  verbatim  the  grain  provision  we 
adopted  in  May,  we  might  be  confronted 
with  a  proposal  that  the  House  would 
not  even  want  to  go  to  conference  on.  I 
do  not  know  that  that  would  happen,  but 
it  is  my  opinion  that  we  would  probably 
fail  in  getting  enacted  by  the  House  our 
version  of  the  feed  grain  program.  In¬ 
stead  of  trying  to  reenact  the  title  that 
was  adopted  by  the  Senate  last  May,  I 
am  thinking  of  proposing  to  the  Senate 
an  amendment  that  would  continue  the 
present  emergency  feed  grain  program 
for  another  year,  but  to  have  it  coupled 
with  an  amendment  that  the  1958  law, 
insofar  as  corn  and  other  feed  grains  are 
concerned,  would  be  canceled  out,  and 
let  the  corngrowers  have  price  supports 
of  zero  to  90  percent. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  Senator  does  not  propose  to  in¬ 
clude  as  a  part  of  his  amendment,  if  he 
offers  it,  the  compulsory  feed  grain  con¬ 
trol  program? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  do  not  intend 
to. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  intended  to  do  it 
up  to  a  couple  of  weeks  ago.  However,  I 
feel  now  that  that  would  be  unwise  in 
view  of  absenteeism  and  the  change  of 
views  of  a  few  Senators.  I  want  to  say 
that  if  all  Senators  were  present  and 
voting,  I  believe  we  could  get  it  through. 
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Yet,  it  is  not  worth  debating  here  for  an¬ 
other  week  on  that  proposal,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that,  if  it  is  adopted,  we  will  be 
confronted  with  opposition  on  the  part 
of  the  House  and  perhaps  not  get  what 
we  desired.  If  anybody  can  show  me  a 
better  way  than  I  propose,  I  want  him  to 
do  so,  but  what  I  am  trying  to  do  is  pro¬ 
vide  that,  with  the  extension  of  this 
emergency  program  for  another  year, 
the  corn  surpluses  will  be  so  low  that  the 
corn  producers  and  other  feed-grain  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  willing  to  plant  all  they 
want  without  price  supports,  except,  as 
I  have  said,  for  the  provision  of  from  zero 
to  90  percent,  which  is  in  the  law. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  is  talking 
about  having  no  program  for  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  for  the  1964  and  subse¬ 
quent  crops. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  why  in  the 
meantime  we  should  draft  some  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  want  to  emphasize  that,  insofar 
as  the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
concerned,  he  does  not  propose  to  vote 
for  any  extension  unless  at  the  end  of 
that  extension  there  will  be  permanent 
legislation  of  some  kind,  or  something  in 
the  offing  to  provide  for  permanent 
legislation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  say,  however,  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  include  any  measure 
which  would  be  permanent  legislation 
for  feed  grains.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  would  simply  repeal 
the  present  law  insofar  as  corn  and  feed 
grains  are  concerned. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
inclined  to  share  the  views  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont.  I  wish  to  emphasize 
them,  because  I  think  they  are  so  im¬ 
portant.  We  should  not  think  too  far 
in  advance  on  this  program. 

The  fact  is,  as  was  brought  out  that 
there  has  been  a  sharp  drop  in  the  sur¬ 
plus  of  feed  grains.  There  is  real  value 
in  the  voluntary  program.  Perhaps  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  can  refute  this 
argument  and  say  that  under  no  cir¬ 
cumstances  would  it  be  possible,  but  I 
can  see  that  there  may  be  some  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  1963  which  might  make  it 
wise  for  us  to  continue  the  voluntary 
kind  of  program  for  feed  grains.  I  think 
we  might  be  able  to  reduce  the  incentive 
to  over  produce  quite  sharply,  and  in  so 
doing  reduce  the  cost  quite  sharply,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  Americans  are 
greatly  increasing  their  consumption 
of  feed  grains. 

I  think  we  should  emphasize  in  this 
debate — because  it  is  true — the  fact  that 
there  is  a  very  great  difference  between 
the  market  for  feed  grains  and  the  pro¬ 
ducing  of  feed  grains  and  the  market 
for  and  the  producing  of  cotton  and 
other  agricultural  commodities.  The 
fact  is  that  most  of  the  feed  grains 
which  are  produced  are  consumed  on 
the  farm  where  they  are  produced. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Why  should  there 
be  such  a  large  carryover?  That  is  the 
difficulty.  As  I  said,  there  are  2  y2  bil- 
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lion  bushels  on  hand  now.  That  argu¬ 
ment,  to  me,  is  not  very  effective. 

As  the  Senator  says,  85  percent  of  the 
feed  grains  are  fed  on  the  farm,  but  ap¬ 
parently  there  have  been  people,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  price  supports,  who  have 
grown  corn  exclusively  for  Uncle  Sam. 
That  is  what  has  happened. 

In  1960  there  was  a  carryover  of  84.7 
million  tons.  In  1961  the  carryover  was 
73  million  tons.  In  1962,  because  of  the 
emergency  program,  the  carryover  was 
estimated  at  61.3  million  tons.  In  1963, 
if  the  emergency  program  goes  through, 
it  is  estimated  the  carryover  will  be 
49.6  million  tons. 

That  would  be  an  appreciable  de¬ 
crease,  but  the  amount  would  still  be 
much  larger  than  the  amount  carried 
over  in  1952.  In  1952  there  was  a  carry¬ 
over  of  only  27  million  tons.  In  other 
words,  even  with  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963,  which  is  to  be  very  costly, 
as  I  said,  the  carryover  in  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  would  be  almost  twice 
as  much  as  the  carryover  in  1952. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisian  that  during  this 
period  of  time  we  have  seen  great  value 
in  the  voluntary  programs,  in  the  non- 
compulsory  programs.  It  seems  to  me 
these  have  been  of  important  value. 

Furthermore,  the  cost  of  the  program 
even  since  1950,  if  added  to  the  total 
value  of  feed  grains  produced,  would  be 
in  the  area  of  only  5  or  6  percent.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  this  is  a  very  modest  cost,  when 
one  recognizes  the  low  cost  of  food  to 
the  American  consumer.  The  consumer 
and  the  taxpayer  pretty  much  are  the 
same  person.  Therefore,  I  think  we  can 
make  a  real  argument  on  the  basis  of 
history,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  there 
have  been  high  surpluses  and  in  some 
years  high  costs  of  the  program,  that 
this  has  been  a  good  investment.  It  has 
been  an  investment  in  a  voluntary  farm 
program,  without  controls.  It  has  been 
an  investment  in  efficiency  on  the 
farms,  with  low-cost  production,  which 
has  benefited  this  country  and  benefited 
the  free  world. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr-.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  what  is  his  idea 
as  to  a  target,  insofar  as  the  amount  of 
surplus  of  feed  grains  is  concerned.  I 
know  that  last  spring  the  Senator-  said 
much  about  the  reduction  of  surpluses. 
At  times  I  gained  the  impression  that 
the  Senator  was  talking  about  eliminat¬ 
ing  all  the  surpluses.  I  am  sure  that  is 
not  what  the  Senator  has  in  mind. 

Does  the  Senator  have  any  target  in 
mind,  in  terms  of  tonnage  or  bushels  or 
amounts  of  money  which  we  might  con¬ 
sider  to  be  a  normal  surplus  on  hand  to 
take  care  of  contingencies?  I  think  we 
ought  to  be  talking  in  terms  of  that, 
rather  than  in  terms  of  doing  away  with 
all  surpluses. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  us  consider  cot¬ 
ton.  It  has  been  written  into  the  law 
that  the  carryover  of  cotton  is  to  be  30 
percent  of  our  normal  domestic  use  and 
of  our  export.  For  corn  the  figure  is  15 
percent  of  our  normal  domestic  use  and 
export. 


If  the  figure  of  15  percent  is  too  low, 
we  might  change  it  to  whatever  is  more 
reasonable. 

I  have  pointed  out,  since  we  have  so 
much  wheat  and  so  much  corn  in  excess 
of  our  needs,  it  has  been  necessary  to 
pay  storage  on  that  to  such  an  extent 
that  it  has  been  burdensome.  For 
wheat  and  corn  alone  last  year  we  paid 
about  $900  million  in  storage  and 
other  carrying  costs,  such  as  interest. 

Mr.  MILLER.  This  I  understand. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I 
should  like  to  wipe  out,  if  I  can.  I  feel 
confident  that  if  the  program  which  I 
envisioned  May  25  of  this  year  had  been 
enacted  we  could  have  geared  our  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  with  our  requirements, 
so  as  not  to  have  on  hand  such  an  excess 
amount,  but  only  an  amount  sufficient 
to  take  care  of  any  contingency. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  two  questions  I 
should  like  to  ask.  First,  what  would 
the  15-percent  carryover  have  amounted 
to,  if  we  had  kept  within  that  15  per¬ 
cent  figure? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  should  have  to 
figure  that  out  on  the  basis  of  consump¬ 
tion.  My  recollection  is  that  the  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  and  exports  amounted 
to  about  3.9  billion  bushels  last  year. 
After  adding  the  two  together,  we  would 
take  15  percent. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  a  total  of 
roughly  4.6  billion  bushels? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
That  would  be  what  we  would  term,  un¬ 
der  the  law,  a  normal  carryover. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Fifteen  percent  of 
domestic  consumption  and  exports? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  would  be  about 
597  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Are  we  speaking  of 
corn,  or  of  all  feed  grains? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  would  be  corn. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  was  the  carry¬ 
over,  in  fact? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  year? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  going  to  cov¬ 
er  that  in  a  minute.  I  will  cover  all  of 
this.  But  the  carryover  of  corn  as  of 
October  1  is  expected  to  be  1,650  billion 
bushels. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  sorry  if  I  have 
anticipated  what  the  Senator  will  cover 
in  his  speech. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  surely 
has. 

I  point  out  that  in  1952  the  carryover 
of  feed  grains — including  everything — 
was  27  million  tons. 

In  1953  the  carryover  was  31  million 
tons. 

In  1954  the  carryover  was  39  million 
tons. 

In  1955  the  carryover  was  43  million 
tons. 

In  1956  the  carryover  was  48  million 
tons. 

In  1957  the  carryover  was  59  million 
tons. 

In  1959  the  carryover  was  74  million 
tons. 

The  Senator  will  note  that  every  year 
the  carryover  has  been  increasing. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes.  The  Senator  can 
see  that,  but  what  the  Senator  from  Iowa 


is  attempting  to  find  out  is  where  we 
stood  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  1962 
in  actual  bushels  of  carryover  of  corn  as 
compared  to  what  would  have  been  15 
percent,  to  which  the  Senator  referred, 
which  is  approximately  597  million 
bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  gave  the  Senator 
the  figures  on  tonnage  a  while  ago.  Re¬ 
duced  to  bushels,  that  would  be  1.6  bil¬ 
lion  bushels. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  other  words,  we  were 
about  a  billion  bushels  too  high. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  is  for  corn 
alone. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  the  item  to 
which  I  refer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  This  is  for 
corn  alone. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  other  words,  at  the 
beginning  of  this  year  we  were  about  a 
billion  bushels  high. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  1.6  billion  bushels. 

Mr.  MILLER.  A  billion  bushels  over 
the  15  percent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  1.6  billion  bushels. 

Mr.  MILLER.  One  billion  bushels 
over  the  15  percent.  The  15  percent 
would  amount  to  597  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  see  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  means. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  trying  to  get  at 
the  amount  which  is  causing  us  concern. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  There  are  two  ways  of 
approaching  the  problem.  One  is  to  try 
to  chop  the  surplus  down  all  the  way. 
Another  would  be  to  chop  it  down  part 
of  the  way,  and  revise  the  proposed  15 
percent.  So  I  return  to  the  second 
question  which  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator,  which  is  whether  the  Senator 
thinks  that  15  percent  is  a  suitable  target. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  a  question 
which  would  probably  require  study.'  I 
do  not  believe  it  would  take  very  long 
to  come  to  a  conclusion.  So  far  as  I  am 
personally  concerned,  if  15  percent  is  not 
the  proper  percentage,  we  could  make  it 
20  percent.  In  saying  what  farmers 
ought  to  produce  in  order  to  obtain  price 
supports,  we  must  have  some  level.  That 
is  why  I  refer  to  the  present  law.  These 
laws  were  enacted  back  in  1938.  They 
worked  very  well  for  cotton  and  other 
commodities.  But  we  have  never  been 
able  to  put  a  corn  program  into  effect. 
It  was  only  a  partial  program.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  there  was  a  little  “gadget” 
by  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
was  able  to  provide  price  supports  for 
noncompliers.  That  is  what  did  much 
injury  to  the  program. 

That  provision,  as  the  Senator  knows, 
is  still  in  the  law  although  we  have 
tried  to  eliminate  many  of  the  loopholes, 
as  I  call  them. 

If  we  are  to  have  a  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  percentage  could  be  increased 
to  a  figure  which  would  be  reasonable. 
That,  of  course,  could  be  attained  if,  as, 
and  when  we  enact  legislation. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Does  not  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  we  ought  to  try  to 
fix  our  sights  on  some  definite  figure? 
As  I  see  it,  our  sights  are  set  at  597  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  We  are  not  concerned  about 
that  amount.  That  provision  is  in  the 
law.  We  are  concerned  about  the  1 
billion - 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


16070 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  That  amount 
is  in  the  law,  provided  we  have  acreage 
controls. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  we  do  not  have 
acreage  controls.  Under  the  act  of  1958, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  bound 
to  let  fanners  plant  all  they  desire,  and 
then  to  support  the  price  of  the  com¬ 
modity  at  90  percent  of  the  average  mar¬ 
ket  price  for  the  past  3  years,  or  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  whichever  is  the  higher. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes.  I  come  back  to 
the  proposition  that  if  we  are  to  worry 
about  a  billion  bushels  over  the  597  mil¬ 
lion  bushels,  that  is  one  thing.  Perhaps 
we  should  worry  about  only  half  a  bil¬ 
lion  bushels.  But  I  thing  it  would  be 
helpful  to  other  Senators  if  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  with  his  long  experi¬ 
ence  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  would  provide  a  target  for 
us  rather  than  merely  talk  in  terms  of 
surpluses,  without  pinpointing  any  par¬ 
ticular  amount  of  surplus  that  is  unde¬ 
sirable. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  has  stated  would  come  into 
focus  when  we  take  up  a  realistic  corn 
program.  We  would  spell  out  the  yard¬ 
stick  under  which  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  say  how  many  acres  of 
corn  could  be  grown  for  our  require¬ 
ments. 

As  I  have  said,  the  law  pertaining  to 
corn  has  never  been  put  into  effect,  as 
it  should  have  been,  because  of  the  re¬ 
sistance  on  the  part  of  corngrowers.  In 
contrast  there  are  programs  in  the  case 
of  cotton  and  rice. 

For  example,  let  us  consider  the  case 
of  rice.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
takes  into  consideration,  before  he  states 
how  many  acres  of  rice  may  be  planted, 
the  amount  of  export  and  the  amount  of 
domestic  consumption.  He  adds  those 
figures  together  and  takes  10  percent 
of  the  total  for  surplus.  Then  he  di¬ 
vides  up  the  number  of  acres  that  are 
required  to  produce  that  amount  of 
rice. 

However,  in  the  law  there  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  acreage  shall  not  be  less  than 
1,600,000  acres.  But  lately  we  have  been 
planting  1,800,000. 

The  same  applies  to  cotton.  It  strikes 
me  that  the  program  under  which  we 
have  proceeded  in  the  past  in  relation 
to  the  basic  corps  I  have  mentioned  can 
easily  be  applied  to  com  without  any  ifs 
and  ands.  If  the  15  percent  of  domestic 
consumption  plus  exports  is  too  low,  we 
can  increase  the  amount  when  we  con¬ 
sider  permanent  legislation  next  year,  if 
we  cannot  enact  it  this  year. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  can  see  that  the  same 
approach  might  possibly  be  used.  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  perhaps  it  would  not  be  as  easy 
to  apply  the  program  to  corn  as  to  some 
of  the  other  crops,  because,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  knows,  there  is  a  big  factor  in  the 
middle,  namely  livestock  population. 
That  can  make  the  program  much  more 
difficult.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  that 
we  should  seek  some  objective  in  con¬ 
nection  with  total  requirements.  In  that 
connection,  I  suggest  to  the  Senator  that 
it  would  be  helpful  to  Senators  if  we  had 
guidance  or  recommendations  from  him 
and  his  committee. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  there  will 
be  recommendations  when  hearings  are 
held  on  the  corn  program,  that  is,  when 
we  deal  specifically  with  com.  As  I 
pointed  out  a  while  ago,  the  surplus  has 
been  increasing  from  year  to  year,  which 
indicates  to  me  that  there  is  too  much 
carryover. 

The  reason  is  that  there  is  no  limita¬ 
tion  on  production.  Yet  the  farmers  get 
price  supports  for  all  of  it.  That  is  what 
I  want  to  try  to  stop  if  I  can.  There  is 
no  reason  why  the  law  should  not  be 
amended  so  that  farmers  who  produce 
these  very  valuable  commodities  would 
produce  in  keeping  with  our  require¬ 
ments.  It  is  that  simple.  As  I  have 
said,  if  15  percent  of  our  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  export  is  not  sufficient, 
let  us  make  it  20  percent.  We  could 
make  it  25  percent.  But  the  point  is 
that  we  should  not  permit  overproduc¬ 
tion  and  then  make  Uncle  Sam  carry  the 
load.  That  is  what  I  am  against. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  saying 
that  there  must  be  a  compulsory  way  of 
stopping  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  doubts  about  it. 
I  think  others  have  doubts.  There  are 
two  ways.  One  way  is  to  put  a  stop  to 
it  by  compulsion.  Another  way  is 
through  an  attractive  enough  voluntary 
program  to  achieve  the  same  objective. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  can¬ 
not  have  both. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  does  not 
want  both. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  first  thing  we 
ought  to  do,  in  my  opinion,  is  to  reenact 
the  compulsory  program  that  we  en¬ 
acted  in  May.  I  am  realistic  enough  to 
know  that  it  would  probably  be  difficult 
for  us  to  persuade  the  House  to  go  along 
with  us.  In  the  absence  of  having  the 
House  go  along,  we  might  extend  the 
emergency  program  for  another  year. 
We  would  then  have  had  that  program 
for  3  years,  and  we  would  have  consid¬ 
erably  reduced  the  carryover. 

It  strikes  me  that  that  surplus  will  be 
reduced  sufficiently,  so  that  the  farmers 
ought  to  be  able  themselves  to  say  what 
is  necessary  for  that  purpose;  how  many 
bushels  they  ought  to  produce;  and  we 
should  not  let  them  go  wild  and  plant  all 
they  can,  with  the  knowledge  that  Uncle 
Sam  will  buy  up  what  they  cannot  use. 
That  is  what  I  am  against. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  will  happen  if 
that  surplus  is  not  reduced  that  much? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  will  be  reduced  if 
my  plan  goes  through. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  saying 
if  his  plan  is  continued,  that  is,  if  the 
emergency  program  goes  through  for  an¬ 
other  year,  the  surplus  will  be  reduced. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  want  the 
emergency  program  to  go  through,  un¬ 
less  we  can  have  one  of  two  things :  either 
controlled  production  next  year,  or  else 
do  away  with  the  1958  act,  which  forces 
the  Government  to  pay  corngrowers 
and  other  feed  grain  growers  for  pro¬ 
ducing  unlimited  quantities 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  pointing  out  his  position.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  for  us  to  understand  these 
things. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  though  the  Sena¬ 
tor  understood  it  from  the  beginning, 
because  as  I  argued  that  position  on  the 
floor  all  during  May  for  5  days. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thought  I  had  under¬ 
stood  it,  but  I  was  not  sure  about  some 
of  the  other  parts,  which  the  Senator  has 
developed  in  the  way  that  I  had  hoped 
he  would.  I  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  from  Idaho  has  made  a 
good  point,  in  that,  although  the  carry¬ 
over  of  wheat,  corn,  feed  grains,  and 
other  commodities  is  referred  to  as  sur¬ 
plus,  the  fact  is  that,  following  World 
War  II,  in  1947, 1  believe,  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  wrote  a  proviso  into 
an  appropriation  bill  requiring  that  the 
Commerce  Department  could  not  issue 
an  export  permit  for  any  wheat  if  our 
surplus  fell  below  150  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  did  the  same 
thing  for  cotton. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  At  a 
time  when  the  rest  of  the  world  was 
starving,  we  insisted  on  keeping  a  150- 
million-bushel  carryover.  In  these  crit¬ 
ical  times,  we  probably  want  a  carry¬ 
over  of  400  or  500  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  but  the  carry¬ 
over  under  the  law  as  it  stands  now,  as 
the  Senator  knows,  amounts  to  over  a 
billion  bushels. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  It  is 
expected  to  be  about  1,224  million  bush¬ 
els. 

Mr,.  ELLENDER.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  under  the  law  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  must  include  a  carryover  of 
at  least  20  percent  of  our  domestic  re¬ 
quirements,  plus  our  exports.  Therefore 
it  would  be  around  240  to  300  million 
bushels  that  we  would  have  to  keep  on 
hand. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Our 
overall  wheat  production  now,  except  for 
the  current  year,  has  been  in  excess  of 
disappearance,  foreign  and  domestic. 
This  year’s  estimated  production  will 
be  1,063  million  bushels.  This  is  from 
44  million  acres.  If  we  had  an  88-mil¬ 
lion-acre  production,  it  would  be  much 
more,  of  course. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  know  the  Senator 
realizes  that  the  present  minimum  acre¬ 
age  should  have  been  changed  quite  a 
while  ago.  As  I  remember,  the  Senator 
voted  for  the  bill  that  the  Senate  finally 
passed,  2  or  3  years  ago,  and  we  had 
hearings  before  the  Senate  committee  on 
it  for  some  time.  If  that  bill  had  been 
enacted  we  would  have  a  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  today  in  line  with,  our  requirements, 
in  my  humble  opinion. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Only 
a  few  years  ago  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  advocated  that  there 
be  a  strict  reduction  in  the  acreage  in 
wheat  and  other  surplus  commodities, 
along  with  cross-compliance. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly.  Under 
temporary  program  farmers  were  re¬ 
quired  to  reduce  the  feed  grain  acreage 
by  20  percent  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
price  supports  and  were  authorized  to 
divert  up  to  an  additional  20  percent  of 
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feed  grain  acreage.  Under  these  pro¬ 
grams  farmers  would  be  paid  for  not 
producing  feed  grains.  Last  year  pay¬ 
ments  to  farmers  amounted  to  $782  mil¬ 
lion.  Production  of  corn  was  decreased 
by  284  million  bushels  below  1960  and 
production  of  sorghums  was  decreased 
by  137  million  bushels. 

Estimates  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  indicate  that  this  year  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  cost  about  $1,117  million  for 
the  three  crops  covered  by  the  act,  that 
is  corn,  sorghum  grains  and  barley. 
While  all  information  is  not  yet  avail¬ 
able,  indications  are  the  production  of 
corn  will  be  about  106  million  bushels 
less  than  last  year  and  barley  about  1 
million  less.  Estimates  for  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  show  an  increase  of  2.6  million 
bushels  over  1961. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  emergency  feed  grain  programs  have 
been  successful  in  reducing  production 
to  the  extent  that  total  carryover  of  all 
feed  grains  at  the  end  of  this  marketing 
year  will  be  about  11.7  million  tons  less 
than  it  was  last  year.  But  I  submit,  Mr. 
President,  that  the  cost  of  reducing 
stocks  of  these  commodities  have  been 
extremely  high  and  that  fiscal  respon¬ 
sibility  would  require  that  this  Congress 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  programs  of  this 
nature  cannot  be  continued  indefinitely 
and  that  unless  we  proceed  to  enact 
permanent  legislation  for  the  feed  grains, 
the  huge  sum  that  we  have  spent  for 
these  emergency  programs  would  have 
been  spent  in  vain. 

As  I  previously  pointed  out,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  asked  for  these  emer¬ 
gency  programs  only  in  order  that  he 
have  time  to  develop  and  transmit  to  the 
Congress  a  permanent  program  for  feed 
grains.  He  realizes,  and  I  think  all  Sen¬ 
ators  present  realize,  that  the  taxpayers 
of  this  Nation  will  not  long  permit  a  pro¬ 
gram  so  costly  to  be  foisted  on  them.  It 
is  my  opinion  that  unless  we  in  this  body 
act  in  a  positive  manner  to  remedy  this 
situation  that  all  farm  programs  may 
well  be  jeopardized. 

That  is  why,  Mr.  President,  I  person¬ 
ally  hope  that  this  Senate  will  again 
adopt  the  exact  bill  that  it  passed  on 
May  25.  In  my  considered  judgment, 
this  was  a  realistic  bill  in  its  treatment 
of  feed  grains.  Being  a  realist,  however, 
I  am  aware  of  the  many  difficulties  that 
we  may  encounter  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  and  it  may  be  necessary  for 
us  to  modify  the  original  majority  views 
so  as  to  obtain  permanent  legislation 
of  a  sort. 

Mr.  President,  H.R.  12391,  as  recently 
reported  from  the  committee,  contains 
a  permanent  program  for  wheat,  but  ig¬ 
nores  the  problem  of  feed  grains,  for  it 
extends  again  the  so-called  temporary 
program  for  feed  grains  for  1963.  In 
addition,  H.R.  12391  contains  none  of 
the  floor  amendments  which  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  S.  3225.  It  would  appear  to 
me  that  the  Senate  should  be  desirous 
of  sustaining  its  original  position  on  the 
farm  bill.  This  could  best  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  complete  substitution  of 
the  language  of  S.  3225  as  passed  by 
the  Senate  in  lieu  of  the  language  substi¬ 
tuted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 


Under  such  a  procedure  we  would  be 
in  a  better  position  to  deal  with  the 
House  in  conference.  I  am  a  realistic 
individual  and  knowing  the  sentiment 
of  the  House  in  advance,  I  fear  that  the 
Senate  version  will  not  be  acceptable  as 
contained  in  the  substitute  that  I  pro¬ 
posed  to  offer. 

But  I  repeat  that  is  proper  procedure 
and  would  place  us  in  a  much  stronger 
position  to  obtain  a  realistic  program 
affecting  corn  and  the  other  feed  grains. 

Senators  will  remember  that  S.  3225, 
as  passed  by  the  Senate,  contained  a 
limited  land  use  adjustment  program, 
limited  amendments  to  Public  Law  480,  a 
mandatory  feed  grain  program  begin¬ 
ning  in  1963,  a  certificate  program  for 
wheat  beginning  in  1963,  certain  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act,  and  provisions  relating  to  the 
industrial  uses  of  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  This  differs  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  now  before  us  in  that 
the  committee  amendment  does  not  in¬ 
clude  a  mandatory  feed  grain  program 
and  certain  other  minor  amendments 
which  were  incorporated  after  extended 
debate. 

EXPLANATION  OP  DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  S.  3225, 

AS  PASSED  BY  THE  SENATE,  AND  THE  COMMIT¬ 
TEE  AMENDMENT  TO  H.R.  12391 

Titles  I,  II,  and  V  of  S.  3225,  as  passed 
by  the  Senate,  are  identical  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  to  H.R.  12391.  S. 
3225,  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  differs 
from  the  committee  amendment  to  H.R. 
12391  in  that  S.  3225  provides  for: 

First.  A  mandatory  feed  grain  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  diversion  program. 

Second.  Loans  to  fish  farmers  under 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act. 

Third.  Advertising  under  cherry  mar¬ 
keting  orders. 

Fourth.  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  policies  with  respect  to  the  sales 
price  of  commodities  sold  by  it  and  the 
use  of  the  usual  channels  of  trade. 

Fifth.  Utilization  of  producer  associa¬ 
tions  in  the  administration  of  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

For  the  Record,  I  shall  explain  S.  3225 
as  it  passed  the  Senate  on  May  25. 

Title  I,  which  relates  to  land  use  ad¬ 
justment,  provides  for: 

First.  Permanent  administration  of 
the  agricultural  conservation  payment 
program  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Second.  Long-term  contracts  for  the 
diversion  of  cropland  to  conservation, 
recreation,  or  nonagricultural  pur¬ 
poses. 

Third.  Loans  to  State  and  local  pub¬ 
lic  agencies  to  assist  in  carrying  out  land 
use  programs. 

Fourth.  Amendment  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  to 
provide  for  Federal  cost  sharing  in  land 
and  installation  costs  for  recreational 
purposes,  advances  of  land  costs  to  pre¬ 
vent  encroachments  for  other  purposes, 
and  a  more  equitable  method  of  deter¬ 
mining  Federal  and  local  shares  of  in¬ 
stallation  costs. 

Title  II  amends  title  IV  of  Public  Law 
480,  83d  Congress,  which  relates  to  sales 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  on 
long-term  dollar  credit,  to  provide  for 


such  sales  to  the  private  trade  and  to 
financial  institutions  acting  for  friendly 
nations;  to  emphasize  agricultural  trade 
development  as  a  purpose  of  title  IV;  to 
provide  for  somewhat  easier  payment 
terms ;  to  provide  for  the  President’s  per¬ 
mitting  other  supplying  countries  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  such  agreements  rather  than 
requiring  the  Secretary  to  seek  such  par¬ 
ticipation;  and  to  require  the  President 
to  take  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that 
private  trade  channels  are  used  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  and  give 
special  consideration  to  developing  mar¬ 
kets  for  agricultural  commodities. 

Title  III  provides  for  a  permanent 
marketing  quota  program  for  corn,  sor¬ 
ghum,  and  barley,  designed  to  reduce 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
gradually,  without  unduly  restricting 
farmers’  operations,  and  without  divert¬ 
ing  the  land  to  other  surplus  crops. 
Consequently,  provision  is  made  for  a 
minimum  national  marketing  quota  of 
110  million  tons  and  for  various  neces¬ 
sary  exemptions,  as  will  be  noted  later. 
Acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from 
these  feed  grains  could  not  be  planted 
to  crops  in  surplus.  For  the  first  3  years 
payments  could  be  made  for  diversion  of 
such  acreage  to  conserving  use  at  not  to 
exceed  50  percent  of  the  support  rate  for 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage 
diverted.  The  price  support  level  for 
corn  would  be  65  to  90  percent  of  parity 
if  marketing  quotas  were  not  disap¬ 
proved.  Barley  and  grain  sorghums 
would  be  supported  at  fair  levels  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  corn,  and  oats  and  rye  could  be 
supported  at  0  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

This  provision  was  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senate,  and  several 
amendments  to  the  original  feed  grain 
amendment  offered  by  me  were  adopted 
before  the  Senate  incorporated  it  in  S. 
3225. 

Under  this  provision  a  marketing 
quota  would  be  proclaimed  for  1,  2, 
or  3  marketing  years  whenever  the 
Secretary  determined  that  the  total  sup¬ 
ply  of  feed  grains  would  be  excessive. 
The  quota  would  assure  that  all  our  re¬ 
quirements  would  be  met  and  permit 
needed  reduction  in  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks.  In  no  event  could 
the  quota  be  less  than  110  million  tons. 

The  national  acreage  allotment  is  de¬ 
signed  to  result  in  production  of  the 
amount  of  the  quota. 

Exemptions  would  permit  any  farm  to 
plant  up  to  25  acres  or  its  base  acreage, 
whichever  was  less;  to  plant  up  to  its 
base  acreage  if  it  were  in  a  deficit  area; 
and  to  produce  the  same  amount  of 
silage  that  it  produced  during  the  base 
period.  Since  rye  and  oats  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  marketing  quota  program, 
any  farm  could  produce  all  of  the  rye 
and  oats  it  desired.  Excess  barley  acre¬ 
age  could  be  disposed  of  by  grazing  up 
to  30  days  before  normal  harvest  with  no 
penalty.  I  point  out  that  the  same 
treatment  is  being  accorded  to  wheat 
producers  under  regulations  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  accord  with 
existing  law. 

The  quota  could  be  effective  only  if 
approved  by  two-thirds  of  the  producers 
voting  in  a  referendum. 


No.  147 - 22 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


16072 

Wheat  and  feed  grain  acreage  might 
be  substituted  for  each  other  to  such 
extent  as  would  not  impair  the  program. 
The  penalty  for  violating  the  program 
would  be  65  percent  of  the  parity  price 
multiplied  by  the  excess  bushelage. 

The  difference  between  the  base  acre¬ 
age  and  the  acreage  allotment  would  be 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  crops  in  surplus  supply,  and 
for  the  first  3  years'  payment  could  be 
made  for  diversion  of  such  acreage  to 
conserving  uses  at  not  to  exceed  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  support  price  multiplied  by 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage 
diverted.  The  Secretary  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  payments  for  diversion 
of  an  additional  20  percent  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment,  and  producers  could 
elect  to  divert  at  least  a  total  of  25  acres 
and  receive  payments  thereon.  Pay¬ 
ments  at  up  to  50  percent  of  the  regular 
rate  could  be  made  for  diversion  of  the 
land  to  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field 
crops  for  which  price  support  is  not 
available,  and  flax,  so  long  as  they  are 
not  in  surplus.  The  Secretary  may 
make  special  exemptions  for  malting 
barley. 

The  wheat  provisions  of  S.  3225,  as 
passed,  are  identical  to  those  of  the 
committee  amendment  to  H.R.  12391, 
except  for  provisions  relating  to  cross¬ 
compliance  with  feed  grain  quotas  which 
are  contained  in  S.  3225. 

Title  IV  of  S.  3225,  like  the  committee 
amendment  to  H.R.  12391,  provides  for 
loans  for  recreational  purposes  and  sew¬ 
ers,  increases  the  amount  of  direct  loans 
for  resale  which  cannot  be  made  from 
the  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund, 
and  provides  for  a  direct  loan  account 
for  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion.  In  addition,  it  provides  for  loans 
to  fish  farmers,  advertising  under  cherry 
marketing*  orders,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  policies,  and  the  use  of 
farmer  associations  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  programs. 

Title  V  would  establish  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  a  new  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use 
Administration  to  expedite  efforts  to 
develop  new  uses  for  farm  products,  new 
crops  to  replace  those  in  surplus,  and 
additional  means  of  disposal  of  surplus 
commodities  in  Government  inventory. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  section  of  the 
bill  relating  to  a  modified  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  program,  with  certificates,  should 
become  law,  would  a  referendum  be 
held  to  determine  whether  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  would  accept  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  What  alternative  is 
offered  the  farmer? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  None. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  he  did  not  accept  it, 
there  would  be  no  national  marketing 
quota,  no  requirement  to  plant  within 
acreage  allotments,  and  no  opportunity 
to  obtain  price  support  at  65  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  certificate  wheat? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  referendum 
rejected  the  program,  the  compilers 
would  be  supported  to  an  extent  not  to 
exceed  50  percent  of  parity. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Then  there  is  that  dis¬ 
cretionary  level  of  support,  0  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  for  cooperators  even  if 
wheatgrowers  voted  down  the  proposed 
program? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  A  similar 
principle  applies  to  all  other  crops,  such 
as  cotton  and  rice. 

Mr.  COOPER.  All  except  tobacco; 
there  is  no  support  for  tobacco  if  the 
tobacco  program  is  rejected  in  the  refer¬ 
endum. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  for  tobacco 
there  is  a  price  support  of  90  percent. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes,  if  tobacco  fai*m- 
ers  vote  to  maintain  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  But  I  wanted  it  made  clear  in 
the  Record  that  if  one-third  of  the 
wheatgrowers  should  vote  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  to  reject  the  program,  the  Secretary 
could  still  proclaim  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  and  could  establish  wheat 
acreage  allotments  for  farmers,  although 
they  would  not  have  to  stay  with  that 
acreage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  in  other  words, 
allotments  could  be  made  to  farmers. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  farmers  planted 
within  the  wheat  acreage  allotment,  they 
would  be  supported  at  50  percent  of 
parity? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Up  to  50  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  could  not 
possibly  apply  to  wheat,  this  year,  could 
it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  it  could,  be¬ 
cause  the  referendum  will  soon  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  fanners. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  But  that  could  not 
possibly  be  done  in  time  to  apply  it  to 
the  winter  wheat. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  we  are  so  late 
now  that  it  could  not  apply  to  the 
emergency  program.  So  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  bound  to  go  to  the  old 
law,  which  was  enacted  in  1938.  If  the 
vote  is  less  than  two-thirds  of  those  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be 
required,  under  the  law,  to  set  the  price 
support  for  compliers  at  50  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  acreage  was 
allowed  in  the  1938  law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Fifty-five  million 
acres,  and  that  is  the  law  now.  We  are 
now  trying  to  reduce  it  so  that  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  will  be  in  keeping  with 
our  requirements. 

Mr.  President,  during'  the  debate  on 
this  issue,  I  have  referred  to  many  tables 
indicating  the  cost  of  the  various  pro¬ 
grams.  As  I  stated  a  moment  ago,  I 
hoped  to  enlarge  on  the  tables  and  to 
indicate  to  Senators  the  necessity  for 
our  resorting  to  permanent  legislation, 
rather  than  the  emergency  programs. 

I  can  well  remember  when,  only  2 
yeai's  ago,  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
to  enact  permanent  legislation  in  regard 
to  corn  and  other  feed  grains,  as  well 
as  the  wheat  program.  The  only  reason 
why  these  emergency  programs  were 
placed  on  the  statute  books  was  to  give 
the  House  committee  and  the  Senate 
committee  an  opportunity  to  hold  hear- 
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ings  and  to  make  every  effort  to  come 
forward  with  a  permanent  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  discussed  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  I  notice  that  in  the  bill  which 
was  passed  by  the  House  there  is  a  sec¬ 
tion  360(i),  on  substitution  of  wheat  for 
feed  grains.  That  section  is  not  in  the 
bill  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate,  is  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  not.  It  was  in 
the  corn  provision.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  to  substitute  one  for  the  other? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  have  a  voluntary  program,  does 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  think  that 
should  be  included?  I  can  understand 
why  it  might  not  work  so  well  in  a  volun¬ 
tary  program;  ancj,  I  do  not  propose  to 
submit  an  amendment  at  this  time.  But 
I  should  like  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
Senator’s  views  in  regard  to  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  such  a  provision  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  knows  that  under  the  grain  pro¬ 
vision  there  is  an  option  on  the  part  of 
the  grower  to  substitute  com,  if  he  de¬ 
sires,  for  wheat,  or  vice  versa.  Since  it 
is  apparent  that  we  may  not  be  able  to 
reenact  the  feed  grain  provisions  which 
were  in  the  bill  the  Senate  passed  in 
May.  I  hope  to  look  into  the  matter; 
and  I  shall  cooperate  with  my  good 
friend  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  and 
with  others  who  are  interested  in  this 
subject,  in  the  hope  that  we  can  include 
something  to  remedy  the  situation — in 
other  words,  to  make  it  possible,  if  they 
think  it  necessary,  to  substitute  wheat 
for  feed,  instead  of  corn. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  again 
to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  knows  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  did  recommend  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  And  he  still  does.  I 
was  hoping  that  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  would  give  some  thought  to  this 
matter. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will;  and  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  will  also  study 
it.  It  may  be  that  by  tomorrow  we  can 
get  together  on  this  bill,  and  I  shall 
cheerfully  look  into  any  suggestions  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  may  make  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  was  about  to  say  a 
moment  ago,  earlier  today  I  discussed 
these  emergency  programs  and  the  rea¬ 
son  why  they  were  placed  on  the  statute 
books.  But,  somehow,  they  have  been 
renewed  each  year;  and  now  we  are 
about  to  renew  the  temporary  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  program  for  another 
year — which  will  make  3  years  in  suc¬ 
cession.  All  of  them  have  been  tem¬ 
porary,  and  have  been  placed  on  the 
statute  books  in  the  hope  that  in  the 
meantime  we  could  pass  some  perma¬ 
nent  legislation. 
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At  this  time  I  should  like  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  certain  tables. 
Table  1  goes  into  detail  to  indicate  the 
cost  of  the  program,  the  production,  the 
acreage  signup,  and  other  material 
which  may  be  of  use  to  Senators  who 
desire  to  study  the  emergency  programs 
as  I  did.  The  table  will  indicate  to  them 
how  costly  these  programs  are.  It  is 
true  that  we  have  had  some  reduction 
in  the  surplus;  but  when  we  compare 
that  to  the  cost  moneywise,  and  then 
when  we  consider  the  fact  that  at  the 
end  of  the  emergency  we  still  have  had 
the  old  law  to  return  to — the  one  which 
has  given  us  so  much  trouble — it  is  not 
very  encouraging  for  us  to  keep  on  ex¬ 
tending  these  emergency  programs  and 
to  let  the  old  program  remain  on  the 
statute  books. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  table  1,  which  shows  the  cost, 
the  production,  and  the  signup  for  the 
1961  feed  grain  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows; 

Table  I — Facts,  1961  feed  grain  program, 

COST  (MILLION  DOLLARS) 


Corn  payments _  645.  0 

Sorghum  grain  payments - ^ —  137.  0 


Total _ — . -  782.0 

Administrative  costs -  42. 8 


Total _ _ j: -  824.8 

PRODUCTION  (MILLION  BUSHELS) 

Corn 

I960 _ 3,  908 

1961—— _ 3,624 


Decrease. -  284 


Sorghum  grain 

1960  _ _ _  620 

1961  _  483 


Decrease _  137 


Total  decrease  corn  and  sor¬ 
ghum  production _  421 

ACREAGE  SIGNUP  (THOUSAND  ACRES) 

Corn _  20,091 

Sorghum  grain _  6, 597 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 


the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  a  question: 
Is  it  not  true  that  one  of  the  serious 
problems  in  connection  with  the  manda¬ 
tory  feed-grain  proposal  has  been  the 
very  strong  possibility  that  it  would  not 
be  approved  in  a  referendum?  It  was  a 
serious  problem,  because,  as  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  pointed  out,  85  per¬ 
cent  of  those  who  voted  would  not  sell 
feed  grains,  but  would  have  them  con¬ 
sumed  on  the  farms.  And  when  we  come 
to  consider  the  dairy  farmers,  it  is  obvi¬ 
ous  that  when  they  have  75  to  90  percent 
price  support,  they  would  have  no  reason 
at  all  to  vote  for  mandatory  feed-grain 
control,  for  to  do  that  would  be  to  vote 
to  damage  their  own  interests. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  turkey  ref¬ 
erendum  failed,  although  the  Depart¬ 
ment  thought  it  would  be  adopted,  is  it 
not  true  that  a  strong  argument  against 


the  mandatory  feed-grain  proposal  arises 
from  the  real  likelihood  that  it,  too, 
would  fail,  and  then  there  would  be  real 
chaos  on  the  farms? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  the  point 
the  Senator  made  when  he  opposed  this 
part  of  the  bill.  But  I  did  not  agree  with 
him  that  the  farmers  would  not  under¬ 
take  it.  I  felt  that  the  dairy  farmers 
were  well  protected,  and  did  not  have 
to  come  under  the  bill  if  their  acreage 
was  25  acres  or  less.  So,  in  view  of  that 
situation,  and  also  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  they  could  produce  all  the  silage 
they  desired — with  all  that  they  produced 
the  year  before  to  be  used  as  a  base — I 
could  not  quite  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  again 
to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  fact  is  that  the 
farmers  come  under  this  bill.  They  are 
limited.  They  are  restricted  regardless 
of  whether  they  produced  only  1  acre 
of  feed  grains.  They  would  be  limited  to 
their  1959-60  base,  in  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  mandatory  feed  grain  proposal. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  could  not  in¬ 
crease  their  acreage  above  the  1959-60 
base  under  either  of  these  exemptions. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  knows  that  we  tried 
to  take  care  of  the  new  ones  to  some 
extent. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  size  of  almost 
every  farm  in  my  State  has  grown.  The 
average  size  of  our  farms  has  grown 
tremendously.  This  means  we  would 
have  to  cut  back  on  the  production 
of  most  fanners. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  produce  too 
much.  That  is  the  trouble. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  consume  too 
little. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  has  caused 
this  overproduction,  in  my  opinion,  is  the 
fact  that  we  have  on  the  statute  books  a 
law  which  forces  Uncle  Sam  to  support 
the  price  of  milk  at  from  75  to  90  per¬ 
cent  without  limitation  on  production. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  This  is  the  first  time 
in  the  history  of  our  country  when  con¬ 
sumption  of  dairy  products  has  not  only 
not  kept  pace  with  the  increase  in  pop¬ 
ulation,  but  has  actually  dropped.  It  is 
unfair  to  blame  this  on  the  farmer. 
There  have  been  developments  as  a 
result  of  nuclear  testing  and  findings  on 
cholesterol  which  have  had  some  effect 
on  this  result. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  production  has 
increased.  Last  year  production  in¬ 
creased  by  some  2l/2  billion  pounds. 

Mi\  PROXMIRE.  Almost  2  percent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  realize  that  my 
good  friend  Orville  Freeman  felt,  as  did 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  that  con¬ 
sumption  would  keep  up  with  this  fast 
pace. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  conviction  on 
our  part  was  that  consumption  would 
keep  pace  with  the  population  growth. 
If  it  had,  there  would  have  been  no 
problem. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  doubt  that,  be¬ 
cause,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  has  been  very  successful  in 


getting  us  to  adopt  the  milk  for  school 
children  program,  which  legislation  I 
fostered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  to  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  society,  relative  to  milk 
consumption,  over  $120  million  has  been 
expended.  That  is  quite  an  effort  to 
drain  off  excess  milk.  Incidentally,  these 
programs  all  continue  to  rise  in  cost,  and 
Uncle  Sam  is  asked  to  take  over. 

I  am  much  in  sympathy  with  the  dairy 
farmers  .  They  are  hard-working  people 
They  are  not  receiving  what  they  should 
receive,  by  any  means.  Yet,  as  I  have 
said,  can  Uncle  Sam  continue  to  support 
the  prices  of  a  commodity  without  any 
controls  whatever  and  keep  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  satisfied? 

Last  year  the  losses  on  milk  alone, 
aside  from  the  school  milk  program, 
were  $585  million.  This  year  the  loss  will 
exceed  $500  million. 

If  these  programs  continue,  what  will 
happen  to  other  programs?  They  may 
result  in  putting  the  whole  farm  pro¬ 
gram  in  jeopardy.  That  is  what  caused 
me  to  introduce  the  dairy  bill  last  week. 
I  hope  it  will  serve  as  a  warning  to  the 
fax-mers  of  our  country  that  we  in  Con¬ 
gress  mean  business  if  they  do  not  try  to 
put  their  own  house  in  order.  I  am 
calling  on  them  to  come  to  us,  or  to  have 
us  go  to  them,  in  the  hope  that  we  can 
work  out  some  plan  whereby  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  not  cost  the  Government  so 
much  and  so  milk  and  other  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  will  be  produced  in  accordance  with 
needs. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  may  point  out  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  that  the  fig¬ 
ures  I  have  in  my  hand  show  the  cost  of 
the  operations  for  cotton,  dairy  farms, 
feed  grains,  and  wheat.  From  1959  to 
1961 — it  was  somewhat  different  last 
year — the  losses  for  cotton  were  12  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  the  marketings.  For 
wheat  they  were  12  percent.  For  feed 
grains,  8  percent.  For  dairy  production, 
5  percent. 

Over  the  years,  the  losses  on  dairy 
products  have  been  less  than  any  other 
product  in  relation  to  the  value  of  mar¬ 
ketings. 

The  important  thing  to  remember  is 
that  the  losses  on  commodities  have  been 
small  when  we  recognize  that  food  prices 
are  so  low  in  relation  to  wages  and  other 
costs. 

So  if  we  add  to  John  Q.  Public’s  food 
bill,  his  per  capita  share  of  taxes  to  pay 
for  this  farm  program  the  total  food 
plus  taxes  cost  is  very  modest — less  by  far 
than  in  any  other  country  or  than  it  has 
ever  been — in  relation  to  wages  and  sal¬ 
aries  in  the  Nation’s  history. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  First,  I  want  to 
compliment  my  good  friend.  He  is  a 
great  economist.  I  suppose  he  is  one  of 
the  best  economists  in  the  Senate.  He 
knows  how  to  use  certain  statistics  to 
show  this  and  that.  I  will  not  say  juggle 
the  figures.  But  I  am  going  to  show  that 
although  the  milk  program  started  in 
1949  and  the  other  programs  started  in 
1933,  the  milk  program  has  cost  more 
than  any  of  the  other  programs.  I  am 
not  complaining  so  much  about  that,  but 
I  am  certain  that  if  we  do  not  make  a 
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wrong  with  my  amendment,  which  would 
say,  “You  shall  have  no  minimum  acre¬ 
age  after  this.  Let  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  fix  it”?  What  is  wrong 
with  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  nothing 
wrong  with  it.  The  only  problem  is 
that  it  would  not  get  enough  votes  in 
the  Senate  to  pass  it,  without  the  other 
provisions  contained  in  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Then  that  is  what 
is  wrong  with  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  As  to  the  corn,  I 
understand  the  Senator  would  like  to 
continue  the  voluntary  program  for  1963 
and  then  do  something  for  1964. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  exactly. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  have  a  corn 
amendment  which  would  provide,  for 
1964,  to  drop  the  price  support  from  90 
percent  of  the  3-year  average  to  80  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  House 
provision. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  the  House 
provision.  What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  me  it  is  wrong, 
and  I  will  give  the  Senator  the  reason.  I 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  This  would  drop 
the  support  down  to  a  little  more  than 
50  percent,  so  that  the  farmers  would 
not  be  able  to  sell  to  the  Government. 
Would  that  be  wrong? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  other  words,  it 
would  no’t  remedy  the  situation  about 
which  there  is  complaint.  The  Senator 
well  knows  that  the  record  shows  that 
when  the  support  price  of  a  commodity 
goes  down,  more  of  that  commodity  is  - 
produced.  That  has  been  the  history  in 
the  past.  The  Senator’s  amendment 
would  be  an  excellent  amendment  if  we 
had  some  kind  of  control  on  the  acres 
to  be  planted. 

I  have  not  had  time  to  study  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  carefully.  If  I  am 
wrong  the  Senator  can  correct  me,  but 
as  I  understand  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  it  would  provide  for  a  price  sup¬ 
port  on  corn  and  other  feed  grains  at 
80  percent  of  the  average  of  the  last  3 
years’  market  value. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  A  little  more  than 
50  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Very  well. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  A  person  could 
not  afford  to  raise  it  and  sell  it  to  the 
Government  for  that  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  mis¬ 
taken  about  that.  The  amount  of  the 
payment  would  be  about  85  cents  a  bush¬ 
el.  I  know  of  a  lot  of  large  farmers  in 
this  country  who  can  plant  and  make  big 
money  at  85  cents  a  bushel.  That  is 
one  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment. 


beginning  of  an  end  of  this  trend,  we  are 
absolutely  going  to  destroy  the  programs 
that  have  been  on  the  statute  books  for 
quite  some  time.  If  that  is  ever  done, 
think  of  what  would  happen  to  the 
farmer  and  the  depression  they  would 
face.  There  is  no  telling  what  would 
happen.  I  do  not  want  those  things  to 
happen,  but,  at  the  same  time,  we  must 
keep  in  mind  another  segment  of  our  so¬ 
ciety,  and  that  is  those  who,  on  April  15, 
have  to  pay  the  income  taxes  which  sup¬ 
port  farm  programs. 

As  I  shall  show,  the  milk  program  has 
cost  several  billion  dollars.  If  Congress 
did  nothing  to  try  to  prevent  this  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  cost,  I  think  we  would  be 
derelict  in  our  duty. 

If  we  could  get  together  and  have  a 
realistic  program  which  would  keep 
production  of  important  commodities  in 
keeping  with  the  needs,  not  only  for 
domestic  consumption  but  for  export,  we 
might  get  by;  but  to  continue  this  enor¬ 
mous  production  and  piling  up  of  sur¬ 
pluses  is  unthinkable.  As  I  pointed  out 
last  Friday,  we  have  enough  butter  on 
hand  to  take  care  of  90  percent  of  the 
storage  capacity  for  that  purpose  in  the 
country.  It  is  getting  to  the  point  where 
we  cannot  get  rid  of  butter  fast  enough 
to  equal  the  purchases.  In  other  words, 
we  are  at  the  point  where  we  are  pur¬ 
chasing  more  butter  than  we  have 
storage  capacity  for  or  can  give  away. 
Something  must  be  done  to  curb  such 
overproduction. 

The  same  applies,  to  some  extent,  to 
dry  milk.  We  have  great  surpluses  of 
dry  milk.  I  think  it  is  in  excess  of  500 
million  pounds.  I  will  get  those  figures 
in  a  moment,  because  I  cannot  keep 
them  all  in  mind. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  hope  when  the 
Senator  gets  these  figures  he  will  relate 
them  to  the  value  of  the  marketings,  to 
give  them  some  meaning.  When  that  is 
done,  we  can  see  what  the  real  cost  of 
the  farm  program  is,  relative  to  the  cost 
of  the  programs  for  cotton,  wheat,  and 
feed  grains. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  possible  that 
it  would  be  greater  than  12  percent  on 
cotton  if  we  put  it  on  the  basis  of  the 
value  of  the  marketings. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  my  point, 
because  more  customers  and  more  farm¬ 
ers  are  involved  and  a  greater  value  of 
food  is  involved.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  made  a  fair  and  wise 
decision  in  saying  we  should  carry  over 
the  voluntary  feed  grain  program  this 
year,  with  the  condition,  however,  that 
the  1958  act,  which  I  voted  against,  and 
which  I  think  was  improper  and  unwise, 
would  be  repealed. 

I  think  meanwhile  it  might  be  possible 
for  those  of  us  who  disapproved  of  the 
proposal  this  year  to  get  together  and  to 
come  up  with  a  program  which  will  work. 
I  think  an  enormous  selling  job  has  to 
be  done  in  the  feed  grains  area.  Other¬ 
wise,  I  think  we  are  sure  to  lose  any 
referendum,  and  to  have  a  disaster. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  assure  .Senators 
that  if  I  live,  and  if  I  am  still  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry — which  I  think  I  shall  be, 
for  I  do  not  think  the  Republicans  will 
win  this  year — we  will  start  early  next 


January  to  get  a  realistic  feed  grain  bill 
on  the  statute  books,  as  well  as  a  dairy 
bill.  If  we  can  have  on  the  statute  books 
a  wheat  bill,  which  I  hope  we  can,  which 
will  be  effective — as  I  know  this  one 
would  be — I  will  be  partly  satisfied.  I 
will  be  satisfied  if  we  can  do  away  with 
the  1958  act  insofar  as  it  provides 
mandatory  support  for  corn  and  other 
feed  grains. 

As  I  have  pointed  out  before,  I  repeat 
time  and  again:  I  do  not  believe  the 
American  people  will  keep  on  supporting 
programs  which  are  so  costly  unless  we 
do  something  to  curtail  these  surpluses. 
We  have  done  it  as  to  three  or  four  of 
our  basic  commodities.  If  we  can  add 
wheat,  that  will  be  another.  We  can 
add  corn  next  year,  and  also  milk  and 
other  products. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then  we  might  be 
able  to  do  something  to  alleviate  the 
fear  that  we  will  drain  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Our  distinguished 
colleague  has  said  that  he  wants  to  start 
next  January  to  write  a  real  wheat  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  We  will  write 
the  wheat  bill  this  year. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  This  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  believe  we  have 
sold,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  some  of  these 
mounting  surpluses  of  wheat,  some  $6.3 
billion  worth  for  soft  currencies. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  figure  is  higher 
than  that. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  the  figure 
I  was  given.  These  are  soft  currencies 
of  countries  we  keep  afloat  with  the 
money  voted  for  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  amount  of  sales 
for  foreign  currencies  was  even  larger. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  For  soft  currency. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  for  foreign 
currencies. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  mean  soft  cur¬ 
rencies. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  that  are  soft. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  am  talking 
about  the  soft  currencies;  that  is,  the 
worthless  money. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  That  amounts 
to  almost  $7  billion. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Almost  $7  billion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  has  gotten 
somewhat  ahead  of  my  figure. 

Is  it  not  true  that  when  we  sell  for 
hard  currencies  we  subsidize  the  price 
at  65  cents  a  bushel? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct,  for 
wheat.  I  will  put  all  of  that  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
when  we  adopted  the  acreage  limitation 
provision  of  55  million  acres  the  produc¬ 
tion  averaged  11 -something  an  acre  and 
now  is  averaging  22-something  an  acre, 
nearly  twice  as  much? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  In 
1960-61  yields  averaged  26.2  bushels  per 
acre.  In  1938  they  were  13.3  bushels. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Yet  we  still  have 
a  limitation  of  55  million  acres.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mi’.  ROBERTSON.  Then  what  is 


Mr.  ROBERTSON.  And  one  of  the 
weaknesses  of  the  present  law  is  that 
the  Government  is  paying  $1.15  a  bushel. 
That  is  a  lot  worse.  The  Government  is 
buying  at  $1.15  a  bushel  and  is  selling 
at  $1.04  a  bushel.  We  have  accumulated 
some  $3  billion  worth. 

The  answer  is  that  eventually  every¬ 
one  in  the  country  will  be  regimented. 
We  have  regimented  poverty  in  the  South 
because  of  cotton,  tobacco,  and  peanuts. 
The  economy  of  the  South  is  far  below 
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the  average  economy  in  the  Nation.  The 
income  of  the  people  is  below  the  aver¬ 
age  of  the  Nation. 

I  tell  the  Senator  that  if  we  do  not 
get  back  to  private  enterprise  we  shall 
have  a  regimentation  of  our  farmers 
longer  than  the  Senator  and  I  will  ever 
live. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator’s  State 
is  a  big  producer  of  tobacco.  What 
would  happen  to  the  tobacco  industry  if 
we  took  off  all  price  supports?  Can  the 
Senator  tell  me  the  answer? 

I  will  tell  the  Senator  what  would  hap¬ 
pen  under  these  programs,  as  surely  as 
we  are  talking  together,  if  we  were  to 
take  all  price  supports  off  of  cotton, 
off  of  tobacco,  and  off  of  the  other  basic 
commodities.  There  would  be  a  depres¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  trouble  is 
that  the  Senator  and  I,  in  the  Senate  in 
1949,  voted  against  rigid  price  supports, 
but  when  the  bill  went  to  the  House  it 
did  not  come  back  to  the  Senate  until 
September:,  and  there  was  an  insistence 
on  rigid  price  supports.  After  that  we 
had  what  the  Senator  described.  There 
was  support  of  butter,  of  milk,  and  of 
whatnot,  and  even  a  big  loss  on  po¬ 
tatoes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Then  the  price 
supports  were  fixed  for  tobacco  and  other 
commodities,  so  that  they  are  tied  into 
a  system  and  do  not  know  how  to  get 
away  from  it.  I  say,  before  it  is  too  late 
we  should  let  our  cattlemen,  our  poultry- 
men,  and  those  who  use  feed  grains  get 
back  to  a  private  enterprise  system.  We 
should  do  something  before  it  is  too  late, 
or  they  will  never  get  back. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  to  say  to  let  the  farmers  grow  all 
of  the  corn  and  feed  grains  they  wish? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  say  we  should 
cut  the  price  support  down  to  the  point 
that  they  will  not  produce  more  than 
they  can  use,  to  sell  at  their  own  risk. 
As  soon  as  we  provide  controls,  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  feed  grains  will  be  greatly 
reduced. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  the  support  price  much 
lower  than  85  cents  a  bushel.  I  can  tell 
the  Senator  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  knows  that  the 
main  thing  we  need  is  controls,  to  keep 
from  having  overproduction.  That  is  the 
main  thing  needed,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  one  of  the 
things  needed. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  We  must  have 
strict  controls. 

The  cost  sheet  which  I  have  proves 
that  when  there  have  been  strict  controls 
the  Government  has. paid  out  very  little. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  We  can  use  cotton 
as  an  example.  So  long  as  there  were 
strict  controls,  even  with  high  support 
prices,  going  up  to  90  percent  of  parity, 
the  Government  paid  out  very  little  of 
its  money.  I  noticed  that,  with  respect 


to  cotton,  from  1933  to  1950  the  Govern¬ 
ment  made  $236  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  But  when  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  put  the  program  on  a  sliding 
scale,  so  to  speak,  and  let  the  farmers 
grow  more  cotton,  even  when  the  price 
support  for  the  farmer  was  a  smaller 
amount  of  parity,  the  Government 
started  paying  out  money. 

With  respect  to  tobacco,  Senators  will 
find  that  the  Government  made  some 
$5.5  million  from  1933  to  1950,  though 
it  had  price  supports  which  gave  to  the 
farmer  the  right  to  obtain  a  good  price 
for  his  tobacco. 

I  think  the  figures  show  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  really  works.  On  the  other  com¬ 
modities,  the  farmers  have  been  given 
the  right  to  grow  more,  and  to  cut  down 
on  the  price  supports,  but  then  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  had  to  pay  out  money  in 
large  amounts.  Wheat  is  a  good  illustra¬ 
tion  of  that.  Feed  grains  are  another 
good  illustration  of  it. 

I  have  always  contended  that  there 
should  be  strict  control.  If  we  turn  the 
program  loose,  and  let  every  farmer 
plant  all  he  wishes  to  plant,  with  no 
supports,  the  middlemen  and  profiteers 
will  gobble  up  all  the  profits  of  the  fann¬ 
ers.  So  we  must  protect  the  farmer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  have  a  copy  of  the  table  to  which 
my  good  friend  from  South  Carolina  has 
referred.  I  expect  to  place  it  in  the 
Record  in  order  to  show  the  losses  up 
to  1950.  My  good  friend  will  observe  in 
the  table,  as  I  recollect,  that  from  1950 
up  to  date,  the  losses  on  all  commodities 
have  increased  considerably.  I  expect 
to  put  the  entire  picture  befoi’e  the  Sen¬ 
ate  before  I  sit  down. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  yielding  to  me. 

First,  I  commend  the  Senator  on  his 
very  lucid,  reasonable,  and  sensible  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  complicated  business 
called  agricultural  legislation,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  the  proposals  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

I  should  like  to  see  if  there  is  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  minds  on  the  subject.  The 
bill  before  the  Senate  would  provide  a 
national  minimum-  bushelage  for  wheat 
of  1  billion  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
T6Ct 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  based 
upon  the  known  disappearance  of  both 
domestic  and  foreign  bushelage  on  a 
yearly  average. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Just  about.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  in  recent  years  it  has 
been  about  1.2  billion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Would  the  bill 
take  care  of  domestic  consumption,  ex¬ 
ports,  and  a  reasonable  carryover? 

Mi*.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
We  want  to  reduce  the  carryover  which 
now  is  excessive,  but  a  reasonable  carry¬ 
over  would  always  be  provided  for. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  law  that  we 
would  amend  has  a  55-million-acre  mini¬ 
mum;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  a  minimum; 
yes. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  crux 
of  the  problem  in  the  wheat  area. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
l*0Ct 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  the  Senator 
fi'om  Virginia  explained  a  moment  ago, 
production  per  acre  has  gone  up  about 
100  percent. 

Mr.  EILENDER.  Almost. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  minimum 
acreage  has  remained  the  same. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  under  the  price 
support  pi*ogram  the  Government  has 
made  rather  substantial  purchases  as  a 
requirement  under  what  we  call  the  mar¬ 
keting  practices  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reason  for  that 
is  the  Government’s  inability  to  act  when 
the  acreage  indicated  is  55  million  acres 
or  less. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
because  we  did  not  change  the  law,  the 
department  was  powerless  to  act. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  has  made  a  very  valid 
point,  and  one  which  has  been  debated 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  repeatedly; 
namely,  that  when  we  utilize  only  the 
lowering  of  support  levels  as  the  only 
means  of  curbing  production,  it  fails.  If 
we  are  to  lower  production,  we  also  must 
do  something  about  either  acreage, 
bushelage,  or  the  units,  and  exei’cise 
some  governmental  controls  over  produc¬ 
tion. 

Two  philosophies  have  been  debated 
on  the  national  scene  and  in  Congress 
relating  to  farm  legislation.  One  is  that 
the  way  to  persuade  farmei’S  to  produce 
less  is  to  reduce  the  price.  Anyone  who 
entertains  that  belief  has  been  smoking 
opium,  because  it  is  ridiculous.  It  does 
not  work.  In  the  dairy  business  we  are 
now  finding  out  that  with  prices  down, 
farmers  are  producing  more.  When 
prices  went  down  on  feed  grains,  farm- 
ers  produced  more. 

The  other  economic  analysis  of  the 
agricultural  prices  and  production  situ¬ 
ation  is  that  when  and  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  provides  a  price  support  on  a  com¬ 
modity,  if  we  wish  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  production  and  not  encourage  sur¬ 
pluses,  we  must  exercise  some  control 
over  production  through  either  acreage 
limitations,  quotas,  marketing  quotas,  or 
some  form  of  control  over  the  number 
of  units  that  can  be  taken  to  the  market 
under  a  pi’ice  suppoi’t  program. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
supported  that  kind  of  philosophy,  as 
have  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I 
have  always  stated,  and  will  repeat,  that 
if  and  when  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  establishes  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program  which  provides  a  guaran¬ 
teed  return  on  a  particular  amount  of 
pi*oduction,  the  Government  has  a  right 
to  expect,  and  should  obtain,  some  con¬ 
trol  over  production.  That  statement 
applies  to  dairying,  feed  grains,  wheat, 
cotton,  rice,  tobacco,  or  any  other  com¬ 
modity.  If  the  Government  does  not 
do  so,  whenever  a  commodity  is  in  excess 
supply,  the  surplus  will  continue  to 
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mount  until  the  resources  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  are  fully 
utilized. 

Several  times  during  my  service  in  the 
Senate  we  have  had  to  expand  the  capi¬ 
tal  stock  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  the  way  to  prove  that  we 
are  friends  of  the  farmer  and  the  farm 
program  is  not  to  have  an  open  end  on 
the  Treasury  or  upon  the  resources  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  but 
rather  we  must  have  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  price  support  program  which  would 
assure  the  farmer,  if  he  works  harder 
than  most  other  people  work,  if  he  is 
willing  to  invest  his  capital,  labor  and 
managerial  know-how,  and  if  he  is  will¬ 
ing  to  accept  some  kind  of  controls  over 
production,  will  have  a  fairly  good  liv¬ 
ing.  That  is  the  purpose  of  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  Anyone  who  supports 
that  program  supports  something  that  is 
helpful  to  the  farmer.  If  he  supports 
an  open  end  program  like  the  1958  Feed 
Grain  Act,  which  has  been  literally  the 
albatross  around  the  neck  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  and  the 
farmer  himself,  he  does  not  help  the 
farmer.  What  he  does  is  to  promote  a 
growing  mountain  of  Government- 
owned  supplies  that  act  as  a  depressant 
upon  the  free  market  every  hour  of  the 
day.  There  is  not  a  corn  producer  in 
America  who  knows  what  he  will  get 
for  corn,  because  he  does  not  know  what 
will  happen  in  terms  of  Government  sup¬ 
plies  being  dumped  on  the  market. 
Fortunately  if  we  have  a  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  like  Secretary  Freeman,  who 
is  aware  of  the  needs  of  the  farmer,  we 
have  some  protection  as  to  stability  in 
the  market.  But  if  we  have  a  Secretary 
who  does  not  care,  who  looks  upon  it  as 
his  major  job  to  dump  what  is  in  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  we  could 
wreck  not  only  every  fai-m  producer  in 
out  country,  but  many  of  the  processors 
and  many  so-called  middlemen. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  on  his  continued  good  fight  for  farm 
programs.  It  has  not  been  an  easy  task. 
I  can  think  of  no  more  tedious  and  ex¬ 
hausting  task  than  that. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  the 
following  question:  Is  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  same  program  as  the 
one  the  Senate  passed  last  May? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  identical. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  the  Senate  has 
already  expressed  its  approval  of  what 
we  call  the  certificate  plan? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  plan  has  as 
its  purpose  the  reduction  of  surpluses 
and  the  carrying  charges  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  upon  such  surpluses.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  the  view  of 
the  committee  that  the  plan  will  accom¬ 
plish  such  a  result? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Also,  of  course,  to 
increase  farm  income. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  feed-grain 
pi'ogram  which  the  Senator  has  dis¬ 
cussed  in  some  detail,  and  yet  in  general 
terms,  and  which  is  being  given  some 


consideration  at  this  time,  is  different 
from  the  one  that  was  passed  in  the 
Senate  last  May.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  my  opening  re¬ 
marks  I  indicated  that,  so  far  as  I  was 
personally  concerned,  I  would  be  very 
glad  if  the  Senate  would  reenact  the 
feed-grain  provisions  that  were  enacted 
in  May. 

I  happen  to  be  a  realist,  and  I  know 
because  of  absenteeism  in  the  Senate, 
and  being  confronted  by  a  House  which 
is  adamant  on  no  controls  for  feed  grains, 
we  would  have  a  difficult  task  to  per¬ 
form  in  trying  to  reenact  the  law.  What 
I  am  suggesting  in  lieu  of  that  is  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  emergency  feed-grain 
program  for  1  year,  coupled  with  the 
provision  that  we  do  away  with  the  1958 
act  insofar  as  it  deals  with  corn.  In 
other  words,  I  want  to  do  away  with  the 
law  that  provides  that  corn  producei's 
and  producers  of  other  feed  grains  can 
produce  all  they  want  of  that  commod¬ 
ity  or  other  commodities  even  if  we  do 
not  need  them  and  get  price  supports  at 
90  pei-cent  of  the  average  market  price 
for  the  last  3  years,  or  65  percent  of 
parity,  whichever  is  higher.  That  means 
$1.06  per  bushel  or  perhaps  $1.07  per 
bushel. 

It  strikes  me  that  what  we  could  do, 
as  I  said,  would  be  to  enact  legislation 
of  the  kind  which  I  have  suggested  and 
to  come  back  in  January,  and  try  to  get 
together  with  the  producers  and  enact 
permanent  legislation. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  let  me  say 
that  I  will  oppose  any  extension  of  the 
emergency  feed  grain  program  unless  at 
the  end  of  the  emergency  program  we 
have  permanent  legislation  repealing  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
the  Senator  is  suggesting  that  for  1 
more  year  the  voluntary  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  be  continued,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  proposal  is  advanced  that  there  will 
be  a  repeal  of  the  1958  act,  insofar  as  it 
provides  mandatory  support  for  feed 
grains. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  1958  act  is  the 
weakness  of  this  farm  program.  It  is  the 
one  that  has  permitted  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction  at  the  expense  of  the  “Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  agriculture.  It  is  one  that 
will  break  the  back  of  the  cattle  indus- 
try.  One  of  these  days,  if  we  continue 
to  produce  unlimited  quantities  of  feed 
grains,  it  will  mean  that  ultimately  it 
will  be  necessary  to  dump  the  feed  grains. 
When  they  are  dumped,  it  will  depress 
the  price  of  feed  grains,  which  in  turn 
will  mean  an  increase  in  cattle  produc¬ 
tion,  and  that  in  turn  will  result  in  a 
reduction  in  the  price  of  meat.  There 
are  reports  from  one  of  the  leading  agi'i- 
cultural  universities  in  America,  Iowa 
State  University,  at  Ames,  Iowa,  and 
from  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  and 
fi'om  a  land-grant  college  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Minnesota  which  are  of  interest 
in  this  connection. 

I  remember  when  we  had  hearings 
throughout  the  country  and  we  went  into 
Minnesota  and  North  Dakota  and  other 
places. 
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The  testimony  before  the  committee — 

I  believe  it  was  in  1955 — was  that  un¬ 
limited  supplies  of  feed  grain  which 
reduced  the  market  price  of  feed  gi'ain 
ultimately  l-esulted  in  increased  produc¬ 
tion  of  pork  and  beef,  which  ultimately 
resulted  in  lower  prices  of  pork  and  beef. 
Thei'efore,  it  is  a  vicious  circle.  The 
Senator  has  put  his  finger  on  it  when 
he  says  that  if  we  are  to  extend  the 
emergency  feed  grain  progx-am  for  1  year, 
we  really  will  not  be  doing  very  much, 
even  though  it  is  much  better  than  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  will  simply  ag¬ 
gravate  the  situation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  necessary  to 
extend  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro- 
gi-am  for  1  year  plus  repealing  the  1958 
act,  which  will  require  the  next  Con- 
gi-ess  to  come  back  and  come  to  grips 
with  the  task  of  overproduction  of  feed 
grains.  I  wish  to  assure  the  Senator 
I  will  be  glad  to  work  with  him  toward 
that  objective.  He  knows  I  voted 
against  the  1958  act.  It  was  not  easy 
to  do  so.  I  voted  against  that  unlimited 
production  pi'ogram.  The  reason  I  did 
so  was  because  of  what  I  said  on  the 
floor  then.  I  said  it  would  result  in 
millions  more  bushels  of  corn,  that  it 
would  result  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  spending  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  unneeded  production.  Evei-y 
bit  of  that  prediction  came  true,  except 
I  really  did  not  quite  realize  to  what  ex¬ 
tent  it  would  take  place.  I  therefore  wish 
to  assure  the  Senator  of  my  support.  I 
want  it  to  be  quite  clear.  I  voted  for 
the  administration  feed  grain  program. 

I  still  think  it  is  the  best  program.  If 
we  have  the  votes,  we  ought  to  pass  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  would  have,  if 
more  Senators  were  present  when  the 
amendments  are  called  up.  After  all, 
it  is  an  election  year,  and  that  may  be 
difficult  to  do. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  must  go  to 
conference  with  the  House,  and  in  the 
House  there  is  strong  resistance  to  a 
compulsory  feed  grain  progi'am.  Thei'e¬ 
fore,  I  believe  the  best  we  will  be  able 
to  get  is  the  solution  which  the  Senator 
is  proposing.  I  commend  him  for  his 
willingness  to  take  that  step.  I  assure 
him  of  my  support.  I  wish  to  assure 
the  Senator  there  is  plenty  of  evidence 
to  show  the  temporary  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  has  some  support.  I  have  been 
checking  the  record  of  the  debates  in 
May  when  we  had  the  fann  bill  up  be¬ 
fore.  As  the  Senator  recalls,  some  Sen¬ 
ators  vigorously  opposed  the  administra-  1 
tion  program  and  sought  to  enact  the 
voluntary  feed  grain  program.  I  wish 
to  alert  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  that 
when  any  Senator  starts  to  attack  the 
voluntai-y  feed  grain  program,  I  am  well 
stocked  with  quotations  from  Senators 
who  were  in  favor  of  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  and  who  said  there  was  no  need 
for  a  compulsory  program.  I  do  not 
want  to  use  up  all  my  ammunition  on 
the  fust  day.  However,  as'  we  say,  I  hold 
in  my  hand  some  of  this  evidence,  and 
at  the  proper  time  I  will  use  it. 

I  offered  some  amendments  to  the 
farm  bill  in  May.  They  were  not  amend¬ 
ments  which  fundamentally  affected  the 
price  suppoi't  structure.  One  of  them 
expressed  the  sense  of  Congress  relating 
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to  the  economical  administration  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  other  amendment  provides  that 
Congress  reaffirms  its  longstanding 
policy  of  favoring  the  use  by  govern¬ 
mental  agencies  of  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  to  adopt 
policies  and  procedures  designed  to  min¬ 
imize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  en¬ 
courage  orderly  marketing  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  through  private  competitive 
trade  channels,  both  cooperative  and 
noncooperative,  and  to  obtain  maximum 
returns  in  the  market  price  for  producers 
and  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Does  the  Senator  make  any  reference 
to  these  amendments  in  the  bill  which 
is  now  before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  offer  these 
amendments. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Personally  I  will 
have  no  objection  to  them. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  They  were  passed 
unanimously  by  the  Senate  in  May. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  the  same  lan¬ 
guage? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  prefer  if  the 
Senator  waited  until  other  amendments 
were  offered.  There  are  two  others  to  be 
offered,  one  by  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  FulbrightI,  and  the  other  by 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart], 
which  pertains  to  cherries.  There  is  no 
objection  to  those  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned.  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendments  being  incorporated  in  the 
present  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  wondering 
whether  the  Senator  would  mind  my 
offering  these  two  amendments.  As  I 
say,  they  are  what  I  would  call  econom¬ 
ic  amendments,  in  that  they  express  a 
philosophy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  may  be  of¬ 
fered,  but  I  would  like  to  get  through 
with  my  presentation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then  I  shall  wait. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  for  his  kind  remarks. 
I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  will  not  en¬ 
gage  in  exhaustive  debate  on  the  bill, 
because  we  already  hashed  it  out  for  a 
whole  week  during  May,  and  there  are 
no  new  issues  involved.  I  am  sorry  to  say 
that  I  was  more  or  less  compelled  to 
temper  my  views  on  the  grain  program. 

Mr.  President,  a  moment  ago  I  placed 
in  the  Record  table  No.  1,  indicating  the 
results  of  the  1961  feed  grain  program. 
Now  I  wish  to  place  in  the  Record  a  table 
with  respect  to  the  1962  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram.  It  shows  the  cost,  production, 
and  acreage  signup.  As  I  have  pointed 
out,  the  com  payments  aggregate  $780 
million;  the  sorghum  grain  payments, 
$152  million;  the  barley  payments,  $45 
million.  Administrative  costs,  $40  mil¬ 
lion;  a  total,  for  the  1962  feed  grain 
program,  of  $1,107  million. 

Next  follows  the  production,  and  it 
shows  a  total  decrease  in  com,  grain 
sorghum  and  barley  production  of  528 
million  bushels. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Facts — 1962  feed  grain  program 


Cost:  In  millions 

Corn  payment _  $780 

Sorghum  grain  payments -  152 

Barley _  45 


Total _ _ —  -  977 


Administrative  costs -  40 

Total  costs _  1,017 

Production: 

Corn  Million  bushels 

1960  _  3,  908 

1962 _ 1  3, 518 


Decrease _  390 


Sorghum  grain: 

1960  _  620 

1962 _  2  483 


Decrease _  137 


Barley: 

1961  _  393 

1962  -  1 392 


Decrease _ _ _  1 


Total  decrease  corn,  sorghum,  bar¬ 
ley  production -  528 

Acreage  signup:  Thousand  acres 

Corn _ 22,  881 

Sorghum  grain -  6,  710 

Barley _ • _  3.  094 


1  Based  on  indications  in  July  1962. 

3  From  July  Feed  Situation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
refer  next  to  a  similar  table  for  wheat 
in  the  emergency  program  for  1962. 
Wheat  payments  amounted  to  $406  mil¬ 
lion;  administration  amounted  to  $15 
million;  a  total  of  $421  million. 

Wheat  production  was  decreased  only 
by  an  estimated  177  million  bushels. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Facts — 1962  wheat  program 


Cost:  In  millions 

Wheat  payments - $406 

Administration -  15 


Total _  421 

Production:  Million  bushels 

1961  - 1>235 

1962  _ 1,058 


Decrease _  177 

Thousand  acres 
Acreage  signup :  1962 -  15,  065 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  showing 
a  comparison  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  investment  in  feed  grains.  May 
31,  1962,  and  May  31,  1961.  The  table 
shows  the  amounts  of  bushelage  with 
respect  to  each  separate  commodity. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


16077 

Comparison  of  CCC  investment  in  feed 
grains.  May  31,  1962,  and  May  31,  1961 

QUALITY  OF  FEED  GRAINS  UNDER  LOAN 


[In  bushels] 


Commodity 

1961 

1962 

Difference 

Corn . 

750,020,939 

918,043, 147 

+168,022,208 

Barley . 

Grain 

42, 173, 992 

22, 520, 263 

-19,  653,  729 

sorghum... 

24, 309, 198 

21,117,109 

-3, 192, 089 

Oats _ 

28, 274, 067 

23,  612, 427 

-4, 661,640 

Rye . 

2, 143, 547 

904,  516 

-1,239,031 

TotaL . 

846,921,743 

986, 197, 462 

+139,275,719 

QUALITY  OF  FEED  GRAINS  IN  CCC  INVENTORY 


Corn . . 

Barley _ 

Grain 

sorghum... 

Oats . 

Rye . . 

1, 348,  729,  498 
63,  693,  536 

712,  273,  646 
10,051,964 
4, 059,  353 

746, 302, 082 
32,  506,  764 

709,  744,  541 
10, 143,  670 
3,  677, 652 

-602,  427, 416 
-21, 186,  782 

-2,  629, 105 
+91,  706 
-381,  701 

Total . 

2, 128,  807,  997 

1,  502,  374,  699 

-626,433,298 

Total  loan 

and  in- 

ventory. 

2,  975,  729,  740 

2,  488,  572, 161 

-487,157,579 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  showing 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in¬ 
vestment  in  feed  grain  as  of  May  31, 
1961,  and  May  31,  1962,  showing  the 
value  of  commodities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Feed  grain  CCC  investment  as  of  May  31, 
1961  and  1962 

VALUE  OF  FIELD  GRAINS  UNDER  LOAN 


[In  dollars] 


Commodity 

1961 

1962 

Difference 

Com  _ 

790,697,001 
32, 785, 019 

21,  255, 085 
13,  719,  457 

1,  745, 352 

1, 031, 284, 296 
18, 540, 370 

19, 740, 887 
12, 079,  426 
795, 611 

+240,  587, 295 
-14,244,649 

-1, 514, 198 
-1.  640, 031 
-949, 741 

Barley . 

Grain 
sorghum... 
Oats . 

Bye . 

Total . 

860, 201,  914 

1,  082,  440,  590 

+222, 238, 676 

VALUE  OF  FEED  GRAINS  IN  CCC  INVENTORY 


Com . . 

1, 841, 170, 264 
48, 778, 758 

773, 616, 585 
5, 965,  386 
4,  228,  904 

884, 189, 151 
28, 618, 866 

767, 044, 171 
6, 608, 885 
3,  670, 047 

-956, 981,113 
-20, 159, 892 

-6,  572,  414 
+643,  499 
-558, 857 

Barley.  _ 

Grain  sor¬ 
ghum _ 

Oats _ 

Bye_ 

Total _ 

2, 673,  759,  897 

1, 690, 131, 120 

-983, 628,  777 

Total  loan 
and  in¬ 
ventory. 

3, 533, 961, 811 

2, 772,  571, 710 

-761, 390, 101 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  comparison 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  invest¬ 
ments  in  wheat  on  May  31,  1962,  and 
May  31,  1961. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Comparison  of  CCC  investment  in  wheat. 
May  31, 1962,  and  May  31, 1961 


BUSHELS 


1961 

1962 

Difference 

Under  loan 

wheat _ 

CCC  inven- 

97, 077, 266 

1,276,830,359 

66, 164, 602 

1, 165, 467, 437 

-30, 912, 664 

-111,  362, 922 

Total.. 

1, 373, 907,  625 

1, 231,  632, 039 

-142, 275,  686 

16078 
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Comparison  of  CCC  investment  in  wheat. 
May  31, 1962,  and  May  31, 1961 — Continued 

VALUE  (IN  DOLLARS) 


1961 

1962 

Difference 

Loan__ . 

173,  915,  532 
2,  660,  950, 003 

117, 689, 956 
2, 293,  560,  086 

-56,225,576 
-267,  389,  917 

Inventory.— 

Total _ 

2, 734, 865,  535 

2,411,250,042 

-323, 615, 493 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  production  and  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  holdings  of  corn 
from  crops  beginning  in  1950  and  ex¬ 
tending  through  1961. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 


Production  and  CCC  holdings  of  corn,  1950-61  crops 
[All  figures  are  in  millions] 


Crop  year 

Production 
(for  grain) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  marketing  year 
per  crop  1 

Difference 

Inventory 

Loans 

Total 

1950  . . . 

2, 764. 1 

402.8 

84.7 

487.5 

1951 . - . 

2, 628. 9 

290.7 

15.5 

306.2 

-181.3 

1952 . - . - - - - 

2, 980.  8 

236.0 

277.8 

513.8 

+207.  6 

1953. . . . - . — 

2,  881.  8 

353.  7 

362.7 

716.4 

+202.  6 

1954. . . . — . . 

2,  708.  9 

621.  5 

236. 1 

857.  6 

+  141.2 

1955 . - . — 

2,  873.  0 

748.5 

360.7 

1,  109.  2 

+251.  6 

1956 . . . - . . 

3,  075.  3 

873.3 

386.6 

1,  259.  9 

+  150.7 

1957 . - . - . 

3,  045.  4 

1,  077.  1 

276.7 

1,  353.  8 

+93.9 

1958 . . . . . . 

3,356.2 

1, 184.  3 

216.3 

1,  400.  6 

+46.8 

1959 . — . — 

3, 824.  6 

1, 312.  8 

389.4 

1,  702.  2 

+301.  6 

I960 . . . . - 

3,  908. 1 

1,371.0 

556.3 

1,  927.  3 

+225. 1 

1961  (feed  grain  program)  2 - - - 

3,  624.  3 

746.3 

918.0 

1,  664. 3 

-263. 0 

>  Data  shown  are  as  of  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crop. 
2  As  of  May  31,  19G2. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  similar  table, 
showing  the  production  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  holdings  of 


grain  sorghums  for  crops  beginning  in 
1950  and  extending  through  1961. 

^here  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Production  and  CCC  holdings  of  grain  sorghums,  1950-61  crops 


[All  figures  are  in  millions] 


Cron  year 

Production 
(for  grain) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  marketing  year 
per  crop  1 

Difference 

Inventory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 _ _ _ _ 

233.5 

17.2 

1.5 

18.7 

1951 _ _ _ _ ___ _ 

162.9 

.5 

.6 

i.i 

-17.6 

1952 

90.  7 

.  1 

2.9 

3.0 

+1.9 
+31.4 
+41.7 
+12.3 
+11.5 
+230.  4 

1953 _ _ _ _ _ 

115.  7 

21.7 

12.7 

34.4 

1954 _ _ 

235.  5 

68.0 

8. 1 

76. 1 

1955. _ _ _ _ 

242.  G 

76.2 

12.2 

88.4 

1956 _ _ _ _ 

204.9 

75.1 

24.8 

99.9 

1957 _ _ _ 

567.5 

294.8 

35.5 

330.3 

1958 _ _ _ _ 

581.0 

490.6 

24.8 

515.  4 

+185. 1 
+68.4 
+132. 9 
+14.1 

1959 _ _ _ 

555.2 

561.6 

22.2 

583.8 

1960 _ _ _ 

619.9 

673.4 

43.3 

716.  7 

482.6 

709.7 

21.1 

730.8 

1  Data  shown  are  for  Sept.  30  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  the  crops 

2  As  of  May  31,  1962. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  holdings  of  wheat  beginning  with 


the  1950  crop  and  extending  through  the 
1961  crop. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Production  and  CCC  holdings  of  wheat,  1960-61  crops 


[All  figures  are  in  millions] 


Crop  year 

Production 
(for  grain) 

CCC  holdings  at  end  of  marketing  year 
per  crop  1 

Difference 

Inventory 

Loans 

Total 

1950 . . . . . . 

1,019.3 

988.2 

196.  4 

11.  2 

207.  6 

1951 . . . . 

143.3 

22.  3 

165.6 

-42.0 

1952... . . . 

1,  306.  4 

470.0 

44.4 

514.4 

+348.8 

1953 _ 

1, 173.  2 

774.6 

91.0 

865.6 

+351. 2 

1954 _ _ _ 

983.9 

975.9 

14.7 

990.6 

+125. 0 

1955 _ _ _ _ _ 

937. 1 

950.7 

45.1 

995.8 

—5.  2 

1956. . . . — . 

1, 005.  4 

823.9 

13.8 

837.  7 

-158. 1 

1957 _ _ _ _ _ 

955.7 

834.9 

37.4 

872.3 

+34.6 

1958 _ _ - . 

1,  457.  4 

1, 146.fi 

88.0 

1,  234.6 

+362. 3 

1959 _ _ _ _ 

1,121.1 

1, 195.  4 

91.9 

1,  287.  3 

+52.7 

1960 . . . 

1,357.3 

1,  242.  5 

125.6 

1, 368. 1 

+80.8 

1961  2 . . 

1962  . . . 

1,  234.  7 
1, 068.  0 

1, 165.  6 

66.1 

1,  231.  6 

-136.  5 

1  Data  are  for  June  30,  following  year  of  crop. 

2  As  of  May  31,  1962. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  showing 
the  carryover  stocks,  at  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  years  from  1950 
through  1962,  of  corn,  grain  sorghum, 
oats,  barley,  and  wheat.  The  amount, 
as  indicated  by  the  table,  shows  a  grad¬ 
ual  increase  in  the  carryover  stocks  each 
year,  with  very  few  exceptions,  in  all 
the  commodities.  The  table  indicates 
that  our  carryover  has  been  increasing 
very  much  from  year  to  year.  All  this, 
as  I  stated  in  my  principal  speech,  is 
very  expensive  for  our  Government. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
(See  table  at  top  of  p.  16079,  opposite.) 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  carryover  of  feed  grains  at  the 
end  of  marketing  years  from  1952 
through  1963.  These  figures  are  in  ton¬ 
nage,  so  that  Senators  may  make  a  com¬ 
parison  between  bushelage  and  tonnage. 
As  I  stated  a  while  ago,  there  has  been 
a  steady  increase  in  tonnage  from  one 
marketing  year  to  another  since  1952. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Carryover  of  feed  grains  at  end  of  marketing 
year 1 


Year: 


Million 

tons 


1952- 

1953- 

1954- 

1955- 

1956- 

1957- 

1958- 

1959- 

1960- 

1961- 

1962  2 

1963  2. 


27.0 
31.  7 
39.  1 

43.3 
48.  8 
59.0 

67.5 

74.6 
84.  7 
73.  0 

61.3 
3  49.  6 


1  Total  disappearance  In  1961-62  averaged 

12.7  million  tons  per  month. 

2  Estimated  based  on  same  reduction  as 
occurred  during  the  1961-62  marketing  year. 

2  Based  upon  1961-62  disappearance  this 
would  amount  to  4.2  months  supply. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  of  anal¬ 
ysis  of  program  results  from  October 
1933  through  December  31,  1950,  com¬ 
pared  with  the  period  October  1933 
through  December  31,  1961.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston] 
placed  a  portion  of  this  table  in  the 
Record.  The  table  indicates  that  all 
losses  from  price  supports  on  vari¬ 
ous  commodities  from  October,  1933, 
through  December  31,  1961,  aggregated 
$10,080,365,087. 

The  losses  on  feed  grains,  wheat,  and 
dairy  products  as  a  percent  of  total 
losses  from  October  1933  through  De¬ 
cember,  1950,  were  30  percent;  and  from 
October  1933  through  December,  1961, 

69.8  percent.  This  shows  that  those  3 
commodities  have  accounted  for  70  per¬ 
cent  of  the  losses  that  have  been  sus¬ 
tained  through  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  operations  on  price  supports. 
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Carryover^  stocks  at  beginning  of  marketing  year 1  1950-62 
[In  million  bushels] 


Com 

Grain 

sorghum 

Oati  • 

Barley 

Wheat 

1950  . . 

844 

60 

208 

80 

425 

1951  . 

740 

38 

286 

94 

400 

1952 . . . . . . . 

487 

10 

277 

73 

256 

1953  . . . . . 

769 

7 

249 

51 

606 

1954  . . . 

920 

22 

227 

71 

934 

1955 . - . - 

1,035 

75 

303 

131 

1,036 

1,033 

009 

1956 . . . 

1, 165 

81 

347 

117 

1957  . . . . . . 

1, 419 

79 

240 

127 

1958 .  . . . . 

1.469 

309 

325 

168 

881 

1959 . . . . 

1,  524 

510 

368 

195 

1,  295 

I960 . . . - 

1,787 

581 

267 

167 

1,314 

1961 . . . - . 

2,008 

1,650 

702 

325 

153 

1,412 

1962  2  . . . . 

700 

276 

122 

1,345 

1  Corn  and  grain  sorghums,  Oct.  1;  oats,  barley,  and  wheat,  July  1. 
1  Feed-grain  program  in  effect  in  1961. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Analysis  of  program  results  ( October  1933 
through  Dec.  31,  1950,  compared  to  October 
1933  through  Dec.  31,  1961) 


Commodities 

October 

1933 

through 
Dec.  31, 
1960 

October  1933 
through 
Dec.  31,  1961 

Losses  on  price  supports: 

1.  Feed  grains: 

$57, 623, 513 
30, 925,680 
5, 688, 432 

$2, 188, 789, 461 
598, 404,  386 
310,014,705 

Sorghum  grain _ 

Barley,  oats,  rye - 

Total,  feed  grains 
(loss) _ 

2.  Wheat  (loss) _ _ 

3.  Cotton  (gain) . . 

4.  Dairy  products  (loss)— 

5.  Peanuts  (loss) _ 

6.  Rice  (loss) - 

7.  Tobacco  (gain) - 

8.  Irish  potatoes  Joss) - 

9.  Wool  Qoss) _ 

10.  Other  commodities 

94, 237, 625 
66, 289, 156 
236, 109,  614 
74,  540, 226 
71, 161,680 
1,143,611 

5,  502,  440 
431,219,849 
92,253,987 

183,  469,  548 

3;  097, 208, 552 
1, 798, 261, 275 
1,014, 375, 662 
2, 150, 212, 263 
210, 123, 673 
191, 638,  752 
6,  705, 397 
478,  582, 600 
440, 601, 979 

692, 654, 934 

Total  price  sup¬ 
port  (loss) _ 

Losses  on  feed  grains,  wheat, 
and  dairy  products  as  a 
percent  of  total  losses  (per¬ 
cent) _ 

772,  703, 628 

10, 080, 365, 087 

30.4 

69.8 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  While  those  com¬ 
modities  are  stated  as  producing  losses, 
there  is  inventory  for  a  substantial 
amount  of  that.  In  a  business  firm,  one’s 
investment  is  shown  as  dollars;  and  if 
a  part  of  the  investment  is  in  inventory, 
it  is  not  called  a  loss.  Is  the  Senator 
indicating  that  these  are  actual  move¬ 
ments  of  commodities? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Actual  losses.  In 
other  words,  when  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  sells  wheat  abroad,  either 
through  Public  Law  480  or  for  cash,  a 
subsidy  is  paid.  Of  course,  losses  under 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  are 
different  from  the  support  prices.  The 
figures  I  have  just  given  are  the  losses 
sustained  by  the  Government  since  the 
inception  of  the  program  in  October  1933 
and  continuing  through  December  31, 
1961.  All  losses  on  price  supports  ag¬ 
gregated  $10  billion-plus. 

I  point  out  also  that  the  losses  on 
feed  grains  and  wheat  as  a  percentage 
of  the  total  losses  between  October  1933 


and  December  1950  accounted  for  only 
20.7  percent;  but  from  October  1933 
through  1961,  they  accounted  for  48.5 
percent,  thus  showing  the  huge  losses 
sustained  by  these  two  programs.  This 
is  a  situation  we  are  trying  to  correct, 
in  contrast  with  the  rest  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  put  together.  Of  course,  the  total 
includes  the  losses  sustained  in  the 
potato  fiasco. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
that  point  would  the  Senator  give  us 
the  ratio  of  cost  to  the  value  of  market¬ 
ings  in  these  programs?  After  all,  if 
wheat,  feed  grains,  and  dairy  products 
were  included,  we  would  come  close  to 
75  or  80  percent  of  all  the  programs  un¬ 
der  price  supports.  So  if  there  is  a  loss 
of  70  percent  or  less  that  might  be  a 
very  good  showing.  These  commodi¬ 
ties  have  shown  better  results  than  some 
of  the  others. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  According  to  the 
figures  I  am  placing  in  the  Record,  the 
feed  grains — that  is,  corn,  sorghum 
grains,  barley,  oats,  and  rye — account 
for  a  total  loss  to  the  Government, 
through  price  supports,  of  $3,097  mil¬ 
lion-plus. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Over  how  long  a  period 
of  time? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  From  the  inception 
of  the  program  through  December  31, 
1961. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Eighteen  years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  loss  on  wheat, 
exclusive  of  the  wheat  agreement,  was 
$1,798  million. 

The  loss  on  cotton  was  $1  billion. 

The  loss  on  dairy  products  was  $2,150 
million. 

The  loss  on  peanuts  was  $210  million. 

The  loss  on  rice  was  $191  million. 

The  loss  on  tobacco  was  $6,750,000. 

The  loss  on  Irish  potatoes  was  $478 
million. 

The  loss  on  wool  was  $440  million. 

The  loss  on  other  commodities — small 
commodities,  such  as  honey — was  $692 
million. 

The  total  loss  on  the  price-support 
programs  alone  of  $10,080,365,087. 

In  a  moment  I  shall  place  in  the 
Record  a  tabulation  of  further  losses  on 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement.  As 
I  remember  the  figures,  we  have  lost 
about  $1,254  million  on  it  up  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  time. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  All  these  figures 
are  very  useful;  but  I  think  we  must 


recognize  that  those  losses  should  be 
related  to  the  value  of  the  products 
being  marketed.  The  programs  for 
wheat,  feed  grains,  and  dairy  production 
include  a  large  proportion  of  all  the  pro¬ 
grams  under  price  supports;  and  it  is 
like  saying  that  the  people  of  New  York 
got  from  the  Federal  Government  20  or 
30  times  the  benefits  that  the  people  of 
Nevada  received.  Are  receiving  20  or  30 
times  more  than  they  deserve.  We  must 
recognize  that  there  are  fewer  people  in 
Nevada.  A  much  smaller  amount  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  programs  for  rice,  and  so 
forth,  as  compared  with  the  amounts  in¬ 
volved  in  the  programs  for  major  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  of  the  country. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  submitting 
the  figures;  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin,  being  a  fine  economist,  can  use 
them  as  he  desires. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana.  I  wish  to  apologize 
for  delaying  him. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  only  trying  to 
show  the  actual  losses  sustained  through 
the  price-support  program,  as  well  as 
other  losses  to  which  I  shall  call  atten¬ 
tion  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  mentioned  a  letter  received 
from  Secretary  Freeman;  I  refer  to  the 
letter  about  the  really  serious  shortage 
of  storage  space  for  butter  and  the  seri¬ 
ous  overproduction  of  butter,  which 
might  result  in  drastic  and  perhaps  un¬ 
wise  action  by  our  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  But  I  say  it;  and  I 
am  deeply  concerned  about  it.  I  raise 
this  point  because  I  think  as  Members 
of  Congress  we  should  be  prepared  to 
take  emergency  action  before  we  ad¬ 
journ,  because  before  January  the  stor¬ 
age  space  for  butter  might  be  exhausted. 
Then  what  would  happen?  Would 
there  then  be  wholesale  destruction  of 
the  butter  supplies?  In  that  case  there 
would  be  a  serious  national  scandal. 

I  wonder  whether  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  considered  the  advisa¬ 
bility  of  enacting  emergency  legislation 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  butter  can¬ 
not  be  given  away,  why  store  it?  But,  to 
my  surprise,  I  find  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  trying  to  convert  butter 
into  butter  oil,  because  butter  oil  can  be 
conserved  without  being  stored  in  freezer 
space.  Whenever  steps  of  that  kind  are 
taken,  it  seems  to  me  they  should  serve 
as  a  fire  alai'm  to  us,  warning  us  to  take 
notice  of  the  situation.  So  I  hope  the 
dairy  producers  will  look  into  this  mat¬ 
ter  now,  because  if  they  do  not.  Congress 
will  have  to  take  action  come  January. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  could  not  agree 
more  with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
But  in  the  meantime  we  may  run  out  of 
butter  storage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  propose? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  think  we  should 
ask  the  administration  what  proposals 
for  solving  this  problem  it  has,  because 
I  can  imagine  what  would  happen  to 
the  daily  industry  in  various  parts  of  the 
country  if  we  ran  out  of  butter  storage 
in  the  meantime  and  if  Congress  had 
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not  taken  action.  Perhaps  the  admin- 
istration  has  a  program  which  we  can 
adopt. 

Mr.  KL LENDER.  Well,  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  knows  that  I  did  the 
best  I  could. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  did,  Indeed. 

Mr.  El, LENDER.  I  did  the  best  I 
could  to  try  to  get  the  milk  people  to 
get  together  and  to  try  to  formulate 
some  program.  But  the  answer  was, 
We  are  satisfied  with  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity,  and  we  do  not  want  any 
change  In  the  law.” 

So  I  do  not  know  what  else  to  do, 
except,  as  I  have  said,  to  point  out  that 
the  milk  producers  should  take  this  as 
a  fair  warning  that  unless  they  put 
their  own  house  in  order,  Congress  will 
have  to  act  in  some  way.  We  cannot 
afford  to  keep  on  piling  up  any  of  these 
commodities  that  we  do  not  need.  But, 
as  I  pointed  out  on  Friday,  we  are  ac¬ 
cumulating  so  much  butter  and  so  much 
of  the  other  dairy  products  that  wo  arc 
running  out  of  storage  facilities  for 
them.  That  does  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Those  of  us  who 
come  from  dalry-product-produclng 
States  recognize  that  butter  Is  different 
from  any  other  dairy  commodity;  and 
we  would  be  very  much  interested — at 
least,  I  would — In  considering  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  changing  the  law  so  as  to  have 
a  different  price  support  for  butter  in 
relation  to  milk  price  supports.  I  realize 
that  this  would  be  a  very  complicated 
and  very  difficult  matter  to  work  out, 
But  In  view  of  the  situation  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  described,  I  believe 
we  should  give  consideration  to  it.  A 
number  of  Senators  think  It  possible  to 
work  out  a  system  to  market  butter  at 
a  lower  price.  Today,  butter  is  not  as 
competitive  as  it  should  be  with  oleo¬ 
margarine  and  some  of  the  other  com¬ 
petitive  spreads.  It  seems  to  mo  that 
could  be  considered  without  reviewing 
the  entire  dairy  program  and  all  Its  as¬ 
pects. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  said, 
when  we  asked  the  dairy  people,  they  re¬ 
plied,  "We  are  satisfied  with  the  pres- 
eni  law.”  But  the  present  law  pro¬ 
vides  Government  supports,  with  no 
limit,  on  production.  Of  course,  I  have 
tried  to  stop  that.  But.  somehow,  we 
have  not  been  successful. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  turn  to  table  12, 
which  shows  storage  and  other  carry¬ 
ing  charges  from  the  fiscal  year  1933 
through  19(12.  The  total  amount  spent 
by  the  Government  for  all  carrying 
charges  has  been  $9,351,000,000.  That 
Is  the  amount  of  money  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  spent  for  storage  purposes.  As 
I  have  said,  I  am  placing  all  this  In¬ 
formation  In  the  Record,  so  as  to  Indi¬ 
cate  to  Senators  the  necessity  for  passing 
some  kind  of  remedial  legislation  now. 
Instead  of  allowing  these  programs  to 
continue  to  pile  up  the  surpluses,  as  has 
been  the  case  in  the  past. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  this  table,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  It  be  printed 
In  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  In  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Tabus  12. — Storage  and  other  carrying 
chargee,  fiscal  1933  through  1962  * 

|  Million  dollars] 


Period, 
fiscal  years 

Htoraeo 

ami 

ban- 

dllng 

Trans¬ 

porta¬ 

tion 

Interest 

charge 

Rose  tvl 
storage 

Total 

1088  W) . . 

’  847. 3 
1,2518 
2,  7H0. 1 

111.8 
110.  (1 
2,012.2 

002. 1 
2, 818.  1 
0,011. 1 

mi  m . 

500.  5 
081.  7 

11.7 

281.1 

1057-02 • . 

Total . . 

1,081.7 

1,581.2 

2, 000.  0 

820.  1 

0,861.0 

1  Interest  chnrKOS  not  inclii<|c<l  In  COO  price  support 
louses. 

a  Includes  transportation. 

*  KHt.Imat.cs  for  1002. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  total  amount  of 
sales  for  foreign  currencies  was  $6,740 
million.  The  total  cost  of  all  titles  of 
the  program  for  all  commodities  was 
$9,942  million. 

Of  course,  I  realize  we  have  on  hand 
today  a  great  amount  of  soft  currency, 
so  much  so  that  wc  do  not  know  what  to 
do  with  it.  There  should  be  a  limitation 
to  the  sales  of  these  surpluses  for  soft 
currencies. 

I  am  glad  to  say  there  is  in  the  law  a 
provision  which  would  permit  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  to  sell  some  of  these  com¬ 
modities  to  underdeveloped  countries  and 
to  sell  them  through  the  private  trade 
under  long-term  credit.  I  believe  that 
would  alleviate  the  situation  quite  a  bit. 
In  that  provision,  we  state  that,  instead 
of  having  the  host  government  act  to 
sell  the  commodities,  we  sell  them  to  the 
private  trade,  on  the  condition  that  the 
private  trade  use  the  money  in  helping  to 
develop  the  economies  of  underdeveloped 
countries.  I  think  it  is  better  to  do  it  in 
that  way  than  the  way  in  which  it  has 
been  done  in  the  past,  where  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  took  hold  of  the  money  and 
spent  it  for  almost  any  purpose  it  wanted 
to. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  like  to  revert  for 
a  moment  to  the  question  of  storage 


August  20 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  table  No.  13, 
which  shows  the  value  of  commodities 
programed  under  Public  Law  480  from 
July  1,  1954,  when  the  bill  was  enacted, 
through  December  31,  1961. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  In  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


costs.  I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  ever  received  any  expla¬ 
nation  from  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  as  to  why  a  commercial  elevator  is 
allowed  a  3-pcrcent  tolerance  for  shrink¬ 
age,  whereas  a  farmer  storing  for  the 
Government  is  given  no  tolerance  at  all? 
In  other  words,  let  me  put  it  this  way: 
If  a  commercial  outfit  stores  100  bushels 
of  grain,  it  is  paid  so  much  for  storing 
the  hundred  bushels;  but  it  has  to  re¬ 
turn  only  97  bushels  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  In  other  words,  it  gets  a 
shrinkage  allowance.  However,  if  a 
farmer  stores  100  bushels  of  grain  for 
the  Government,  he  is  required  to  return 
the  full  100  bushels  to  the  Government. 
Has  the  Senator  had  any  explanation  of 
that  discrepancy? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  but  I  will  find 
out  and  give  the  explanation  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  quite  important. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  may  be  a  custom 
that  was  created. 

Mi-.  AIKEN.  I  think  it  is.  The 
shrinkage  allowance  is  supposed  to  go  to 
the  one  doing  the  storing.  For  instance, 
if  the  storage  charge  is  18  cents  a  bushel, 
there  might  bo  a  shrinkage  allowance 
of  3  percent  for  everyone. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  custom  may 
have  grown  up  in  years  gone  by. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  it  is  occurring  this 
year. 


Value  of  coin rnoililicK  programed  under  I'uldic  Law  J,H0,  from  July  1,  1964,  through  Dee.  SI, 
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I  In  millions  of  dollars] 


Commodity 

Title  I, 
sales  for 
foreign 
currencies 

Title  II, 

donations 

Title  III 

Total 

Roe.  1lfl,i 
donations 

Harter  J 

Wlioiifc  and  Hour.. ., . . . . . 

3,810.1 
116.  0 
Kill.  1 
1)20.  0 
211.1 
611.  0 
800.7 
08,  6 

» 107. 0 
Ml  8 
63. 1 
18.7 

101. 1 
•  152.5 
167.  6 

1,  807.  8 

700. 1 
020. 2 
016.  3 

211.1 
1,041.3 

878. 3 

08,  o 

Peed  (trains . .  . . . . 

dotton. . . 

Tobacco . . . . 

1  miry  products. . 

76.0 

33.1 

1.2 

»  1,605.8 

38.2 

20. 2 

KhI.m  and  oIIm.  . . . . . . . . . 

Other. . . . „ . . 

Total  . 

0,  710.  0 
(08.  0) 
KM.  7 
3, 280. 1 

821  6 
(80.  0) 

»  210.  0 

2, 377.  6 
(00.  5) 

0,  042.  0 
(71.0) 
1,070.7 

3,  280.  4 

Wheat,  feed  grains,  dairy  products  as  a  percent  of  total . 

Ocean  transportation,  all  commodities  . . . 

1  inference  between  total  value  and  COO  cost,  idl  commodities 

Total . 

10,872.7 

1,043.6 

2, 377.  5 

1,132.0 

16,  725.7 

1  I nclm Ira  domestic  and  foreign. 

1  No  breakdown  by  commodity. 

'*  May  Include  some  rye. 

*  Includes  *188.8  million  worth  of  oonimetd. 

"  Ineliidofi  $107. 4  million  worth  of  but  ter  oil. 

"  Includes  (lltO. 7  million  for  ocean  frely.ld.  for  title  III  donation*. 

Source:  15th  semiannual  report  on  Public  l.aw  480. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  but  it  grew  up 
in  years  gone  by. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  probably  occurred  in 
the  1938  program,  because  in  those  days 
if  someone  bid  6  cents  a  bushel  for  stor¬ 
age,  the  Government  said,  "That  is  not 
enough  to  build  up  the  economy,”  and 
insisted  on  an  8-cent-a-bushel  mini¬ 
mum  charge. 

Mr.  El  .LENDER.  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  table  to  which  I  have  referred  in  re¬ 
gard  to  storage  has  in  it  the  figures  for 
the  actual  cost  of  the  storage,  also  trans¬ 
portation,  interest  charge,  and  so  forth. 
As  I  said,  all  of  that  together  aggregates 
a  cost  of  $9,351  million. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  think  wo  should 
consider  that  all  a  loss,  however,  because 
most  of  the  companies  that  have  been 
storing  have  been  companies  that  are  in 
the  52-percent  tax  bracket,  and  if  they 
had  not  been  evading  taxes,  they  should 
have  returned  a  good  percentage  of  that 
money  to  the  Federal  Treasury 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  table  which  I 
Just  asked  be  placed  in  the  Record  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  value  of  commodities  pro¬ 
gramed  under  Public  Law  480  from  July 
1,  1954,  to  December  31,  1961.  Here 
again  I  wish  to  say  that  the  wheat,  feed 
grains,  dairy  products,  as  a  percentage 
of  the  total  under  title  3  of  Public  Law 
480,  amounted  to  63.6;  under  title  2, 
which  is  donations,  86.6  percent;  and 
total  donations  under  section  416,  90.5 
percent;  for  a  total  of  71.9  percent  of 
the  total. 

Ocean  transportation  on  all  commodi¬ 
ties  aggregated  in  excess  of  $1  billion. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  reference  to  the 
figures  the  Senator  has  referred  to  and 
the  cost  of  Public  Law  480,  were  those 
figures  for  the  life  of  the  act? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  They  were  not  annual 
figures? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  they  were  total 
figures. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  recent  days  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  appeared 
before  the  Committee  on  Finance  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  trade  expansion  program. 
He  has  pointed  out  that  we  assist  exports 
by  paying  the  shipping  costs.  We  have 
an  export  subsidy  on  wheat,  rice,  and 
cotton.  All  of  that  is  for  the  regular  ex¬ 
ports.  Then,  if  the  commodities  are  sold 
under  Public  Law  480,  we  take  payment 
in  soft  currencies,  and  leave  most  of  the 
currencies  abroad.  I  asked  for  the  total 
annual  figure  of  the  cost  of  the  exports. 
He  placed  it  at  $1.9  billion.  Our  total 
exports  of  agricultural  products  last  year 
ran  a  little  over  $5  billion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Five  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  About  40  percent  of 
that  was  subsidies,  one  way  or  another. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  Public  Law 
480. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  export  subsidies 
on  the  shipping  costs  are  in  addition  to 
Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Do  the  tables  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  feed  grain  surpluses  reflect  en¬ 
tirely  the  increase  in  production,  or  what 
has  happened  in  recent  years  on  the  level 


of  consumption  by  both  animals  and 
humans? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  coming  to  that 
in  a  moment,  to  show  the  utilization. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  talking  about 
domestic  consumption. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  production  and 
utilization  of  corn  by  crop  years  are  as 
follows:  1950-51  production,  2,764  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  Utilization  was  2,869 
million  bushels.  There  was  a  minus  of 
105  million  bushels  that  we  had  to  take 
from  our  surpluses  and  carryover. 

In  1951-52  we  were  short  253  million 
bushels. 

But  beginning  in  1952-53,  and  on 
down,  we  gradually  increased  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  corn  over  and  above  our  re¬ 
quirements. 

We  started  that  in  1952-53,  when  we 
produced  283  million  bushels  more  than 
we  consumed. 

In  1953-54  we  produced  150  million 
bushels  more  than  we  consumed. 

In  1954-55  we  produced  114,556,000 
bushels  more  than  we  consumed.  In 
1956-57,  253  million  bushels  more.  That 
is  corn  only,  and  docs  not  Include  grain 
sorghums. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Let  us  consider  corn. 
What  was  the  consumption  figure  for  the 
last  year  the  Senator  has  the  figure? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  last  year  Is 
1960-61.  That  is  3,688  million  bushels. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  How  would  that  com¬ 
pare  with  5  years  prior  or  10  years  prior? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  1955  it  was  2,744 
million  bushels. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  has  gone  up. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But  not  as  fast  as  the 
production. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  as  fast  as  the 
production  by  any  means.  That  Is  why 
there  has  been  the  accumulation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 
Metcalf  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  the  latest  figures 
from  the  Department  indicate  that  for 
1961  consumption  was  3,983  million 
bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Was  that  produc¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  utilization. 
Tentative  figures  were  given  out,  and  I 
think  they  were  corrected. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  Is  the  current 
figure. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  For  1961;  3,983  million 
bushels  utilization,  3,624  million  bushels 
production.* 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  looking  at  the 
wrong  figure. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Consumption  exceeded 
production  by  some  350  million  bushels. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  because  of 
the  emergency  program.  We  have  the 
emergency  program,  which  cut  back  the 
feed  grains  some  280  million  bushels  or 
so.  The  result  for  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  was  a  decrease  of  about  421  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  That  was  due  to  the  emer¬ 
gency  program,  which  I  pointed  out  a 
whole  ago  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$800  million. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Consumption  of  wheat 
did  not  go  up,  in  spite  of  the  increase  in 
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population,  but  remained  about  the 
same. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  the  domestic 
consumption  of  wheat  has  been  on  a  de¬ 
crease,  on  a  per  capita  basis. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  definition  with  re¬ 
spect  to  per  capita  consumption  used  in 
the  tables  includes  exports? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  All  uses  are 
included. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
next  table  is  table  14.  It  relates  to  the 
International  Wheat  Agreement.  The 
figures  arc  given  for  fiscal  years  1950 
through  1962.  The  cost  has  been  $1- 
254,068,088.  That  is  over  and  above  the 
price  supports  I  indicated  a  while  ago, 
in  relation  to  wheat. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  the  Senator  ex¬ 
plain  how  that  cost  or  loss  took  place? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  enter  into  a 
wheat  agreement  under  which  we  agree 
to  sell  wheat  at  a  certain  level,  not  less 
than  and  not  more  than  certain  figures. 
We  usually  suffer  a  loss  ranging  from 
45  to  70  cents  a  bushel.  That  is  what 
has  happened.  Under  the  wheat  agree¬ 
ment  wo  have  sold  wheat  in  an  amount 
between  150  and  250  million  bushels. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  other  words,  to  carry 
out  our  agreement  to  keep  the  world 
price  stable  the  Treasury  has  to  provide 
a  cushion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  same  thing  as 
is  done  on  exports. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  is  quite  similar. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  any  event,  in 
1950,  135  million  bushels-plus  were  sold 
under  the  agreement.  The  loss  was  $75 
million  plus. 

In  1951,  265  million  bushels-plus  were 
sold,  and  the  loss  was  $180  million  plus. 

In  1952,  254  million  bushels-plus  wore 
sold,  and  the  loss  was  $171  million  plus. 

I  shall  put  into  the  Record  the  table 
showing  the  year,  the  quantity  sold  un¬ 
der  the  wheat  agreement,  and  the  losses 
sustained.  As  I  have  stated,  the  entire 
cost,  including  the  estimate  for  1962,  is 
shown  to  be  $1,254,068,088.  Wo  could 
add  that  to  the  losses  sustained  on  price 
supports  for  wheat,  and  that  would 
show  a  total  of  well  over  $3  billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  table  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


International  Wheat  Agreement 


FlBCftl  year 

Quantity 

Net  CO, St8 

(l)iinliehi) 

KIM . 

13  6, 180, 76(1 

$76, 802, 460 

HIM  ...  . 

205, 778, 7(13 

180,  146,601 

im . 

2M,  787,  020 

171,312,221 

HIM . . 

223, 703,  808 

130,  780,401 

KIM  . 

118,020,  100 

68,  074,  972 

1968.... . 

131,607,381 

09,718,  111 

I860 . 

123,  360,  130 

92,313,014 

1067 . 

100, 033, 012 

90, 071,300 

1068 .  . 

106,  703,  391 

82,  4 17, 1912 

I960 . 

83,  618,  286 

48,  303,  109 

1000 . . 

103, 927,  668 

00,301,667 

1801. . . 

130, 030,  018 

71,630,(914 

1902 1 . 

135, 000,  000 

80,  331,(910 

Total . .. 

1,  264, 008, 088 

i  Entlrnalnd. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in 
the  fall  of  1961  the  President  announced 
an  increase  in  the  support  price  of 
vheat,  ranging  from  20  to  44  cents  a 
jushel,  depending  upon  the  variety?  Of 
course,  that  made  it  necessary  to  pay 
much  higher  export  subsidies. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  true,  but 
that  was  done  to  provide  a  level  of  in¬ 
come  for  the  farmers,  comparable  to 
what  they  had  the  year  before;  in  other 
words,  not  to  decrease  their  income. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  was  raised  from  about 
$1.79  up  to  $2  on  the  average. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  naturally  made  a 
difference  of  probably  $100  million  or 
$200  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Perhaps,  but  under 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  in 
1961,  there  were  sales  of  130  million 
bushels  plus,  and  the  loss  was'  $71,530,- 
664.  In  1862,  the  estimate  is  that  there 
will  be  135  million  bushels  sold,  and 
that  the  loss  will  be  $86,331,000.  The 
difference  is  not  very  much. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  The  bonus  payment  for 
the  production  of  wheat  accrued  to  a 
few  States,  and  not  to  the  wheat  States 
generally,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  next 
I  wish  to  present  a  table  to  indicate  the 
costs  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Table  15  relates  to  the  total  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  costs.  It 
shows  a  total  cost  of  $2,663,431,864.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the  table 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

Total  conservation  reserve  program  costs 


Fiscal  year 

Payments 

Administra¬ 
tive  expenses 

Actual: 

1950 _ 

$156, 482 
11, 211,510 

1957 _ 

$18,  647, 355 
94,  925, 095 

1958 _ 

15, 670,  541 

1959 _ 

141.888,534 
306, 136,  728 
350,  574,  224 

16, 153, 220 
18,428,236 
12,350,895 

1960 _ 

1961 _ 

Total  conservation  reserve  program 


costs — Continued 

. 


Fiscal  year 

Payments 

Administra¬ 
tive  expenses 

Estimated: 

1962 _ 

$333, 925, 328 
312, 696, 000 
299, 078,  000 
203,  417,  000 
157, 384, 000 
152,110,000 
131,867,000 
117,  030,000 
43,  095, 000 
750,  000 
8,600 

$12,  500,  000 
10,  304, 000 

1963... 

1964 _ _ _ 

1965 _ 

1966 _ 

1967 _ _ _ 

1968 _ 

1969 _ 

1970 _ 

1971 _ 

1972 _ 

Total _ 

2,  663,  431,  804 

96,  774,  884 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President, 
table  16  relates  to  the  soil  bank  program. 
Figures  are  given  for  cotton,  for  rice, 
for  tobacco,  for  corn  and  for  wheat. 
The  grand  total  on  the  acreage  reserve 
program  is  $1,569,638,226.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  the  table  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Soil  bank — Acreage  reserve  program 


1956 

1957 

1958 

1956 

1957. 

1958 

Cotton  (upland): 

Total  acres  in  soil  bank  -  - 

Funds  obligated  for  cost  of  acreage 

reserve - - - - 

Average  cost  per  acre _ 

Rice: 

Total  acres  in  soil  bank - 

Funds  obligated  for  cost  of  acreage 

reserve _ 

Average  cost  per  acre -  — . -  - 

All  tobacco: 

Total  acres  in  soil  bank  . 

Funds  obligated  for  cost  of  acreage 

reserve.  - - 

Average  cost  per  acre - - - 

1, 121, 151 

$27,336,091 
$24.  38 

28, 162 

$1, 394, 294 
$49.  51 

32, 502 

$6, 633, 018 
$204. 08 

3, 015, 630 

$153,  296, 122 
$50.  83 

242, 017 

$15,  406,  625 
$63.  91 

79,  701 

$17, 806, 424 
$223. 42 

4,  925,  957 

$270, 207, 669 
$54.  85 

174, 198 

$11,941,731 
$68.  55 

110, 618' 

$26,  516, 210 
$239.  71 

Com  (commercial  area  only) : 

Total  acres  in  soil  bank . . 

Funds  obligated  for  cost  of  acreage 

reserve . . . . 

Average  cost  per  acre _ _ 

All  wheat  (commercial  area  only) : 

Total  acres  in  soil  bank _ 

Funds  obligated  for  cost  of  acreage 

reserve . . . 

Average  cost  per  acre . . . - 

Total . . . 

Grand  total. _ _ _ 

5, 315, 578 

$179,664,064 

$33.80 

5, 670, 441 

$44, 739, 889 
$7.89 

5, 233, 478 

$196, 417, 873 
$37. 63 

12, 783, 192 

$230, 851, 526 
$18. 06 

6,  658, 093 

$282, 255, 190 
$42. 39 

6, 289, 477 

$105,  111,  500 
$19.  87 

$259, 767, 356 

$613,  838,  570 
$1,569,638,226 

$696, 032, 300 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  table 
17  shows  “Production  and  Utilization  of 
Wheat  by  Crop  Year,  1950-61.”  I  dis¬ 
cussed  that  problem  a  moment  ago.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
may  be  incorporated  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Production  and  utilisation  of  wheat  by  crop 
year,  1950-61 


[Million  bushels] 


Year 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Utiliza¬ 

tion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1950 . . 

1,019 

1, 044 

-25 

1951 _ 

988 

1, 132 

-144 

1952 _ _ _ _ 

1, 306 

956 

+350 

1953 _ _ 

1, 173 

845 

+328 

1954 _ _ _ 

984 

882 

+102 

1955 _ 

937 

940 

-3 

1956 _ 

1, 005 

1, 129 

-124 

1957 _ _ 

956 

984 

-28 

1958 _ _ 

1,457 

1,043 

+414 

1959 _ 

1,121 

1,103 

+  18 

1960. _ _ 

1,367 

1,269 

+98 

1961 _ 

1,235 

1,  307 

-72 

1962  (special  wheat 

1, 058 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  table 
18  shows  “Production  and  Utilization  of 
Com  by  Crop  Year,  1950-61.”  I  dis¬ 
cussed  that  a  while  ago,  and  I  ask  unan¬ 


imous  consent  that  the  table  may  be 
incorporated  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Production  and  utilisation  of  corn  by  crop 
year,  1950-61 


[Million  bushels] 


Year 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Utiliza¬ 

tion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1950-51 _ 

2, 764 

2,869 

-105 

1951-52 _ 

2,629 

2,  882 

-253 

1952-53 _ _ _ 

2,981 

2,698 

+283 

1953-54 . . 

2,882 

2,732 

+150 

1954-55 _ _ 

2,708 

2,873 

2,594 

+114 

1955-56... . . 

2,  744 

+129 

1956-57 _ 

3,  075 

2,822 

+253 

1957-68 _ 

3,045 

2,997 

+48 

1968-59 _ _ _ 

3,  356 

3,302 

+54 

1959-60 _ _ 

3,825 

3,  563 

+262 

1960- 61 _ _ 

1961- 62  (feed  grain  pro- 

3,  908 

3,688 

+220 

gram)  _ 

1962-63  (feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram) _ _ 

3,624 

3,618 

3,983 

-359 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  table 
19  shows  “Production  and  Utilization  of 
Grain  Sorghums  by  Crop  Year,  1950-61.” 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  that  table 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Production  and  utilisation  of  grain  sorghums 
by  crop  year,  1950-61 
[Million  bushels] 


Year 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Utiliza¬ 

tion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1950-51 _ _ _ 

234 

255 

-20 

1951-52 _ 

163 

191 

-28 

1952-53 _ _ _ 

91 

93 

-2 

1953-54 _ 

116 

101 

+  15 

1954-55 _ _ 

236 

183 

+53 

1955-56 _ 

243 

237 

+6 

1956-57 _ _ _ 

205 

207 

-2 

1957-58 _ _ 

568 

338 

.  +230 

1958-59 _ 

581 

380 

+201 

1959-60 _ 

555 

484 

+71 

1900-61 _ _ 

620 

499 

+121 

1961-62  (feed  grain 

program) _ _ _ 

483 

485 

-2 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
point  out  that  since  hybrid  sorghum  has 
been  developed,  production  has  increased 
by  leaps  and  bounds.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  production  in  1960-61  was  620 
million  bushels,  compared  to  an  annual 
production  of  only  234  million  bushels 
10  years  ago. 

Mr.  President,  table  20  shows  “Pro¬ 
duction  and  Utilization  of  Barley  by  Crop 
year,  1950-61.”  The  figures  are  very 
interesting.  They  indicate  some  in¬ 
creases  .  in  some  years  with  decreases  in 
other  years.  The  production  of  that 
commodity  has  been  on  an  increase,  but 
not  as  great  as  has  been  the  case  with 


1962 
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respect  to  grain  sorghums  and  corn.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Production  and  utilization  of  barley  by  crop 
year,  1950-61 
[Million  bushels) 


Year 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Utiliza¬ 

tion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1950-51 . . 

304 

291 

+13 

1951-52 . 

257 

275 

-18 

1952-53 . 

228 

265 

-37 

1953-54 . . . 

247 

343 

-96 

1954-55 . 

379 

344 

+35 

1955-56 . 

403 

445 

-42 

1956-57 . 

377 

394 

-17 

1957-58. . . - . . 

443 

425 

+  18 

1958-59 . 

477 

464 

+13 

1959-60 . . 

422 

469 

-47 

1960-61 . 

431 

460 

-29 

1961-62 . . 

393 

444 

-51 

1962-63 

392 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
last  table  that  I  have,  No.  21,  relates  to 
“Production  and  Utilization  of  Oats  by 
Crop  year,  1950-61.”  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  table  may  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  . 

Production  and  utilization  of  oats  by  crop 
year,  1950-61 


[Million  bushels] 


Year 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Utiliza¬ 

tion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1950-51 . . . . 

1,369 
1, 278 
1,217 

1,318 

1,349 

+51 

1951-52 . . 

-71 

1952-53 _ _ 

1,315 

-98 

1953-54 . 

1, 153 

1,260 

-107 

1954-55 . . . . 

1,410 

1,496 

1,151 

1,  354 

1,  455 
1,275 

+56 

1955-56 _ _ 

+41 

1956-57 . . - 

-124 

1957-58  _ _ 

1,290 

1,401 

1,231  • 

+59 

1958-59 _ _ 

1,362 

1,153 

+39 

1959-60 . . . . 

1,062 

1,155 

1,013 

-101 

1960-61 . . 

1,098 

+57 

1961-62 . . 

1,063 

-50 

1962-63 

997 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  Senators  who  are 
interested  in  the  program  will  study 
closely  those  tables,  and  observe  that  $1 
billion  has  been  charged  off  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

These  programs  have  been  established 
in  good  faith  in  the  hope  that  there 
would  be  some  improvement  in  our  farm 
situation.  I  voted  reluctantly  for  the 
soil  bank  program.  As  I  indicated,  that 
program  cost  us  in  excess  of  $2  billion. 
The  acreage  reserve  program,  that  is, 
the  soil  bank,  cost  far  more  than  $1.5 
billion.  And  yet  today  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  more  and  more  production. 

As  I  have  said,  I  hope  that  Senators 
will  not  argue  on  the  bill  too  long.  There 
is  no  necessity  for  us  to  spend  another 
week  considering  the  bill.  I  think  the 
issues  are  very  clear.  I  express  the  hope 
that  the  wheat  provision  of  the  bill,  as 
presented  by  the  committee,  will  be 
adopted.  That  will  be  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.  We  will  at  least  correct 
the  evils  of  another  commodity. 

As  I  have  pointed  out  in  the  past,  we 
have  taken  action  with  respect  to  cotton 
and  rice."  Although  the  production  of 
those  two  commodities  is  in  line  with 


the  requirements,  I  admit  that  still  it  is 
costly.  I  wish  we  could  do  something 
to  decrease  the  program  cost  of  even 
those  commodities.  But  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  the  tools  available 
to  him  with  which  further  to  decrease 
the  price  supports  of  those  commodities 
if  he  chooses  to  do  so.  All  I  am  asking 
is  that  the  same  thing  be  done  with  re¬ 
spect  to  corn  and  other  feed  grains. 

I  repeat  what  I  have  said  on  many 
other  occasions.  It  does  not  make  sense 
for  us  to  promote  the  production  of 
commodities  that  we  do  not  need,  par¬ 
ticularly  when  it  is  so  costly  to  do  so,  and 
at  a  time  when  we  are  trying  to  find  ways 
and  means  to  reduce  expenditures  of  the 
Federal  Government.  It  strikes  me  that 
if  a  realistic  approach  were  made  to  the 
pending  measure  and  the  proposals  I 
have  made  in  an  effort  to  reenact  the  feed 
grain  section  or  title  that  the  Senate 
agreed  to  in  May,  it  would  go  far  toward 
correcting  the  evils  that  exist  in  that  pro¬ 
gram.  But,  I  repeat,  I  am  bowing  to 
what  some  of  my  friends  have  been  tell¬ 
ing  me,  that  we  would  have  a  hard 
time  persuading  the  House  to  adopt 
that  program.  So  let  us  try  to  adopt  an 
alternative.  The  alternative  that  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  the  Senate  would  merely  extend 
for  another  year  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  production  of  corn  and  other 
feed  grains,  and  repeal  the  1958  law  as 
it  affects  corn.  That  would  permit  the 
production  of  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
in  limited  quantities  at  a  fixed  price 
support. 

As  chairman  of  the  committee,  I 
promise  that  next  January  I  will  get  on 
the  job  again  and  try  to  do  all  I  can  in 
order  to  make  possible  the  adoption  of 
a  realistic  program  affecting  corn  and 
other  feed  grains,  as  well  as  dairy 
production. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  has  been  very  dili¬ 
gent,  not  only  this  year,  but  throughout 
the  years,  in  gfoing  into  questions  of  agri¬ 
culture.  He  is  always  very  courteous  to 
other  Senators.  I  thank  him  for  it. 

Does  the  Senator  have  a  figure  or  an 
estimate  of  what  the  net  annual  cost  to 
the  Government  is  to  support  agricul¬ 
ture? 

Let  me  explain  what  I  mean  by  “net 
cost.”  Many  confusing  statements  are 
issued.  We  appropriate  money  for  the 
REA.  It  is  loaned  and  is  ultimately  paid 
back.  The  loaning  of  that  money  is 
counted  as  an  expenditure,  and  when  it 
comes  back  it  is  counted  as  a  receipt. 
I  am  not  advocating  the  so-called  dual 
budget.  Also  sometimes  in  listing  ex¬ 
penditures  under  support  loans,  there  is 
listed  as  an  expenditure  the  entire 
amount  of  loan  to  the  farmer  to  support 
the  prices  of  commodities,  while  the 
actual  net  loss  or  cost  to  the  Government 
is  not  shown.  Does  the  Senator  have  an 
estimate  of  what  is  being  spent  to  sup¬ 
port  agriculture,  from  the  standpoint  of 
net  cost? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  our  support  program,  our  sub¬ 
sidies  abroad,  and  also - 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  mean  everything,  from 


our  assistance  to  foreign  countries  to  ex¬ 
tension  work.  How  much  do  we  spend 
on  agriculture? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senator  in¬ 
cludes  all  of  that,  I  do  not  have  the 
figures  available.  But  according  to  the 
budget  estimates,  our  program  in  agri¬ 
culture  would  normally  cost,  with  all 
price  supports  that  I  have  been  arguing 
about  today,  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2 
billion. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  $2  billion  a  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Just  about.  The 
total  price  support  program  for  1961,  in¬ 
cluding  all  sales,  and  the  amounts 
given  under  various  programs,  was 
$2,307,426,492. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  That  is  the  net  figure? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  The  other 
programs,  such  as  soil  conservation - 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  soil  bank? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  soil  bank  is  not 
included  in  that  figure.  As  I  pointed 
out,  that  pertains  to  the  total  price  sup¬ 
port  programs.  As  I  pointed  out  a  while 
ago  also,  we  entered  into  the  soil  bank 
program  in  the  hope  that  we  could  take 
enough  land  out  of  cultivation  so  that 
we  could  save  the  Government  money 
in  storage. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  raised  some  questions 
about  that  program  at  the  time  it  was 
considered,  as  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  did  also. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  did,  too.  But  I 
was  willing  to  make  a  try  at  it,  as  the 
Senator  probably  was,  too.  As  I  pointed 
out,  the  soil  bank  program  cost  in  excess 
of  $2  billion.  Those  are  costs  that  were 
actually  lost  by  paying  the  farmers  not 
to  plant. 

If  we  had  not  had  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram,  the  chances  are  that  the  increases 
in  surpluses  of  wheat,  corn,  and  other 
crops  might  have  been  greater  than  what 
they  are  now  and  would  have  cost  a 
good  deal  more  than  the  present  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  I  am  asking  for, 
I  do  not  expect  at  this  time.  I  merely 
make  the  suggestion  that  somewhere 
along  the  line  either  the  staff  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
or  possibly  the  staff  of  the  subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  that 
handles  the  appropriation  should  make 
an  analysis  of  the  net  cost  of  what  we 
are  spending  on  agriculture. 

I  believe  it  would  be  helpful  to  the 
Senate  to  be  able  to  look  at  such  a  figure, 
rather  than  continually  to  be  engaged 
in  patchwork  and  a  piecemeal  attack  on 
the  problem,  and  I  feel  it  would  be  help¬ 
ful  to  look  at  the  whole  picture,  to  see 
what  someone  may  be  able  to  bring  up  to 
put  the  whole  operation  on  a  basis  that 
would  be  much  less  costly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Well,  I  should  like  to 
say  to  the  Senator  that  I  believe  the 
figures  are  available,  and  that  they  could 
be  obtained  very  readily. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  could  be  done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Without  question, 
it  is  a  matter  of  adding  them  up,  I  sup¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  am  sure  there  is  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
formation  available. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  However,  I  might 
point  out  what  I  have  already  stated  on 
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many  occasions,  particularly  when 
former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson 
came  before  our  committee  prior  to  be¬ 
coming  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  He 
indicated  a  loss  to  the  Government  in 
excess  of  $15  billion.  What  he  took  in¬ 
to  consideration  was  REA  and  many 
other  programs  that  paid  back  to  the 
Government.  He  even  had  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  program  included.  We  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  get  the  figures,  to  show  the 
cost  of  the  support  price  program,  which 
was  the  subject  at  issue  at  the  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  talking  about  the 
whole  program  of  agriculture — exports, 
and  support  price,  and  soil  bank,  and  the 
whole  thing. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senator  will 
look  over  the  tables  he  will  get  the  answer 
to  practically  all  his  questions. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
helpful.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Unless  the  Senator 
wishes  to  ask  further  questions,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  shall  speak  briefly, 
Mr.  President,  on  this  subject.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  ,  as  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  has  cer¬ 
tainly  demonstrated  not  only  his  knowl¬ 
edge  but  also  his  great  interest  in  agri¬ 
culture.  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
statement  he  has  made  this  afternoon 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  also  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  he  is  suggesting 
that  we  have  a  voluntary  continuation 
of  the  present  program  for  feed  grains 
and  wheat  for  1  more  year  on  a  vol¬ 
untary  basis. 

I  wish  to  discuss  the  voluntary  feed 
grain  program.  As  the  chairman  has 
stated,  he  realizes  the  difficulty  of  secur¬ 
ing  approval  of  a  mandatory  feed  grain 
program.  I  am  opposed  to  it.  I  do  not 
believe  we  need  a  mandatory  feed  grain 
control  program  at  this  time.  After  1 
year’s  further  study  of  the  program  and 
its  operation,  we  may  decide  that  we  do 
not  need  it  at  all.  Therefore,  a  1  year 
program  will  be  helpful.  According  to 
Prof.  Francis  A.  Kutish  of  Iowa  State 
University: 

For  the  first  time  In  9  years,  feed  grain 
utilization  in  1961-62  will  exceed  feed  grain 
production. 

FEED  GRAIN  STOCKS  TO  PALL  28  PERCENT 

Mr.  President,  the  July  “Feed  Situa¬ 
tion”  just  issued  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  reports  that  carryover  stocks 
of  feed  grains  will  drop  by  12  million 
tons,  the  equivalent  of  425  million  bush¬ 
els  of  corn,  by  the  close  of  this  market¬ 
ing  year,  September  30.  Domestic  feed 
grain  utilization  and  exports  are  both 
setting  new  records.  Total  feed  grain 
disappearance  this  year  will  be  greater 
than  production  in  any  year  except  1960. 
And  further  modest  increases  in  utiliza¬ 
tion  are  expected  next  year  because  of 
our  large  livestock  population  and  our 
current  high  rate  of  grain  feeding. 

Based  on  July  crop  production  pros¬ 
pects,  total  utilization  in  the  coming 
feeding  year,  1962-63,  may  exceed  pro¬ 
duction  as  much  as  in  the  current  year. 
This  would  result  in  a  further  reduction 
of  12  million  tons  or  425  million  bushels 
of  corn — a  total  reduction  of  28  percent 
in  carryover  stocks  in  2  years. 


Mr.  President,  this  is  indeed  a  happy 
prospect.  The  feed  grain  growing 
weather  in  1961  was  the  most  favorable 
on  record  leading  to  a  13-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  corn  yields  per  acre  over  1960, 
offsetting  much  of  the  acreage  reduction 
achieved  by  the  voluntary  feed  grains 
program.  After  the  bumper  1961  yields 
to  feed  grains  were  harvested,  however, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  estimated 
total  disappearance  would  exceed  pro¬ 
duction  by  7  million  tons  and  carryover 
at  the  end  of  the  year  would  be  reduced 
by  that  amount.  In  May  they  found 
utilization  was  running  so  high  that 
carryover  stocks  would  be  reduced  by 
10  million  tons  or  360  million  bushels  of 
corn.  And  now  in  July  they  have  again 
revised  their  estimates  indicating  the 
carryover  will  drop  by  the  12  million 
tons  mentioned  earlier. 

THE  1962  VOLUNTARY  PROGRAM  RESULTS 
REASSURING 

Probably  all  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  have  been  concerned,  as  I  have 
been,  that  the  effectiveness  of  a  volun¬ 
tary  program  would  decline  because  of 
a  drop  in  participation  and  as  a  result 
of  increased  plantings  by  nonpartici¬ 
pants.  It  is  reassuring  that  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  voluntary  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  in  1-962,  contrary  to  expectations, 
is  higher  than  it  was  in  1961.  And  the 
Government  report  just  issued  states: 

Farmers  planted  about  6  million  acres  less 
feed  grains  this  year  than  last,  bringing  total 
feed  grain  acreage  down  to  the  lowest  level 
in  more  than  60  years. 

This  statement  indicates  that  in¬ 
creased  plantings  on  the  part  of  non¬ 
participants  have  not  offset  the  acreage 
adjustments  made  by  the  participants. 
Studies  also  have  been  completed  which 
indicate  that  the  cooperators  in  the  1961 
program  did  not  apply  more  fertilizer  on 
their  reduced  acreages. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
gard  for  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  I  know  he  has  studied  the 
problems  of  American  farrfters  for  many 
years.  It  is  my  understanding  that  when 
the  farm  bill  comes  before  the  Senate 
in  the  next  few  days  he  plans  to  move 
that  mandatory  feed  grain  controls  be 
again  substituted  for  that  section  of 
the  committee  bill  which  provides  for  a 
continuation  of  the  current  successful 
voluntary  program.  In  view  of  the  facts 
just  reviewed  I  believe  it  would  be  a  mis¬ 
take  for  the  Senate  to  take  such  action. 

It  now  appears  that  carryover  stocks 
of  feed  grains  will  be  reduced  from  84.7 
million  tons  last  fall  to  61  million  tons 
as  a  result  of  2  years  of  the  voluntary 
program.  This  reduction  will  be  achieved 
in  spite  of  the  best  feed  grain  growing 
weather  on  record  in  1961  and  1962. 
Feed  grain  utilization  will  have  reached  a 
level  in  1962-63  higher  than  the  pro¬ 
duction  in  any  single  year  on  record. 
Even  though  the  weather  continues  to  be 
unusually  favorable,  a  third  year  of  the 
voluntary  program  may  reduce  carry¬ 
over  stocks  to  less  than  50  million  tons 
or  a  third  of  a  year’s  supply.  There  is 
substantial  agreement  that  carryover 
stocks  of  35  to  50  million  tons  should 
be  maintained  as  a  national  reserve 
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against  emergencies.  Needed  further 
reductions  in  stock  after  a  third  year  of 
a  voluntary  program  should  be  very 
small  or  none  at  all. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
urges  the  adoption  of  a  mandatory  feed 
grains  program  in  order  to  reduce  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs.  In  view  of  this  latest 
information,  however,  a  much  smaller 
adjustment  will  be  needed  in  feed  grain 
acreages  after  1963,  for  then  carryover 
stocks  will  approximate  desirable  levels. 
Hence  Government  costs  can  be  reduced 
substantially  under  a  voluntary  program. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  impor¬ 
tant  consideration.  Weather  investiga¬ 
tions  carried  on  by  Iowa  State  Univer¬ 
sity  indicate  that  unusually  favorable 
weather  has  contributed  substantially  to 
the  high-corn  and  grain-sorghum  yields 
in  each  of  the  years  since  1957.  This 
unusually  favorable  weather  will  not 
continue  indefinitely. 

In  my  own  State  of  Kansas  in  the 
past  15  years  the  production  of  corn  has 
varied  from  32  to  90  million  bushels  and 
the  production  of  sorghum  grains  has 
varied  from  11  to  168  million  bushels. 
Feed  grain  yields  have  been  excellent  in 
Kansas  for  several  years  now  but  yields 
could  be  more  than  a  half  lower  next 
year. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  in  a 
recent  article  entitled  “Grain  Surplus 
Questioned”  points  out  that  utilization 
of  feed  grains  has  been  increasing  as 
rapidly  as  yields  since  1958.  What 
w'ould  happen  if  we  should  encounter  a 
series  of  years  in  which  the  weather  was 
as  unfavorable  as  it  has  been  unusually 
favorable  since  1957?  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  article  be  reprinted  in 
the  Congressional  Record  at  the  close 
of  my  remarks  in  order  that  other  Mem- 
bes  of  the  Senate  may  read  it. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows : 

Grain  Surplus  Questioned 
(By  Dorothea  Kahn  Jaffe) 

Chicago.— Everybody  talks  about  farm  sur¬ 
pluses,  but  Is  the  Nation  really  producing 
too  much  corn  and  other  feed  grains? 

“For  the  first  time  in  9  years,  feed-grain 
utilization  in  1961-62  -will  exceed  feed-grain 
production,”  forecasts  one  agricultural  econ¬ 
omist,  Prof.  Francis  A.  Kutish,  of  Iowa  State 
University. 

Consumption  appears  to  be  catching  up 
with  production  of  this  crop,  even  though 
new  surpluses  are  appearing  in  others.  The 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  calls  the 
increased  utilization  during  the  late  1950’s 
“truly  phenomenal  in  the  light  of  the  record 
for  the  early  years  of  the  decade.” 

RISING  USE  EXPLAINED 

The  Farm  Bureau,  a  supporter  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1958,  attributes  continued 
increased  utilization  to  the  reduction  in 
corn  price  supports  which  the  act  brought 
■about.  It  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that 
accumulation  of  stocks  has  greatly  lessened 
since  its  enactment,  stating  that  75.9  per¬ 
cent  of  the  corn  carryover  on  hand  on  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1961,  was  accumulated  before  1959 
when  the  act  went  into  effect. 

It  comments :  "If  utilization  had  increased 
as  rapidly  in  the  6  years  prior  to  1956  as  it 
has  in  the  5  years  since,  there  would  be  no 
com  surplus.” 
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FIRST  STEP  TAKEN 

Professor  Kutish,  who  sees  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  for  corn  coming  into  approximate  bal¬ 
ance  this  fall,  amplifies  his  statement  in  a 
report  published  by  the  Center  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  at  Iowa  State.  He  credits 
the  improved  situation  to  the  1961  feed- 
grain  program. 

‘‘The  first  step  has  been  taken  in  orderly 
reduction  of  our  bulging  feed-grain  sur¬ 
pluses  and  in  the  halt  in  the  downward 
trend  in  farm  income,”  he  writes.  ‘‘Feed- 
grain  stocks  on  October  1,  1962,  will  be  about 
9,700,000  tons  less  than  on  October  1,  1961 — 
after  steadily  climbing  since  1952.” 

Actually,  about  42  percent  of  the  feed- 
grain  farmers  chose  to  participate  in  the 
1961-62  program  which  gave  them  price  sup¬ 
port  on  condition  that  they  withdraw  at 
least  20  percent  of  their  feed-grain  crop¬ 
land  from  production. 

LAND  WITHDRAWN 

This  voluntary  participation  resulted  in 
a  withdrawal  of  25,200,000  acres  from  na¬ 
tional  production,  Professor  Kutish  noted. 
True,  many  farmers  who  did  not  agree  to 
comply  raised  more  corn  than  before,  but 
even  allowing  for  this  trend,  says  Mr.  Ku¬ 
tish,  the  country’s  total  land  planted  in  feed 
grains  was  reduced  about  20  million  acres. 
This  obviously  acted  as  a  check  on  produc¬ 
tion,  along  with  other  land-retirement  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  been  in  effect  since  1956. 

Of  course  there  have  been  important  forces 
working  at  the  same  time  to  increase  output 
per  acre.  Advancing  farm  technology  is  one. 
Increased  use  of  fertilizer  is  another.  And 
farmers  who  participated  in  the  programs 
naturally  wtihdrew  their  least  productive 
acres,  causing  their  average  yield  per  acre 
to  go  up.  Weather,  too,  entered  the  picture. 

INCREASED  YIELD  SEEN 

Because  so  many  variables  are  involved,  it 
is  risky  to  forecast  trends.  Different  econo¬ 
mists  taking  the  risk,  foresee  different  out¬ 
comes  for  1965.  Professor  Kutish,  assuming 
normal  weather  and  continuation  of  the 
present  program,  puts  the  average  yield  for 
1965  at  62.9  bushels  per  acre,  only  about  1 
bushel  higher  than  last  year. 

But  he  notes  that  George  Brandow,  of 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  predicts  65.1 
bushels  per  acre  in  1965,  or  3.3  bushels  above 
the  present  average.  Others,  however,  fore¬ 
see  lower  productivity,  one  economist  put¬ 
ting  the  figure  as  low  as  55.5  bushels. 

USE  FOLLOWS  YIELD 

The  lowest  estimate  is  still  relatively  high. 
The  1950-59  average  yield  per  acre  for  the 
United  States  was  only  44.1  bushels.  In 
1961,  the  figure  had  jumped  to  61.8  bushels. 
Professor  Kutish  explains  the  striking  rise 
as  follows:  “The  feed-grain  program  with 
higher  price  supports  limited  to  fewer  acres 
provided  an  incentive  for  a  faster  rate  of 
adoption  of  yield-increasing  practices.” 
Others  may  give  different  explanations. 

But  as  yield  goes  up,  so  does  utilization. 
Quoting  Department  of  Agriculture  figures, 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation’s  July 
16  newsletter  says:  “We  are  now  consuming 
and  exporting  more  corn  than  we  have  ever 
produced  in  a  single  year.  *  *  *  The  big 
problem  is  the  surplus  that  accumulated  be¬ 
fore  the  1958  act  became  effective.” 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  Senator 
from  Kansas  has  touched  on  an  im¬ 
portant  factor  that  has  been  little  noted 
in  the  present  circumstances,  and  that 
is  that  reductions  in  feed  grains  probably 
in  the  main  can  be  attributed  to  the  fact 
that  animals  are  being  fed  more  grain, 


and  that  there  is  an  increase  in  meat 
production  in  this  country,  and  meat  is 
in  increased  demand.  The  statistics 
show  that  there  is  a  demand  for  fed-out 
animals — that  is,  for  hogs  and  cattle, 
and  other  animals  to  be  finished.  There 
is  a  greater  demand  for  that  now  than 
ever  before  percentagewise.  When  I 
speak  of  “fed-out”  I  mean  finished  ani¬ 
mals.  I  believe  this  fact  has  been  start- 
ingly  responsible  for  the  disappearance 
of  a  great  deal  of  our  feed  grain  stocks; 
perhaps  more  by  far  than  any  particular 
program  which  has  been  put  into  effect. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Iowa  is  correct.  The  utilization  of  feed 
grain  for  the  production  of  livestock 
products  has  increased  greatly.  As  I  said 
earlier,  we  have  had  some  excellent 
weather  conditions  in  the  grain-produc¬ 
ing  areas  during  the  past  5  years,  which 
has  resulted  in  this  increase.  In  the 
State  of  Kansas  in  the  past  15  years  the 
production  of  corn  has  varied  from  32 
million  to  90  million  bushels.  This  fav¬ 
orable  weather  situation  will  not  con¬ 
tinue  indefinitely. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask 
that  it  be  received  and  printed  and  lie  on 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
earlier  today  I  spoke  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  with  reference  to  amend¬ 
ments  not  related  to  the  price  support 
sections  of  the  bill.  The  amendments 
were  adopted  unanimously  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  during  the  earlier  debate  in  May. 
Both  amendments  are  declarations  of 
the  sense  of  Congress.  I  have  asked  the 
chairman  if  he  will  accept  the  amend¬ 
ments,  and  he  is  agreeable  to  doing  so. 
I  have  again  discussed  them  with  the 
Republican  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Since  the  amendments  were  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  in  the  previous  bill,  I 
now  offer  them  and  ask  for  their  imme¬ 
diate  consideration. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  amendments  are  iden¬ 
tical  with  the  amendments  adopted  by 
the  Senate  in  May. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Exactly;  and  they 
were  unanimously  adopted  at  that  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  '  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
first  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  94, 
after  line  17,  it  is  proposed  to  insert; 

Sec.  405.  Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its 
longstanding  policy  of  favoring  the  use  by 
governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  directs 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  designed  to  minimize  the  acquisition 
of  stocks  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm 
commodities,  though  private  competitive 
trade  channels,  both  cooperative  and  non- 
cooperative,  and  to  obtain  maximum  returns 
in  the  marketplace  for  producers  and  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  second  amendment  be 
stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  94,  after 
line  17,  it  is  proposed  to  insert; 

Sec.  406.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  should,  whenever  he  determines 
such  action  will  result  in  more  effective  or 
more  economical  administration  of  this  or 
any  other  Act  administered  by  him,  utilize 
the  services  and  facilities  of  farmer  owned 
and  operated  associations  of  producers,  and 
accord  such  associations  no  less  favorable 
treatment  under  any  such  Act  than  that  ac¬ 
corded  individual  producers  or  farmers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 


man. 


1  MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE  . 

\  A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  following  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
of  tne  Senate: 

S.  1\81.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  heirs 
of  Lt.vCol.  James  Murray  Bate  (deceased) 
and  Man.  Billie  Harold  Lynch  (deceased); 

S.  217A  An  act  to  amend  section  9(d)(1) 
of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (53 
Stat.  1187i  43  U.S.C.  485) ,  to  make  additional 
provision  ipr  irrigation  blocks,  and  for  other 
purposes;  \ 

S.  2256.  aV  act  to  amend  section  5  of  the 
War  Claims  Act  of  1948  to  provide  detention 
and  other  Benefits  thereunder  to  certain 
Guamanians  killed  or  captured  by  the  Jap¬ 
anese  at  Wakeusland; 

S.  2574.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Con- 
stantina  Caraisopu; 

S.  2686.  An  aett  for  the  relief  of  Stepanida 
Losowskaja;  \ 

S.  2751.  An  act\for  the  relief  of  Susan 
Gudera,  Heinz  Hugo  Gudera,  and  Catherine 
Gudera;  \ 

S.  2862.  An  act  fo\  the  relief  of  Mai  Har 
Tung;  \ 

S.  3016.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  March 
2,  1929,  and  the  act\of  August  27,  1935, 
relating  to  load  lines  \f or  oceangoing  and 
coastwise  ■  vessels,  to  establish  liability  for 
surveys,  to  increase  penalties,  to  permit 
deeper  loading  in  coastvkse  trade,  and  for 
other  purposes;  \ 

S.J.  Res.  132.  Joint  resolution  extending 
recognition  to  the  International  Exposition 
for  Southern  California  in  the  year  1966  and 
authorizing  the  President  to Vssue  a  procla¬ 
mation  calling  upon  the  several  States  of 
the  Union  and  foreign  countries  to  take  part 
in  the  exposition;  and  \ 

S.J.  Res.  179.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
and  requesting  the  President  ta  designate 
April  21,  1963,  as  a  day  for  observance  of 
the  courage  displayed  by  the  uprising  in  the 
Warsaw  ghetto  against  the  Nazis.  V 

The  message  also  announced  mat  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  106al)  to 
amend  title  28,  United  States  Code  .With 
respect  to  fees  of  U.S.  marshals,  auarfor 
other  purposes.  \ 
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\ 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Vtlouse  had  agreed  to  the  amend- 
ments\of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
3728)  ts  amend  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  so\rs  to  authorize  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  Assign  a  total  rating  for  com¬ 
pensation  kv  a  veteran  granted  service 
connection  fok  blindness  of  one  eye  who 
subsequent  to\separation  from  active 
duty  incurs  bli\dness  in  the  remain¬ 
ing  eye.  _ _ 

ENROLLED  B1BLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  Presidents 

S.  2020.  An  act  to  amend  partNV  of  sub¬ 
title  C  of  title  10,  United  States\Code,  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Nav\  to  de¬ 
velop  the  South  Barrow  gasfleld,  NJJaval 
Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  gas  available  for  sale  to  the  native 
village  of  Barrow  and  to  other  non-Federal 
communities  and  installations,'  and  for  othei 
purposes;  and 
"  S.  3428.  An  act"  relating  to  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  judges  to  the  municipal  court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  municipal 
court  of  appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  the  juvenile  court  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

AID  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  speak  this  afternoon  about  the  aid- 
to-higher-education  bill,  and  to  make  a 
suggestion  which  might  possibly  break 
the  stalemate  which  has  developed 
among  the  conferees  with  respect  to  the 
bill. 

We  got  off  to  a  fast  start  last  winter 
on  the  proposed  legislation.  H.R.  8900 
passed  the  House  on  January  30,  and 
the  Senate  on  February  6,  just  a  week 
later.  Many  who  felt  that  an  aid-to- 
higher-education  bill  was  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  had  hopes  then  that  a  compromise 
version  could  be  worked  out  quickly  in 
the  conference  committee,  but  these 
hopes  soon  became  mired  in  the  spring 
mud,  and  now  have  wasted  away  to  al¬ 
most  nothing.  It  took  the  House  until 
May  9  to  appoint  its  conferees  and,  3 
months  later,  there  is  still  no  word  of, 
any  progress.  We  are  not  going  to  g< 
any  aid-to-education  bill  at  all  if 
present  rate  of  speed  is  maintainedVOr, 
if  something  is  agreed  upon,  it  is  almost 
certain  to  be  so  watered  down  as  to  be 
virtually  useless  in  the  face  o/  an  im¬ 
mense  problem. 

The  Senate  version  of  Mie  bill  au¬ 
thorized  an  extensive  program  of  Federal 
scholarships  to  needy  students,  as  well 
as  loans  for  the  construction  of  academic 
facilities.  The  House  version  provides 
for  a  program  of  construction  grants  and 
loans  only,  without  any  program  of  stu¬ 
dent  aid.  The  House  conferees  are  un¬ 
der  strict  instructions  not  to  accept  any 
program  of  Federal  scholarships,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  hard  the  Senate  may  press.  It 
is  difficult/  to  foresee  any  meaningful 
compromise  coming  out  of  this  intran- 
sigency/out  there  it  is. 

OmFebruary  2  of  this  year,  which  was 
j^i/before  the  Senate  acted  on  the 
measure,  in  concert  with  the  junior  Sen- 
Dr  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty],  who 
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was  the  ranking  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Education,  we  proposed  a 
substitute  approach.  We  proposed  in¬ 
creasing  the  funds  now  available  for 
loans  under  the  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  by  the  amount  proposed  for 
scholarships  in  that  bill.  We  further 
proposed  that  up  to  50  percent  of  such 
loans  be  forgiven  for  students  in  the  top 
25  percent  of  their  class.  We  also  urged 
that  up  to  50  percent  of  such  loans  be 
forgiven  not  only  for  students  who  teach 
in  public  schools,  as  is  now  the  case,  but 
also  for  those  who  teach  in  private 
schools  or  colleges.  That  was  the  gist 
of  our  position  in  February,  and  we  sug¬ 
gested  then  that  it  was  a  viable  com¬ 
promise  that  should  be  thoroughly  ex¬ 
plored. 

This  approach  has  a  number  of  ad¬ 
vantages.  It  could  become  immediately 
operable  through  the  NDEA  loans  now 
administered  by  the  universities.  There 
would  be  no  need  for  50  new  and  cum¬ 
bersome  State  bureaucracies.  As  a  loan 
^program,  it  would  operate  at  a  sub- 
fantially  lower  cost  to  the  taxpayer 
fchout  diluting  the  advantages  of  as- 
ince  to  those  in  need  of  it.  It  woulg 
encourage  the  student  to  take  the  inity 
tive  irKguiding  the  course  of  his  educa¬ 
tion  and.  providing  the  necessary  Linds. 
Only  those  who  really  wanted  and  were 
willing  to  Nvork  for  an  education  would 
apply  for  sufth  help.  It  would  /ncourage 
students  to  enter  teaching,  \ynich  would 
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the  very  best  and  most  equitable  way  to 
insure  that  thj?se  young  Americans  have 
a  chance  to  /et  a  college  education,  not 
wholly  free/but  with  substantial  assist¬ 
ance  and ^Encouragement.  It  might  take 
some  ol/thc  scholarship  burden  off  the 
colleges  and  at  the  same  time  it  should 
certainly  encourage  more  applicatk 
anc/  therefore  presumably  higher  calibc 
students  within  the  colleges.  This' 
Amendment  was  constructed  upon  a 
'realistic  foundation,  to  meet  the  finest 
ideals  of  the  American  people — assist¬ 
ance  to  those  in  need,  self-help  wherever 
possible,  personal  initiative,  and  a  re¬ 
spect  for  the  ideals  and  ambitions  of 
betterment  which  each  new  generation 
holds.  It  was,  and  is,  a  good  idea. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  this 
Chamber  did  not  see  fit  to  accept  our 
amendment,  or  even  to  give  it  more  than 
minimal  consideration  on  the  floor. 
The  real  argument  against  it  was  “Give 
us  all  we  want  so  we  can  bargain  better 
with  the  House”  or  “Let  us  deal  with 
NDEA  loans  separately  in  another  bill.” 
Neither  that  other  bill  nor  the  great 
bargain  which  was  to  be  won  has  seen 
the  light  of  day.  Under  the  guidance 
of  the  House  Rules  Committee,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  language  on  scholarships  went  to  a 
certain  doom,  and  no  substitutes  have 
emerged. 

The  point  now  is  that  we  need  a 
higher  education  bill;  yet  it  seems  that 
the  executive  branch  is  going  to  let  it 
slip  out  of  its  grasp,  either  from  indif¬ 


ference  or  from  unwillingness  to  con-/ 
sider  this  compromise  which  Senat 
Prouty  and  I  originally  proposed.  Ebr 
that  reason,  I  should  like  to  bring /the 
substance  of  the  Prouty-Keating  amend¬ 
ment  once  again  to  the  attentioiyof  the 
Senate. 

There  is  new  talk  of  a  coim/Tomise,  in 
which  this  body  would  agrpe — at  least, 
that  is  how  it  is  stated— -m  give  up  its 
scholarship  provisions  smd  the  other 
body  would  agree  to  drop  its  program  of 
construction  grants  and  loans  in  favor 
of  the  loan-only  provision.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  type  /5f  compromise  would 
give  up  so  much/that  virtually  nothing 
would  be  left  /to  satisfy  either  House. 
There  would  be  no  aid  for  students,  and 
there  wouldye  only  very  meager  aid  for 
constructs 

A  muon  more  sensible  compromise 
would  be  to  substitute  for  the  scholar¬ 
ship  ^provision  the  language  of  the 
Prouty-Keating  amendment,  providing 
for/ a  strong  program  of  loans  to  stu- 
fnts  under  the  existing  National  De¬ 
tense  Education  Act,  together  with 
whatever  arrangements  the  conferees 
can  make  on  educational  facilities. 

Although  this  would  not  satisfy  the 
maximum  desires  of  the  majority  of 
either  House,  no  conference  report 
does — or  they  rarely  do;  and  this  one 
would  satisfy  at  least  the  desire  that 
some  effective  assistance,  some  realistic, 
constructive  and  worthwhile  action,  be 
provided  in  the  field  of  education.  This 
is  the  true  spirit  of  compromise,  the 
spirit  upon  which  our  constitutional  gov¬ 
ernment  is  founded. 

Mr.  President,  in  suggesting  this  solu¬ 
tion  to  our  educational  dilemma,  I  urge 
the  majority  party  in  Congress  and  the 
administration  to  declare  themselves 
firmly  for  or  against  such  a  realistic 
program. 

The  defeat — or,  rather,  I  should  say 
the  death  by  default — of  this  important 
legislation  for  aid  to  higher  education 
will,  it  is  true,  be  a  defeat  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration;  but,  more  important,  it 
will  be  a  defeat  for  the  people  of  the 
Ini  ted  States — a  needless,  wasteful  and 
fisagic  defeat  for  all  the  young  men  and 
yoHng  women  who  are  not  presently  able 
to  afford  a  college  education  for  which 
they  naay  be  qualified. 

That\s  why  I  urge  the  conferees  to 
give  most  earnest  consideration  to  the 
provisions'^  of  the  Prouty-Keating 
amendment\as  an  effective  method  of 
getting  together  on  a  higher  education 
bill  which  can  be  approved  and  would  be 
approved  by  boch  Houses  of  Congress. 
I  have  been  advised  informally  that  the 
other  body  would  accept  such  a  compro¬ 
mise;  and  I  am  surest  would  meet  with 
the  favor  of  this  body. 


HUNGARY  SHOULD  BJt  ON  THE 
UNITED  NATIONS  AGENDA 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  377,  submitted  'by  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  LausciieV  ex¬ 
presses  the  sense  of  the  Senate  thacythe 
question  of  Hungary  should  remain 
the  United  Nations  agenda  for  the  17tk 
session  of  the  General  Assembly.  I  was' 
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ps  representing  the  Department  of 
Justice  in  this  matter;  that  the  chief 
judgkof  the  Fifth  Circuit  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  laad  been  contacted  by  Justice 
agents  m.  an  effort  to  influence  the  re- 
scheduling«.of  this  trial.  The  surround¬ 
ing  circumstances  of  this  case  call  for 
immediate  investigation  by  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee. 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
an  amendment  to  H.R.  12391  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed  and  lie  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  'will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HART.  The  amendment  was 
agreed  to  at  the  time  the  Senate  passed 
the  original  farm  bill  some  months  ago. 
The  justification  for  it,  for  those  who  are 
interested,  is  more  fully  set  forth  on 
page  8641  of  the  Record. 

“UNITED  STATES-LATIN  AMERICAN 

RELATIONS”— BACKGROUND  PA¬ 
PER  BY  ROBERTO  D.  OLIVEIRA 

CAMPOS 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  on 
August  6  Brazil’s  Ambassador  to  the 
United  States,  Roberto  D.  Oliveira  Cam¬ 
pos,  addressed  the  Council  on  World  Ten¬ 
sions  at  the  University  of  Bahia.  His 
background  paper  on  United  States-Lat- 
in  American  relations,  I  think,  is  one  of, 
the  most  thorough  and  worthwhil 
studies  I  have  seen  as  to  the  historum 
relationships  between  the  United  States 
and  the  countries  of  Latin  America.  It 
also  contains  very  pertinent  comments 
on  some  of  the  current  common  prob¬ 
lems  facing  the  United  States  and  the 
countries  of  South  America.. 

The  ideas  expressed  in  the  paper  rep¬ 
resent  the  personal  opinions  of  the  au¬ 
thor  and  do  not  necessarily  conform  to 
the  views  of  the  Brazilian  Government. 
I  might  also  note  that  they  do  not  neces¬ 
sarily  conform  tcymy  own  views  with  re¬ 
spect  to  all  the  problems  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,  but  I  thinjr  the  study  contains  much 
which  will  be'of  interest  and  value  to  all 
Members  yi  the  Senate.  Therefore,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be 
printed/m  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  paper 
was/jrdered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as /olio  ws; 


United  States-Latin  American  Relations 
(An  analysis  of  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Latin  America  from  the  Monroe 
Doctrine  to  the  Alliahce  for  Progress  and 
of  the  sources  of  tensions  in  the  hemi¬ 
sphere  ') 

This  paper  purports  to  analyze  tensions, 
political  and  economic,  that  have  arisen  in 
the  relations  between  the  United  States  and 
Latin  America  from  the  period  of  the  Mon¬ 
roe  Doctrine  to  the  new  era  ushered  in  by 
the  Alliance  for  Progress.  Such  tensions  are 
in  part  specific  of  this  continent,  reflecting 
the  peculiarities  of  geographical  contiguous¬ 
ness  and  the  interplay  of  political  power  and 
economic  imbalance  between  the  United 
States  and  Latin  America.  In  part  they  are 
susceptible  of  generalization,  reflecting  is¬ 
sues  that  affect  in  the  world  at  large  the 
relations  between  a  leading  industrial  and 
financial  power  and  the  less  developed  coun¬ 
tries,  such  as  the  problems  of  economic  de¬ 
pendence,  political  intervention  and  the 
ideological  issues  of  the  cold  war. 

I  will  start  with  a  brief  review  of  the 
long-term  historical  evolution  of  inter- 
kAmerican  relations,  discussing  in  somewhat 
neater  detail  the  course  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy  in  relation  to  Latin  America  after, 
Woidci  War  II.  I  shall  then  explore  thp 
seve^l  types  of  tension  that  can  be  identified 
in  this  review  of  inter-American  relations, 
with  a\more  detailed  comment  on  recent 
sources  of  economic  tension.  I  shall/nnally 
discuss  tire  problems  and  outloojg  of  the 
Alliance  for  progress. 

THE  KEY  IDEAS  IN  THE  EVOLUTION  OF 
INTER-VMERICAN  RELATIONS 

The  simplest  'way  of  reviewing  inter- 
American  relations\over  tire  last  century  is 
to  pinpoint  some  mAJor  ideas  that  were  the 
engines  of  either  akblon  or  controversy. 
Those  key  ideas — the''Nideas  force’’  in  the 
Hegelian  sense — wepe  (l\  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine  and  its  interpretative  byproducts — 
the  Polk  and  Roosevelt  corollaries;  (2)  the 
creation  of  the/Pan  American  \Jnion;  (3)  the 
good  neighbor  policy  and  its\nrinciple  of 
nonintervention;  (4)  the  Operation  Pan 
America  Mid  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  first  master  idea  that  impregnated 
an  entire  century  was  the  Monroe  Doctrine, 
contained  in  the  President’s  Message  tcnCon- 
gregs  on  December  2,  1823,  which  had  a  rfcu-e- 
r firmer  in  the  “no  transfer  resolution”  \jf 
1811.  Both  the  Monroe  Doctrine  and  the  ni 
’transfer  resolution  never  ceased  simultane-' 
ously  to  amaze  and  to  irritate  European 
strategists.  Metternich,  the  most  ingrained 
European  of  them  all,  once  berated  the  Mon¬ 
roe  Doctrine  as  “an  indecent  declaration.” 
Almost  a  century  later  the  German  geo¬ 
political  school  rated  it  as  the  most  superb 
idea  of  the  century,  because  of  its  principle 
of  “nonintervention”  based  on  the  pure 
notion  of  “space”  and  not  on  historical  and 
juridical  tenets. 

The  Monroe  Doctrine  was  admirably  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  concept  and  requisites  of  the 
“defensive  imperialism”  which  marked  the 
beginning  of  the  expansion  of  the  United 
States  as  an  Independent  Nation.  As  the 
United  States,  having  gradually  tamed  its 
territory,  turned  into  an  “extrovert  power” 
and,  conscious  of  its  new  strength,  launched 
an  extra-continental  bellicose  adventure 
against  Spain,  a  new  leading  idea  emerged. 


'The  ideas  expressed  in  this  paper  repre¬ 
sent  the  private  opinion  of  the  author  and 
do  not  necessarily  conform  to  the  views  of 
the  Brazilian  Government. 


This  was  the  so-called  Roosevelt  corollary, 
which  expressed  itself  in  the  policy  of  tha‘ 
“big  stick.’’  This  was  simply  the  statement 
of  the  right  to  “intervene  to  prevent  otjrers 
from  intervening”  and  it  can  be  regarded 
as  the  extreme  expression  of  the  concept 
of  patronizing  imperialism. 

The  Monroe  Doctrine  was  a  hiAd  geopo¬ 
litical  gesture  not  based  on  a/posture  of 
strength.  The  dominant  military  factor 
those  days,  which,  alone  cofiid  enforce  the 
Monroe  Doctrine,  was  tile  British  fleet 
which,  of  course,  could/only  be  counted 
upon  to  prevent  encroachment  by  rival 
European  powers  but  /lot  to  prevent  inter¬ 
vention  dictated  by  l(ritish  interests.  Thus 
Britain  occupied  the  Malvinas  Islands  in 
1833,  proceeded  tjf  the  annexation  of  Belize 
in  1869,  shared  yin  the  French-Anglo  inter¬ 
vention  in  thg  River  Plate  in  1825  and  in 
the  Amerie^n-French-Spanish  expedition 
against  Me/ico  in  1862.  In  its  origin,  the 
Monroe  doctrine  was  unilateral  and  na¬ 
tionalistic,  expressing  the  traditional  policy 
of  cojitinental  isolationism  contained  in 
George  Washington’s  famous  farewell 
speech,  but  also  reflecting  the  concern  of 
tjre  United  States  over  the  Russian  infiltra¬ 
tion  along  the  Northwest  coast  and  the  in¬ 
terventionist  policy  of  the  Holy  Alliance. 
None  of  the  leading  statesmen,  Monroe, 
Adams,  Clay,  Polk,  sought  to  convert  it  into 
a  continental  pact  subscribed  by  the  Latin 
American  RepuTWics.- 

Despite  its  nationalistic  and  unilateral 
formulation,  the  Monroe  Doctrine  was  un¬ 
hesitatingly  accepted  by  the  Latin  American 
countries.  Colombia  and  Mexico  welcomed 
enthusiastically  the  new  policy  and  Brazil, 
while  never  resorting  to  the  protection  of 
the  Monroe  Doctrine  sought,  repeatedly,  since 
the  fourth  Inter-American  Conference  in 
Buenos  Aires  in  1910,  to  transform  this  doc¬ 
trine  from  a  unilateral  policy  declaration  into 
a  continental  undertaking. 

This  “cantinentalization”  of  the  doctrine 
came  to  pass  only  in  the  immediate  post-II 
World  War  period,  through  the  adoption  of 
the  Act  of  Chapultepec  in  1945  arid  the  Re¬ 
ciprocal  Assistance  Treaty  of  Rio  de  Janeiro 
in  1947. 

While  the  Monroe  Doctrine  was  a  source  of 
tensions  in  the  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Europe,  it  was  generally  wel¬ 
comed  by  the  Latin  American  States.  The 
same,  however,  cannot  be  said  of  some  of  its 
corollaries,  which  have  been  at  the  root  of 
some  of  the  major  historical  tensions  in  the 
remisphere.  The  first  corollary  is  the  so- 
illed  Polk  corollary.  In  his  message  to 
Congress,  in  1845,  after  reiterating  the  prin¬ 
ciple^  of  nonintervention  for  the  purpose  of 
barrxW  Europe  from  incursions  into  the  new 
world, NPolk  issued  a  warning  to  the  effect 
that  if  \former  colony,  after  breaking  rela¬ 
tions  witK  the  metropolis  and  declaring  its 
independence,  should  wish  to  join  the  United 
States,  this\ought  to  be  regarded  as  a 
“family  question.”  The  Polk  corollary  was 
designed  to  prepare  the  ground  for  the  ac¬ 
cession  of  Oregon,  Texas,  and  California. 
While  in  a  formal  sense  directed  mainly 
against  Spanish  intervention,  it  did  in  fact 
affect  very  deeply  tl\  interests  of  Mexico, 
the  natural  legatee  of  Spain’s  northern  Em¬ 
pire.  The  second  coroOfiry,  named  “the 
Roosevelt  corollary”  after  rts  proponent  The¬ 
odore  Roosevelt,  was  to  beaome  a  fuel  for 
attrition,  for  it  carried  the  responsibility  of 
having  inspired  several  armed  interventions 
in  Central  America  and  the  Caribbean,  by 
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clMming  for  the  United  States  the  right  to 
intervene  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  Latin 
Amehcan  Republics,  as  long  as  they  did  not 
behavevwith  reasonable  efficiency  and  de¬ 
cency  inSpolitical  and  social  matters,  failed  to 
maintain'international  order  or  to  meet  in- 
ternationalHinancial  commitments. 

The  seconcMdea  force  was  the  Pan  Ameri¬ 
can  movement,  which  unfolded  in  two 
phases:  (a)  Tire  Hispano-Amerlcan  or  Bo¬ 
livarian  phase,  dinbodied  in  the  Letter  of 
Jamaica  of  1815  afcd  the  Panama  Congress 
in  1826;  and  (b)  trie  Pan  American  Union 
Movement,  which  found  expression  in  the 
invitation  tendered  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
James  Blaine,  in  1881,  for  the  Conference  of 
the  Inter-American  StateNwhicl1  was  Anally 
convened  in  1890. 

Even  though  in  the  implerrJ'entation  of  the 
Bolivian  conception  emphasis  was  given 
exclusively  to  the  political  and  juridical  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  confederation  of  rhe  Latin- 
Spanish  countries,  Bolivar  himself  had 
thought  in  pragmatic  economic \  terms, 
broaching  both  the  idea  of  a  slngla.  cur¬ 
rency  and  that  of  a  customs  union,  \But 
the  divorce  between  political  structures  and 
economic  needs  was  to  continue  until  a) 
most  our  day.  While  the  formation  of  a' 
customs  union  was  also  among  the  main  ob¬ 
jectives  of  Blaine’s  convocation,  the  first 
Inter-American  Conference  in  1890  did  not 
implement  the  idea  largely  because  of  the 
protectionist  sentiment,  then  strong  in  the 
United  States.  The  subsequent  conferences 
in  Mexico  (1901),  Rio  de  Janeiro  (1906), 
Buenos  Aires  (1910)  and  Santiago  (1923), 
were  largely  concerned  with  juridical  matters 
and  the  creation  of  a  juridical  infrastructure 
for  the  system.  The  political  phase  can  be 
said  to  be  ushered  in  by  the  Inter-American 
Conference  on  the  Consolidation  of  Peace 
which  convened  in  Buenos  Aires  in  1936,  and 
which  benefited  from  the  tension-reducing 
environment  created  by  the  Rooseveltian 
formulation  of  the  "good  neighbor  policy,” 
to  which  we  shall  now  turn. 

The  economic  phase  of  Pan  American  co¬ 
operation  did  not  really  assert  itself  until 
much  later  with  the  launching  of  Opera¬ 
tion  Pan  America,  in  1958,  followed  recently 
by  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  third  idea  force  of  the  U.S.  policy  in 
relation  to  the  southern  countries  has  been 
the  “good  neighbor  policy,"  with  its  corol¬ 
lary  principle  of  nonintervention.  The  good 
neighbor  policy  laid  the  foundation  for  a 
durable  system  of  peaceful  political  coexist¬ 
ence  refined  in  its  juridical  aspects,  though 
void  yet  of  economic  substance. 

During  the  interregnum  of  the  Republi¬ 
can  administration  between  1952  and  1960, 
the  good  neighbor  policy  found  a  revised  ex¬ 
pression  in  the  policy  of  "good  partner¬ 
ship,”  which,  however,  was  merely  an  adapta¬ 
tion  of  the  earlier  theme  to  reflect  the  >more 
conservative  approach  of  the  Repjmlican 
Party’s  foreign  policy. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  key  ideas  at  the  in¬ 
ter-American  system  were  the  launching  by 
President  Kubitschek  of  the  proposal  for  a 
Pan  American  operation  designed:  (a)  to 
bring  to  the  foreground  theyproblem  of  eco¬ 
nomic  underdevelopment  arid  (b)  to  empha¬ 
size  the  collective  responsibility  of  the 
Americas  in  its  elimination.  Subsequently, 
President  Kennedy’s  A/iance  for  Progress,  an 
outcome  of  and  a  complementation  to  Opera¬ 
tion  Pan  America,  entered  the  beclouded  in¬ 
ter-American  scene.  But  more  on  this  later. 

Even  though  /me  pattern  of  North  Amer¬ 
ican  political/  behavior  in  1  %  centuries 
elapsed  between  the  Monroe  Doctrine  and 
World  War/ II  may  have  assumed  various 
shapes,  its  geopolitical  underpinning  cen¬ 
tered  on/the  continental  space  of  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere  remained  unchanged. 

Impact,  throughout  the  Rooseveltian  era, 
eve/  though  political  realities  had  long  ago 
tprced  the  United  States  to  abandon  its  iso¬ 
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lationism  in  respect  to  Europe,  the  hemi¬ 
sphere  continued  to  be  the  area  of  special  in¬ 
terest  or,  to  use  a  more  pedantic  phrase,  the 
area  of  geopolitical  priority. 

In  recent  years,  however,  in  the  interval 
between  the  eruption  of  the  cold  war  and 
the  formulation  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress, 
the  geopolitical  axis  of  the  U.S.  defense 
shifted  to  the  European  peninsular  area  and 
heartland  and  to  the  maritime  fringes  of 
other  continents. 

THE  APPROACH  OF  THE  PENINSULAR  SCHOOL 

In  the  agitated  postwar  era,  under  General 
Marshall  and  Secretary  Acheson,  a  new  ap¬ 
proach  emerged  which,  for  lack  of  a  better 
word,  I  shall  call  the  peninsular  school  of 
thought.  This  is  because  the  European 
peninsula  became  the  area  of  geopolitical 
priority.  The  crucial  theme  of  the  U.S.  for¬ 
eign  policy  was  then  to  deny  to  the  Soviets 
the  domination  of  Western  industry  and  re¬ 
sources,  and  to  preserve  Western  Europe 
from  contamination  by  the  Soviet  ideology. 

The  working  concepts  of  the  peninsular 
school  seem  to  have  been  twofold.  The  first 
was  that  the  attention  of  the  United  States 
should  concentrate  primarily  on  the  areas 
more  exposed  to  Soviet  pressure,  either  be¬ 
cause  of  their  vulnerability  to  armed  con¬ 
quest  or  because  of  their  proximity  to  the 
center  of  Soviet  ideological  contamination. 
TnWs,  during  the  immediate  postwar  period^ 
the/European  peninsula  and  the  maritia 
fringeVof  the  eastern  Mediterranean  won  t6p 
prioritysin  the  American  design.  The  second 
concept  \as  that,  in  view  of  the  limitation 
of  economic  resources,  public  investments, 
loans  and  grants  should  be  channeled  for  the 
reconstruction.  and  development/  of  those 
danger  areas;  the  needs  of  the yunderdevel- 
oped  countries  ok  Latin  Amerioa,  Africa,  and 
Asia  should,  insofar  as  practicable,  be  met 
by  the  operation  of  private  capital.  Further¬ 
more,  foreign  aid  should  be  handled  as  some 
sort  of  “ideological  bactericide”,  and  injected 
in  such  fashion  as  to  prevent  an  abrupt  fall 
in  the  European  standard 'of  living,  with  the 
subsequent  proletaneation  and  dissolution  of 
the  middle  class  b/  :ubversiv(\pressures. 

This  then  appears  to  be  the  ^design  under¬ 
lining  the  Marshall  and  Trumafi  plans. 
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The  U.Sr  policy  in  relation  to  its  southern 
neighbor's  was  throughout  this  periock  rele¬ 
gated  jCo  a  residual  position.  This  was\the 
period  of  the  “perilous  lull.”  Viewed  frfc 
tha'Tatin  American  angle,  this  policy  seeme'S 
t/rest  on  the  following  premises.  First,  that-'* 
Latin  America  had  lost  priority  in  relative 
'terms  because  its  wartime  strategic  impor¬ 
tance  had  declined,  as  a  result  of  changing 
warfare  concepts  and  of  the  displacement  of 
the  area  of  potential  contamination.  Sec¬ 
ondly,  that  Latin  American  development  was 
a  task  to  be  left  to  the  responsibility  of  pri¬ 
vate  funds,  complemented  by  such  public 
loans  as  the  Eximbank  or  IBRD  might  ex¬ 
tend  after  meeting  urgent  reconstruction 
claims.  This  interpretation,  though  not 
completely  unbiased,  appears  justified  by  the 
course  of  events. 

It  is  clear  that  this  redisual  treatment  and 
the  reversal  of  the  traditional  priority  con¬ 
cepts  was  never  accepted  good  naturedly  by 
Latin  American  countries,  even  though  they 
recognized  the  realities  of  the  situation  and 
the  danger  of  Soviet  aggression.  This  also 
explains  the  cool  and  at  times  hostile  re¬ 
action  of  Latin  America  to  the  Marshall  plan, 
a  reaction  which  seemed  at  the  time  shock¬ 
ing  and  disconcerting  for  many  Americans 
who  expected  a  warmer  recognition  of  their 
generous  and  self-sacrificing  approach  to  the 
problem  of  European  reconstruction. 

The  issue  was  further  beclouded  by  the 
fact  that  within  the  continent  the  U.S.  post¬ 
war  policy  suffered  from  a  certain  degree  of 
indeterminacy,  oscillating  between  the 


principle  of  uniform  treatment  and  the  key- 
country  approach.  It  seems  that  initially  it/ 
adhered  to  a  pattern  of  standardized  be 
havior:  maintenance  of  the  status  quo  and 
of  balanced  treatment  for  all  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  community.  Two  exceptions  to 
the  rule  of  standardized  behavior  seem  to 
have  occurred.  The  first  one  was  the  Braden 
experience,  which  involved  the  application  of 
economic  sanctions  against  dictatorial  re¬ 
gimes.  The  second  one,  towaod  the  end  of 
the  Acheson  administration,  was  a  brief  essay 
in  the  application  of  the  “key  country”  ap¬ 
proach.  The  establishment  of  the  Joint 
United  States-Brazil  Economic  Development 
Commission  in  1950  was  in  fact  a  prema¬ 
turely  abandoned  attempt  to  choose  a  special 
area  for  a  concentrated  economic  develop¬ 
ment  effort,  with/the  double  objective  of 
strengthening,  through  more  intimate  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation,  the  traditional  political 
solidarity  between  the  two  nations  and  to 
test  the  workability  of  a  program  for  eco¬ 
nomic  dev/flopment  within  the  capitalistic 
framework,  demonstrating  its  effectiveness 
by  con^ast  with  Socialist  planning. 

Durjng  the  transition  from  the  Truman 
to  t/e  Eisenhower  administrations  in  the 
postwar  period,  several  of  the  postulates  of 
tUe  peninsular  school  of  thought  became 
outdated. 

The  very  success  of  the  Marshall  plan 
yielded  the  twin  result  of  lessening  the  Com¬ 
munist  danger  in  Europe  while  widening  the 
economic  gap  between  North  American  and 
Western  Europe,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
stagnant  or  slow-growing  economies  of  Latin 
America,  Asia,  and  Africa,  on  the  other. 

Conscious  of  the  need  for  a  dramatic 
demonstration  of  interest  in  the  fate  of  un¬ 
derdeveloped  countries,  the  U.S.  Government 
launched  the  point  4  technical  assistance 
program  in  January  1949.  This  was  a  bril¬ 
liant  idea  and  gave  considerable  satisfaction 
to  the  underdeveloped  areas  including  Latin 
America,  which  welcomed  the  program  view¬ 
ing  it  as  a  preparatory  step  for  an  investment 
effort.  The  attendant  political  risk  was  that 
technical  assistance  sharpens  the  hunger  for, 
and  increases  the  ability  to  use,  investment 
capital  and,  if  investment  programs  are  not 
forthcoming,  the  result  might  be  increased 
disappointment. 

THE  NEOGEOPOLITICAL  APPROACH 

The  most  important  development  of  recent 
years,  however,  including  most  of  the  period 
of  the  Republican  administration,  but  over¬ 
lapping  also  with  the  initiation  of  the  new 
Democratic  administration,  was  the  abate¬ 
ment  of  ideological  pressure  from  the  Com- 
lunists  in  Europe,  its  catastrophic  recrudes¬ 
cence  in  Asia,  and  the  problem  created  by 
thev  emergence  of  new  nations  in  Africa, 
deeply  influenced  by  Western  culture,  but 
afflicted  by  resentment  against  colonialist 
domination. 

In  thik. changed  scenery,  new  patterns  of 
foreign  policy  emerged.  During  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration,  the  trends  of  foreign 
policy  could  be  described  as  the  “neogeopo¬ 
litical  approach.”  This  new  school  of 
thought  has  alsoVgeopolitical  roots  but  those 
are  not  planted  onSthis  continent,  as  was  the 
old  Monroe  Doctrine,  but  on  distant  soils. 
The  fact  is  that,  whether  the  Latin  Ameri¬ 
cans  like  it  or  not,  geopolitical  postulates 
themselves  have  changed  pari-passu  with 
the  assumption  of  worldNleadership  by  the 
United  States.  The  problehi  was  no  longer 
to  deny  to  Western  EuropeaW  countries  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  continental  preserve.  It  was 
rather  to  maintain  the  influenc\  of  Western 
ideas  in  Asia  and  the  Middle  EastVnd  in  the 
newly  emerging  countries  in  Africa\  It  is  to 
prevent  the  ideology  that  now  rules  over  the 
Eurasian  heartland  from  taking  hold \f  the 
maritime  fringes  of  the  Middle  EastNand 
Asia,  the  Far  Eastern  lands  and  the  Indian 
subcontinent,  as  well  as  of  emerging  coun¬ 
tries  of  Asia. 
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Nrhe  idea  of  long-range  planning  and  pro- 
granting  found  reluctant  ears  in  U5.  policy- 
makers  who  were  (a)  preoccupied  with 
avoiding  a  massive  UJ5.  involvement  in  finan¬ 
cial  commitments  for  aid  to  Latin  America, 
and  (b)  fearful  that  the  endorsement  of  the 
planning  philosophy  might  encourage  or 
hasten  stateWinded  or  socialist  tendencies 
in  Latin  American  governments,  thus  stifling 
private  enterprises. 

The  U.S.  attitude  began  to  show  percep¬ 
tible  changes  afteXthe  launching  of  Opera¬ 
tion  Pan  America,  \nd  particularly  during 
the  discussion  of  the  Committee  of  Nine  and 
Bogota  Conference  in\lune  and  September 
of  1960,  respectively,  bukonly  in  the  Punta 
del  Este  Charter  was  there  a  frank  and 
strong  endorsement  of  the  principle  of  long- 
range  global  planning  ancX  the  correlate 
acceptance  of  a  long-run  U.sS,  commitment 
for  Latin  American  developments 

As  usual,  this  shift  in  policy  has  not  been 
devoid  of  paradoxes.  For  after  hiding  in¬ 
sisted  over  many  years  for  U.S.  acceptances 
of  the  planning  philosophy,  many \Latin 
American  countries  found  themselves  admin¬ 
istratively  and  technically  unequipped  \for 
undertaking  the  planning  Job  when  the 
principle  was  finally  recognized  in  Punta  der\ 
Este. 

Substantial  progress  is  being  made  in  this 
direction,  and  one  of  the  major  tasks  of 
technical  assistance  in  the  near  future  will 
be  the  improvement  of  the  planning 
machinery  on  this  continent. 

THE  ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

By  far  the  most  important  event  in  recent 
days  in  inter-American  relations  is  the 
launching  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  was  built  on  the 
foundation  laid  down  by  the  proposal  of 
the  Operation  Pan  America  of  the  Brazilian 
President  Kubitschek.  It  has  with  the  latter 
points  of  contact  and  points  of  dissimilitude. 
They  both  aim  at  quantifying  growth  objec¬ 
tives  for  Latin  American  countries,  at  deter¬ 
mining  needed  rates  of  investment  and  the 
magnitude  and  sources  of  the  required 
external  assistance,  and  both  recognize  the 
collective  responsibility  of  the  Americas  in 
the  fight  against  economic  underdevelop¬ 
ment.  They  differ  in  that  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  lays  emphasis  on  the  immediate 
promotion  of  social  investment  and  on  long- 
run  institutional  and  structural  reforms, 
which  were  not  focused  upon  by  Operation 
Pan  America.  The  latter  envisaged  social 
development  as  a  byproduct  of  economic 
development  and  held  that  the  effectuation 
of  reforms  should  be  a  result  rather  than 
a  precondition  of  the  global  investment 
effort. 

The  simple  enunciation  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  has  brought  a  significant  shortrunr 
contribution  to  reduce  tensions  in  the  hemi¬ 
sphere.  For  many  of  its  postulates  give  Rec¬ 
ognition  to  longstanding  claims  of  enlight¬ 
ened  Latin  American  statesmen  and/ econ¬ 
omists.  Whether  or  not  its  final  result  will 
be  a  permanent  abatement  of  tensions  de¬ 
pends  obviously  on  methods,  paae  and  suc¬ 
cess  of  implementation.  / 

As  is  inevitable  in  programs /f  social  trans¬ 
formation,  internal  tension*  are  generated 
during  and  within  the  very/5rocess  of  change. 
If  a  taxonomy  of  tensions  were  attempted 
one  might  distinguish  between  the  transfor¬ 
mative  tensions  and /The  operational  ten¬ 
sions.  The  first  are ^unavoidable  and  neces¬ 
sary  for  they  are  At  the  very  core  of  the 
problem  of  changing  social  aims,  attitudes 
and  values.  The  process  of  modernization 
of  societies  is/never  a  spontaneous  process 
but  a  promoted  change,  in  which  the  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  old  social  order  are  subject  to 
transformation  or  destruction.  The  “opera¬ 
tional”  tensions  are  those  generated  by  im¬ 
perfections  and  strain  of  the  machinery  for 
implementation  of  a  complex  program  of  so¬ 
cial/change  and  economic  development,  op¬ 
erated  on  an  international  scale. 


In  a  sense,  the  transformation  tensions  re¬ 
fer  to  terminal  values  and  the  operational 
ones  to  instrumental  values. 

I  have,  in  a  different  context,  sought  to 
analyze  the  unresolved  “antinomies”  that 
beset  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  This  may 
provide  convenient  framework  to  discuss  both 
the  "transformative”  and  the  “operational” 
tensions. 

The  first  antinomy  is  the  contrast  between 
the  instrument  and  the  objective.  The  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress  is  a  bold  program  for  eco¬ 
nomic  development  and  social  change  with 
a  strong  egalitarian  bent.  But  some  of  the 
governments  that  signed  the  Punta  del  Este 
Charter,  fortunately  a  very  small  minority, 
still  represent  traditional  rural  oligarchies 
whose  allegiance  to  drastic  social  change  is 
either  too  superficial  or  too  timid.  In  this 
case  the  implementation  of  social  reforms 
will  be  impelled  much  less  by  the  carrot  of 
social  justice  and  economic  development 
than  by  the  stick  of  fear  of  social  convulsion. 

The  second  is  the  contradiction  between 
the  need  for  an  impact  effect  and  the  condi¬ 
tions  of  maximum  longrun  effectiveness. 
The  latter  require,  in  order  for  the  invest- 
adequate  institutional  framework,  structural 
assuring  a  proper  coefficient  of  self-help,  an 
before  social  reforms  are  enacted  and  effec- 
Sreforms  of  tax  and  land  tenure  systems,  and 
a\coherent  set  of  monetary  and  fiscal  poli¬ 
cies  -  . 

On.  the  other  hand,  it  is  often  necessary/ 
for  solsial  and  political  reasons,  to  direct  \m- 
mediatAly  some  initial  investment  to  several 
sectors  ok  the  underdeveloped  economy /even 
before  social  reforms  are  enacted  and/effec- 
tive  economic  policies  adopted.  A/ce rtain 
risk  of  initial  waste  must  therefore  be  ac¬ 
cepted  almost, Nye  might  say,  as  t/e  political 
cost  of  breakingNinertia  and  arousing  public 
support  and  participation;  ana  there  is  no 
way  of  avoiding  avpartial  niisallocation  of 
resources,  except  at  wie  mu/h  higher  cost  of 
generating  skepticism's ma  mistrust  regard¬ 
ing  the  purposes  and  Effectiveness  of  the 
Alliance.  /  \ 

Thirdly,  we  have  tne  controversy  between 
social  and  economic  development.  The  Al¬ 
liance  has  been  Sometimes  criticized,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  Bra/il,  as  a  methXl  of  dealing 
with  social  problems  by  means  olNeocial  rem¬ 
edies,  while  t/ose  problems  require>4o  a  great 
extent,  basically  economic  solutions.  Yet, 
when  the/prevailing  social  environment  is 
such  that  the  available  labor  force  cannot 
be  fully  engaged  in  production  on  account 
of  so/ial  unrest,  squalor,  and  disease,  tnto 
it  Ijf  sensible  to  complement  massive  eccuO 
nomic  investments  with  allocations  of  cap- ' 
i/al  for  social  development  projects.  In  fact, 
/economic  and  social  investments  instead  of 
being  mutually  exclusive  alternatives  become 
indeed  complementary. 

Fourthly,  we  face  the  serious  dilemma  of 
consented,  reform  versus  revolutionary 
change.  One  could  easily  draw  the  divor- 
tium  aquarum  of  contemporary  social  action 
and  thought  in  Latin  America  as  coinciding 
with  the  line  that  divides  the  will  to  bring 
about  basic  economic,  social,  and  political 
reforms  (even  of  a  radical  nature)  by  means 
of  democratic  change,  from  the  desire  to  sub¬ 
vert  existing  institutions,  in  order  to  impose 
upon  social  reality,  in  a  sudden  manner, 
new  patterns  and  values. 

In  this  sense,  we  find  both  the  extremes 
of  left  and  right,  the  revolutionaries  and  the 
defenders  of  the  status  quo,  fighting  in  the 
same  trench,  although  by  opposite  reasons, 
against  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  The  for¬ 
mer  because  they  do  not  want  to  work 
toward  gradual  progress,  but  rather  try  to 
extract  light  from  darkness,  and  economic 
order  from  social  chaos.  The  latter  because 
they  do  not  want  to  lose  the  comfortable 
status  they  have  enjoyed  for  so  many  years 
in  our  unjustly  organized  societies,  afflicted 
by  the  contrast  between  despair  and  priv¬ 
ilege. 


In  the  fifth  place,  there  is  the  dilemma 
between  Government  planning  and  free  en¬ 
terprise.  Social  pressures  for  development/ 
in  the  modern  context  require  a  large  de¬ 
gree  of  Government  intervention,  which/if 
not  skillfully  handled,  may  have  restraining 
effects  on  the  vigor  of  private  initiative. 
Moreover,  political  factors  may  impose  the 
reservation  of  special  areas  for  national  op¬ 
eration.  It  is  far  from  easy  to/ maintain 
a  correct  balance  between  private  motiva¬ 
tion  and  planned  growth,  and  it  may  be 
expected  that  tensions  will/arise  between 
governments  and  private  /Enterprises,  par¬ 
ticularly  foreign  enterprises.  The  use  of  the 
leverage  of  external  assistance  to  interfere 
with  the  Government’s/freedom  of  choice  in 
allocating  tasks  betw/en  the  public  and  the 
private  sector  may  Generate  dangerous  fric¬ 
tion  which  it  is  imperative  to  avoid  if  the 
Alliance  for  Prog^ss  is  to  succeed. 

Let  us  register,  as  a  sixth  factor,  the  con¬ 
flict  between /political  inspiration  and  bu¬ 
reaucratic  inertia.  And  this  both  in  the 
giving  any  in  the  receiving  end.  The  new 
mood,  the  new  tempo,  the  new  magnitude 
of  effor/ finds  enemies  in  conventional  atti¬ 
tudes/)!  the  Washington  lending  agencies, 
for  ^stance,  that  adhere  to  conventional 
banKing  criteria,  that  are  always  prone  to 
reduce  their  own  effort  when  new  sources  of 
/unds  enter  the  field,  as  well  as  in  the  in¬ 
coherence  of  receiving  countries  often  unable 
to  modernize  their  administrative  and  plan¬ 
ning  machinery.  In  fact,  bureaucratic  per¬ 
spiration  threatens  to  sap  the  vigor  of  the 
political  Inspiration  of  the  Alliance. 

Finally  we  come  to  the  antinomy  of  trade 
versus  aid. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  the  decline  in 
the  dollars  receipts  of  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries,  as  a  result  of  declining  prices  of  their 
exports  to  the  United  States,  is  comparable, 
and  in  some  instances  superior  in  the  last 
few  years  to  the  amount  of  dollars  received 
under  the  form  of  loans  and  grants  from  the 
United  States.  Since  1963,  the  weighted 
U.S.  average  price  of  Latin  American  im¬ 
ports  (excluding  Venezuela  and  Cuba)  de¬ 
clined  by  20  percent,  while  U.S.  export  prices 
rose  by  10  percent.  The  value  of  exports  of 
Latin  America  to  the  United  States  in  1961 
(assuming  a  relatively  low  price  elasticity  of 
U.S.  demand  for  those  exports)  could  have 
been  higher  by  some  U.S.$1.4  billion,  if  prices 
had  remained  at  the  1953  level,  a  year 
which  may  be  taken  as  reasonable  basis 
for  comparison  because  it  was  not  distorted 
either  by  the  abnormal  demand  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  Korean  boom  or  by  the  coffee  valori¬ 
zation  prices  of  1954.  This  sum  is  superior 
\o  the  combined  flow  of  funds  from  all 
sources  into  Latin  America  last  year.  This 
perhaps  provides  a  clue  to  the  frustrating 
verification  that  despite  what  is  mistakenly 
regarded  as  a  substantial  flow  of  funds  to 
Latin  America  in  the  last  decade,  the  perilous 
drift  toward  stagnation  or  abatement  of  the 
growth  rate  of  the  countries  south  of  the 
Rio  GrandeShas  not  been  detained. 

It  is  true  that  the  price  decline  is  a  market 
phenomenon  aWi  not  the  result  of  an  in¬ 
ternational  conspiracy,  and  that  to  a  certain 
extent  the  Latin  \merican  countries  them¬ 
selves,  through  unrealistic  production  and 
trade  policies,  contributed  to  the  weaken¬ 
ing  of  their  terms  of\trade.  The  problem 
however  is  not  to  allocate  guilt  but  merely 
to  verify  objectively  that  in  a  net  sense 
there  has  not  been  a  transfer  of  real  re¬ 
sources  to  Latin  America  and  that  neither 
the  United  States  nor  theNindustrialized 
countries  of  Western  Europe  (Vhich  unlike 
the  United  States  have  benefited  from  im¬ 
proved  terms  of  trade  without  amteffsetting 
lending  effort)  have  lost  treasure  tor  sub¬ 
stance  in  helping  Latin  America.  It\hould 
be  noted  that  while  both  the  Americarktax- 
payers  and  Congress  acted  generously'vin 
accepting  the  burden  of  taxes  for  foreign 
aid,  there  is  sometimes  a  tendency  to  forget? 
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the  saVings  which,  the  American  consumer 
realized  Ndirough  lower  prices  paid  for  im¬ 
ports  from.  Latin  America;  or  to  exaggerate 
the  financial  effort  imposed  by  the  Alliance 
for  Progress, \which  not  only  represents,  at 
currently  estimated  amounts,  less  than  one- 
fourth  of  the  yearly  outlays  for  the  Marshall 
plan;  and  which,  comes  at  a  time  when 
the  American  economy  does  not  suffer  in¬ 
flationary  pressure NLiut,  on  the  contrary, 
has  substantial  idle  industrial  capacity,  food 
surpluses,  and  unemployed  human  re¬ 
sources.  \ 

The  solution  of  theseV unresolved  anti¬ 
nomies  will  be  of  fatefurv  import  for  the 
Alliance  for  Progress.  Theyv  affect  and  in¬ 
volve  both  North  Americans  and  Latin 
Americans.  For  anguishing  contradictions 
and  conflicting  motivations  \re  not  a 
privilege  of  either  side,  but  palvl  of  the 
human  burden,  that  can  only  Nie  con¬ 
quered  by  solidary  effort.  But  mork  is  re¬ 
quired.  There  are  political  and  psycho¬ 
logical  preconditions.  Among  them  the  Inost 
important  is  the  creation  of  a  mystique. 
(I  prefer  to  talk  of  mystique  rather  than  M 
ideology  because  the  latter  word  has  been\ 
often  tainted  by  the  evil  scent  of  regimenta¬ 
tion  and  intolerance.) 

For  the  Alliance  is  not  an  exercise  in  a 
political  vacuum.  It  is  a  work  of  social 
engineering  requiring  from  the  people  a 
passionate  involvement.  In  this  sense  it 
has  to  act  as  countermyth  to  the  Communist 
ideology  which,  despite  its  wanton  brutality, 
has  been  rather  successful  in  conveying  to 
neglected  masses  a  feeling  of  belonging  in 
the  construction  of  new  societies.  For  the 
program  of  the  Alliance  to  succeed,  men’s 
minds  and  hearts  must  be  mobilized,  old 
traditions  crushed,  privileges  waived,  social 
injustices  corrected. 

The  problem  is  to  instill  in  the  masses 
in  Latin  America  a  sense  of  personal  as  well 
as  of  national  commitment.  This  personal 
involvement  would  require,  at  the  outset, 
the  breaking  of  inertia  and  skepticism.  In 
other  words,  we  must  improve  the  credi¬ 
bility  of  the  Alliance.  That  is  why  actual 
deeds  in  the  form  of  well  chosen  impact 
projects  to  reach  the  masses  are  needed 
immediately,  independent  of  social  and 
structural  reform,  and  independently  of  prior 
satisfaction  (by  governments  often  paralyzed 
by  strife  or  insufficiently  committed  to  the 
reformist  purpose  of  the  Alliance)  of  re¬ 
quirements  of  planning  and  financial 
stability. 

But  a  sense  of  national  involvement  must 
also  be  created.  As  Governor  Munoz-Marhy 
of  Puerto  Rico  has  put  it,  the  “ideals  of  the 
Alliance  must  be  fused  with  the  national 
ideals  of  each  country.”  Those  national 
ideals  may  take  the  form  of  plansf  pro¬ 
grams,  or  simply  a  development  strategy. 
What  is  essential  is  that  they  represent  the 
national  aspirations  and  not  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  a  foreign  mold,  for  otherwise  they 
would  not  provoke  a  national  involvement 
in  the  concept  of  democratic  reform  and 
change.  / 

Finally,  since  the  Alliance  is  a  coopera¬ 
tive  continental  undertaking,  the  organs  for 
political  expression-  £uld  multilateral  action 
must  be  strengthened  Just  as,  in  the  Euro¬ 
pean  case,  a  mystique  of  unity  was  created 
by  a  succession  o f  associative  organs,  both  in 
the  economic  ahd  in  the  political  fields — 
the  OEEC  under  the  auspices  of  the  Mar¬ 
shal  plan,  ti<fe  Council  of  Europe,  the  Coal 
and  Steel /Community,  the  Western  Euro¬ 
pean  Union  and  above  all  the  Common 
Market/  Hence  the  suggestion  now  often 
heard/Tor  the  creation  in  the  inter-Ameri¬ 
can  /Scene  of  executive  organs  to  promote 
economic  integration — fashioning  perhaps 
a/e’hemispheric  nationalism,”  to  use  Felipe 
/Herrera’s  expression- — as  well  as  of  a  politi- 
'  cal  body,  possibly  in  the  form  of  a  Western 
Hemisphere  Parliament,  may  prove  instru¬ 


mental  to  foster  the  mystique  of  the  Alli¬ 
ance.  For  the  politics  of  the  Alliance  are 
just  as  important  as  its  economics.8 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  offers  what  may 
be  the  last  chance  to  reduce  economic,  so¬ 
cial  and  political  tensions  of  the  impatient 
and  impoverished  masses  of  Latin  America 
to  levels  compatible  with  democratic  re¬ 
forms,  without  the  painful  and  often  un¬ 
controllable  surgery  of  authoritarian  revo¬ 
lution. 

Bold  faith  is  needed  no  less  than  patient 
toil.  There  must  be  a  search  for  constant 
understanding,  and  there  must  be  courage 
to  make  mistakes  because  of  excessive  faith, 
rather  than  stagnate  through  caution  or 
conventional  wisdom. 

To  make  the  Alliance  succeed  is  the  great 
and  perilous  but  rewarding  travail  of  the 
Americas  in  this  fateful  decade. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

dairying 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  last 
Thursday  I  spoke  on  the  emergency  situ¬ 
ation  which  has  arisen  in  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry,  both  from  the  viewpoint  of  the 
low  income  of  dairy  farmers  and  the 
mounting  problem  of  Government-held 
surpluses  and  Government  costs  of  the 
support  program  under  existing  legis¬ 
lation. 

On  Friday  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  discussed  dairy  legislation.  He 
said  that  he  was  not  going  to  offer  any 
proposed  legislation  affecting  the  milk 
program  to  the  farm  bill.  He  did,  how¬ 
ever,  express  his  concern  about  the  prob¬ 
lem,  and  he  placed  in  the  Record  a  let¬ 
ter  from  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Free¬ 
man  concerning  it. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  stated: 

I  have  said  repeatedly  that,  in  my  opinion, 
some  changes  in  the  dairy  laws  are  impera¬ 
tive  if  the  program  itself  is  to  survive. 

He  announced  his  intention  of  hold¬ 
ing  hearings  in  an  effort  to  develop  leg¬ 
islation  which  will  solve  some  of  the 
problems. 

I  appreciate  his  concern  about  the 
problem,  but  in  my  judgment  we  should 
not  pass  up  this  opportunity  to  adopt  a 
temporary  program  to  be  effective  until 
permanent  legislation  can  be  developed. 
I  believe  the  letter  from  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  which  he  placed  in  last  Fri- 


8  Cf .  Felipe  Herrera,  President  of  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  “The  Eco¬ 
nomic  Aspects  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,” 
address  at  Georgetown  University,  June  27, 
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day’s  Record,  contains  evidence  of  the 
necessity  for  action  at  this  time. 

I  wish  to  note  a  few  excerpts  from  that 
letter,  which  I  think  are  particularly 
pertinent  to  the  problem. 

In  the  first  paragraph  the  Secretary 
stated : 

On  several  occasions  during  consideration 
of  the  pending  farm  bill  you  have  stated 
your  intention  to  have  your  committee  con¬ 
sider  further  the  need  for  improved  dairy 
legislation.  We  would  welcome  such  action 
at  the  earliest  feasible  time.  [The  dairy 
price  support  program  is  now  reaching  an 
extremely  critical  situation.  In  my  opinion 
there  is  an  urgent  and  immediate  need  for 
legislative  action  in  order  to  prevent  a 
debacle  with  the  most  serious  consequences 
for  dairy  farmers,  consumers,  and  tax¬ 
payers.] 

I  read  further  from  the  same  letter: 

Purchases  of  dairy  products  under  the 
price  support  program  are  outrunning  the 
Government’s  greatly  expanded  utilization 
of  these  products  for  domestic  and  foreign 
assistance  programs.  As  a  result,  stocks  of 
CCC-owned  dairy  products  in  storage  are 
growing  rapidly  to  unprecedented  levels. 

The  most  urgent  problem  concerns  butter. 

At  the  present,  we  have  over  400  million 
pounds  of  CCC-owned  butter  in  freezer  stor¬ 
age.  We  are  very  near  to  the  limit  of  avail¬ 
able  freezer  storage  capacity.  We  have  esti¬ 
mated,  by  a  nationwide  survey,  that  there  is 
only  90  million  pounds  of  freezer  storage 
capacity  available  throughout  the  country 
for  storage  of  CCC-owned  butter,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  warehouses  already  filled  with 
CCC’s  present  stocks. 

I  quote  further  from  the  Secretary’s 
letter : 

In  the  face  of  this  already  tight  butter 
storage  situation,  CCC  continues  to  acquire 
butter  under  the  mandatory  75  percent  of 
parity  price  support  program  at  a  rate  con¬ 
siderably  faster  than  it  can  be  utilized  for 
authorized  disposal  outlets.  We  estimate  the 
total  uncommitted  CCC  inventories  of  but¬ 
ter  will  reach  500  million  pounds  early  next 
year — thus  equaling  the  total  potential  freez¬ 
er  storage  capacity  available.  Thus  we  are 
face  to  face  with  the  prospect  within  a  few 
months  of  having  no  place  to  put  butter 
acquired  through  price  support  purchases. 

The  Secretary  also  stated: 

Supplies  of  cheese  and  nonfat  dry  milk, 
although  creating  a  less  urgent  storage 
problem,  are  also  large.  We  have  made  ! 
available  40  million  pounds  of  cheese  for 
foreign  donation.  Donations  of  nonfat  dry 
milk  for  domestic  use  were  increased  40  per¬ 
cent  and  for  foreign  use,  38  percent.  Still 
greater  quantities  are  being  made  available 
wherever  they  can  be  used  in  the  food -f  or  - 
peace  program.  Yet  CCC  stocks  of  these 
products  likewise  continue  to  outrun  avail¬ 
able  disposal  outlets.  Uncommitted  inven¬ 
tories,  as  of  July  31,  1962,  totaled  105  mil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  cheese  and  556  million 
pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  of  the  dairy  price 
support  program  has  reached  an  all-time 
high.  During  the  marketing  year  which 
ended  March  31,  1962,  net  costs  of  price  sup¬ 
port  operations  for  dairy  products  totaled 
$597  million.  These  Government  expendi¬ 
tures  amount  to  50  cents  for  each  100 
pounds  of  milk  marketed  by  U.S.  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  during  1961-62.  The  U.S.  average  price 
received  by  farmers  for  milk  sold  during 
this  period  was  $4.23  per  hundredweight. 

The  cost  of  price  support  operations  for 
the  amount  of  milk  produced  during  the 
year  by  an  average  dairy  cow  comes  to  $36; 
the  cost  for  a  herd  of  30  average  milk  cows 
for  the  year  was  $1,080. 
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We  estimate  that  the  net  cost  of  the  dairy 
price  support  program  will  again  exceed  half 
a  billion  dollars  for  the  1962-63  marketing 
year.  Despite  these  enormous  total  expendi¬ 
tures  for  dairy  price  supports,  despite  the 
heavy  contribution  of  the  Government  to  the 
farmer’s  income  from  milk,  dairy  farmers’ 
incomes  are  far  from  adequate. 

At  another  point  in  the  letter  he 
states : 

Although  the  leveling  off  in  milk  produc¬ 
tion  in  recent  months  indicates  that  the  up¬ 
trend  in  production  has  been  at  least  tem¬ 
porarily  checked,  the  serious  imbalance  be¬ 
tween  milk  supply  and  demand  shows  little 
sign  of  correction  in  the  forseeable  future. 
Individual  dairy  farmers  are  continuing  to 
improve  their  efficiency  and  increase  produc¬ 
tion  at  a  rapid  rate.  At  present  milk  prices, 
this  is  the  only  means  the  individual  dairy 
farmer  has  of  maintaining  his  gross  income 
in  the  face  of  continually  increasing  pro¬ 
duction  costs. 

Finally,  he  suggests  that  new  legisla¬ 
tion  is  needed  to  accomplish  three 
objectives: 

1.  Limit  the  acquisition  of  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  to  quantities  which  can  be  utilized, 
without  waste,  in  the  national  interest; 

2.  Authorize  dairy  farmers,  if  they  choose 
by  a  two-thirds  majority  to  do  so,  to  bring 
milk  supplies  into  reasonable  balance  with 
demand  and  needs  for  Government  pro¬ 
grams,  in  order  to  maintain  their  prices  and 
incomes  at  a  fair  and  adequate  level;  and 

3.  Provide  for  a  gradual  transition  toward 
reduced  Government  expenditures  for  price 
support  operations,  at  the  choice  of  dairy 
farmers  themselves,  either  through  lower 
support  price  levels  or  through  adjustment 
of  milk  supplies  to  demand. 

I  suggest  that  the  amendment  which 
I  intend  to  offer  will  accomplish  much 
toward  achieving  two  of  the  objectives: 
that  of  limiting  the  acquisition  of  dairy 
products  to  quantities  which  can  be  uti¬ 
lized,  without  waste,  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest;  and  that  of  providing  for  a 
gradual  transition  toward  reducing  Gov¬ 
ernment  expenditures. 

The  second  objective  suggested  by  the 
Secretary,  is  a  program  to  authorize 
dairy  fanners,  if  they  choose  by  a  two- 
thirds  majority  to  do  so,  to  bring  milk 
supplies  into  reasonable  balance  with 
demand  and  needs  for  Government  pro¬ 
grams,  in  order  to  maintain  their  prices 
and  incomes  at  a  fair  and  adequate 
level.  I  suggest  that  this  type  of  pro¬ 
gram  which  requires  a  referendum  is  not 
something  which  can  be  accomplished 
at  the  present  session  of  the  Congress, 
and  it  is  not  likely  to  be  effectively  ac¬ 
complished  unless  we  have  some  expe¬ 
rience  with  a  voluntary  program  similar 
to  the  one  I  am  suggesting. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  voluntary 
program  I  have  proposed  will  work  ef¬ 
fectively  if  the  proper  price  levels  are  set 
and  proper  payments  are  offered.  If  it 
did  not,  of  course,  we  could  then  look 
toward  the  accomplishment  of  a  simi¬ 
lar  objective  under  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram  approved  by  the  dairy  farmers. 
But  preliminary  to  that,  a  voluntary 
program  similar  to  that  which  I  have 
suggested,  should  be  tried. 

Mr.  President,  the  difficulty  is  that  the 
existing  legislation  does  not  really  con¬ 
tain  any  procedure  by  which  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  can  work  out  a  solution.  Price  sup¬ 


ports  are  mandatory  at  75  percent  of 
parity  and  the  Government  must  pur¬ 
chase  the  surpluses. 

The  amendment  which  I  intend  to  pro¬ 
pose  provides  an  emergency  procedure 
patterned  after  the  temporary  Feed 
Grain  Act.  A  comparable  situation  had 
developed  in  feed  grains  2  years  ago.  Ex¬ 
cessive  surpluses  had  been  built  up  un¬ 
der  the  program  of  previous  years  and 
there  was  no  effective  method  by  which 
farmers  could  reduce  the  surplus  pro¬ 
duction.  The  feed  grain  program  we  en¬ 
acted  provided  both  for  surplus  reduc¬ 
tion  payments  on  acres  diverted  and  for 
higher  price  supports  to  cooperators  on 
the  amount  they  marketed. 

My  proposed  dairy  amendment  takes 
the  same  approach.  It  incorporates  the 
provision  already  approved  by  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  make  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  of  up  to  $2.50  per 
hundred  on  the  amount  of  milk,  from 
10  to  25  percent,  which  producers  cut 
back. 

I  do  not  believe  we  would  have  had 
an  effective  degree  of  participation  in  the 
feed  grain  program  if  the  farmer  had 
been  offered  only  payments  for  diverted 
acreage.  It  was  necessary  to  offer  him 
some  improvement  in  the  price  support 
at  which  he  marketed  his  production. 
The  same  situation  is  true  for  dairy 
production. 

To  make  the  voluntary  reduction  pro¬ 
gram  effective  I  propose  that  supple¬ 
mental  payments  be  made  to  those  who 
participate  in  the  program  on  such 
quantity  of  milk  for  manufacturing  pur¬ 
poses  that  they  market.  This  amount 
would  be  in  addition  to  surplus  reduc¬ 
tion  payments,  as  provided  in  the  House 
bill.  The  supplemental  payment  would 
be  set  by  the  Secretary  at  a  level  between 
the  market  price  and  up  to  90  percent 
of  parity.  The  amendment  also  permits 
the  Secretary,  if  he  initiates  a  program 
of  surplus  reduction  and  supplemental 
payments,  to  set  the  basic  price  support 
level  between  70  and  75  percent  of  par¬ 
ity,  dependent  upon  supplies.  This  au¬ 
thority  does  not  replace  the  present  law, 
but  simply  provides  a  temporary  excep¬ 
tion  during  the  period  the  emergency 
provisions  are  in  force.  The  proposed 
program  would  be  effective  for  a  year 
and  a  half,  from  October  1  of  this  year 
to  March  31,  1964. 

The  estimates  made  on  this  proposed 
emergency  program  show  that  it  would 
increase  the  net  income  of  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  who  choose  to  enter  the  program 
and  also  cut  down  on  Government  costs 
and  Government  held  surpluses  in 
storage. 

This  is  a  voluntary  program.  It  does 
not  impose  mandatory  quotas  and  it 
does  not  require  a  referendum.  It  pro¬ 
vides  dairy  farmers  with  a  reasonable 
procedure  to  make  adjustments  and  it 
would  cost  the  Government  less  than 
the  existing  program  which,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  stated,  “is  now  reaching  an 
extremely  critical  situation.” 

Since  I  proposed  this  amendment  a 
few  days  ago  I  have  received  letters  and 
telegrams  from  a  large  number  of  indi¬ 
vidual  dairy  farmers  as  well  as  farm 
groups  in  support  of  this  approach. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record,  a 
few  of  the  letters  and  telegrams  which 
I  have  received  with  reference  to  the 
amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Pure  Milk  Producers  Association, 

Tulsa,  OTcla.,  August  16,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  in  receipt  of  your 
news  release  of  Sunday,  August  12,  1962,  con¬ 
cerning  your  Senate  dairy  amendment. 

I  am  much  enthused  about  this  approach 
to  the  problem.  I  presented  to  Mr.  Lewis  in 
the  Department  much  the  same  approach 
some  time  ago. 

I  would  suggest  that  this  approach  be 
given  as  much  study  and  support  in  the 
Senate  as  possible  from  you  to  your  col¬ 
leagues. 

I  wish  to  again  commend  you  and  your 
staff  for  the  services  you  are  rendering  the 
dairy  industry  concerning  our  present 
plight.  I  am  alarmed  at  the  complacent 
attitude  that  many  farmer  groups  are  tak¬ 
ing  concerning  these  problems. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  F.  Moore, 

Manager. 


Honey  Home  Farm, 

Tliorp,  Wis.,  August  17,  1962. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Senator  McCarthy:  I  want  to  congratu¬ 
late  you  for  your  dairy  program.  I  want  to 
thank  you  for  your  diligent  efforts  you  are 
putting  forward  on  behalf  of  the  dairy 
farmers. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Louis  Wojtkiewicz. 


Missouri  Farmers  Association,  Inc., 

Columbia,  Mo.,  August  16,  1962. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy:  We  have,  read 
with  great  interest  your  press  release  ex¬ 
plaining  your  proposed  dairy  amendment  to 
the  general  farm  bill  now  pending  in  the 
Senate. 

We  agree  with  you  that  the  dairy  problem 
is  fast  approaching  emergency  proportions, 
and  consider  it  imperative  that  Congress  take 
some  constructive  action  on  dairy  legisla¬ 
tion  before  it  adjourns. 

Your  proposed  amendment,  as  we  under¬ 
stand  it,  is  patterned  after  the  emergency 
feed  grains  program,  which  has  worked  suc¬ 
cessfully  and  has  been  popular  with  farm¬ 
ers.  You  will  recall  that  it  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Advisory 
Committee  which  recommended  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  support  your  efforts  to  find  an  ac¬ 
ceptable  answer  to  the  dairy  problem,  and 
commend  you  for  again  bringing  this  matter 
to  the  attention  of  Congress. 

Sincerely, 

Fred  V.  Heinkel, 

President. 


Mercer  County  National 

Farmers  Union, 
Jamestown,  Pa.,  August  16,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy:  In  behalf  of 
Mercer  County  National  Farmers  Union 
members  we  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  dairy 
bill  and  your  past  support  of  farm  programs. 
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We  feel  the  dairy  bill  Is  the  only  foresee¬ 
able  solution  to  get  relief  for  the  farmers. 
Last  year  the  largest  supplier  of  milk  for  the 
Pittsburgh  market  paid  their  dairymen  $1.24 
per  hundredweight  for  over  half  of  their 
milk  which  is  produced  under  class  I  spe¬ 
cifications.  This  brings  the  blend  price 
ridiculously  low  and  forces  the  dairymen  to 
produce  more  to  pay  their  bills. 

Hoping  for  your  continued  support  of 
workable  farm  legislation. 

Yours  truly, 

M.  J.  Brown, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


Pure  Milk  Products  Cooperative, 

Fond  du  Lac,  Wis.,  August  13, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  pleased  to  learn  that 
you  are  planning  to  offer  the  amendment  to 
the  Senate  agriculture  bill  that  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  dairy  farmers  voluntarily  reducing 
milk  production  below  their  1961  market¬ 
ings. 

We  think  it  is  sound  to  give  dairy  farmers 
this  alternative.  This  would  also  save  the 
Government  and  taxpayers  one-half  of  the 
$4.50  per  hundredweight  it  costs  Government 
to  purchase  the  milk  marketed  from  farmers 
that  is  in  excess  of  domestic  demand. 

We  are  asking  our  respective  Senators  to 
support  your  position  and  amendment  on 
this  important  dairy  matter. 

Please  accept  our  thanks  for  the  efforts 
you  are  putting  forth  to  give  farmers  the 
chance  to  reduce  Government  expenses,  their 
marketing  volume,  and  a  voluntary  alter¬ 
native. 

Sincerely, 


Wm.  C.  Eckles. 


Milton,  Vt.,  August  15,  1962. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senator  from  Minnesota, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  hope  that  a  voluntary  adjust¬ 
ment  program  for  dairy  farmers  can  be 
passed  this  year  by  Congress.  I  understand 
that  you  are  going  to  offer  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  House-passed  general  farm  bill. 

It  would  help  reduce  the  cost  of  the  dairy 
support  program  to  the  Government,  and 
also,  help  the  financially  hard-pressed  dairy 
farmer.  A  temporary  dairy  program  would 
not  only  help  reduce  the  cost  of  the  dairy 
support  program  and  help  restore  the  dairy 
farmers  income,  but  could  lead  to  hearings 
on  a  dairy  program,  that,  I  hope,  would  lead 
to  a  dairy  farm  bill  that  a  majority  of  the 
dairy  farmers  would  support. 

Something  needs  to  be  done  soon  if  the 
family-type  dairy  farm  is  to  be  preserved. 
Two  farmers  on  a  milk  route,  that  I  operate 
in  Milton,  Vt.,  sold  their  cows  this  spring. 
They  were  the  type  of  farmer  that  we  hate  to 
see  go  out  of  business.  One  farmer  had 
25  milking  cows  and  the  other  farmer  had 
30  cows.  I  had  only  seven  dairy  farmers 
on  my  route,  originally. 

There  are  many  different  types  of  dairy 
farmers  in  this  country  and  they  all  have  a 
place,  but  every  effort  should  be  made  to 
save  the  family-type  dairy  farm. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  great  interest 
in  the  welfare  of  the  farmers.  I  hope  this 
terest  your  news  release  of  August  12  re- 
Yours  very  truly, 

Raymond  G.  Rowley. 


Iowa  Farmers  Union, 

Des  Moines,  Iowa,  August  15,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy:  I  read  with  in¬ 
terest  your  news  release  of  August  12th  re¬ 
lating  to  your  recommendations  for  dairy 
legislation.  I  wish  to  congratulate  you  on 
your  efforts  and  determination  in  doing 
something. to  help  the  dairy  farmer.  Your 


proposals  are  a  very  important  step  in  the 
right  direction. 

I  am  sending  copies  of  this  letter  to  Mr. 
Ellender,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee  and  to  the  Iowa  Senators, 
Hickenlooper  and  Miller.  The  Iowa  Farm¬ 
ers  Union  will  urge  them  to  support  your 
recommendation. 

Yours  truly, 

Kenneth  Schuman,  President. 


St.  Paul,  Minn.,  August  11, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  dairy  amendment  to  the  farm  bill 
is  a  good  first  step  to  help  the  dairy  farmers. 
The  proposed  provision  of  supplemental  pay¬ 
ments  tied  to  a  dairy  base  and  to  those  who 
cooperate  in  the  program  is  very  sound  and 
could  well  be  the  solution  for  getting  pro¬ 
duction  adjusted  somewhat  in  line  with 
market  demand.  Supplemental  payments 
will  increase  income  to  farmers,  reduce  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs,  maintain  dairying  as  a  family 
farm  enterprise,  and  reduce  the  cost  of  dairy 
products  to  the  consumer.  However,  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  family  farm  there  should  be  a  limit 
on  the  size  of  the  base  that  any  one  pro¬ 
ducer  can  get  the  payment  on.  We  feel  that 
the  dairy  base  on  each  farm  should  be 
handled  by  the  ASC  committee  the  same  as 
feed  grain  and  that  the  base  should  not  be 
negotiable. 

Edwin  Christianson, 
President,  Minnesota  Farmers  Union. 

Warroad,  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Your  dairy  amendment  is  not  charity  or 
generosity  or  fairness  but  just  plain 
commonsense. 

Harold  Norquist. 


Litchfield,  Minn.,  August  20, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  heartily  support  your  dairy  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Senate  farm  bill.  It  is  a  worthy 
effort  in  the  right  direction. 

Clifford  Reese. 

Gerald  Carlson. 

Hayfield,  Minn.,  August  20,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  commend  you  on  amendment  to  dairy 
section  of  farm  bill.  Urge  support  as  pro¬ 
posed. 

Earl  Gronbach. 

Hutchinson,  Minn,  August  20,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Buildmg, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  believe  your  dairy  amendment  is  of  ex¬ 
treme  importance  and  urge  its  adoption. 

Harry  Beneke, 

President,  Biscay  Co-Op  Creamery. 

Baudette,  Minn.,  August  20,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

This  county’s  farmers  are  for  your  dairy 
amendment  to  the  farm  bill.  Would  be  real 
help. 

Norence  Undahl, 

President,  Lake  of  the  Woods  County. 

Oklee,  Minn.,  August  20,  1962. 
Hon.  Eugene  McCarthy, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Dairy  farmers  of  my  community  strongly 
urge  the  passage  of  your  amendment  to  the 
dairy  section  of  the  general  farm  bill. 

Stanley  Radniecki. 


Warroad.  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

W ashington,  D.C.: 

Your  proposed  dairy  amendment  is  a  good 
and  sound  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Adrian  Donley. 

Warroad,  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 

.  Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Better  management  and  financial  oppor¬ 
tunities  are  extended  to  dairymen  by  your 
proposed  dairy  amendment. 

Elmer  Anderson. 

Warroad,  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Express  approval  of  the  voluntary  nature 
of  your  proposed  dairy  amendment  relative 
supplemental  payment. 

Harry  Thompson. 

Warroad,  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Roseau  County  dairymen  need  the  im¬ 
proved  prices  offered  by  your  proposed  dairy 
amendment. 

John  Schmitt. 


Warroad,  Minn.,  August  19, 1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Dairymen  urgently  need  voluntary  plan 
as  proposed  in  dairy  amendment  to  stimu¬ 
late  needed  income. 

Frank  Cole. 


Hayfield,  Minn.,  Augzist  20,  1962. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  commend  you  on  amendment  to  dairy 
section  of  farm  bill.  Urge  support  as  pro¬ 
posed. 

C.  A.  Saxlon. 


Barron,  Wis.,  August  15,  1962. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy  :  I  want  to  highly 
commend  you  for  the  dairy  amendment  that 
you  have  offered  in  the  farm  program.  Con¬ 
ditions  are  serious  on  farms  today.  Hope 
Congress  does  not  consider  the  CED  report 
written  by  business  people  who  do  not 
understand  farm  conditions.  What  would 
happen  if  2  million  farmers  would  be  moved 
into  a  labor  surplus? 

Sincerely, 

A.  M.  Hanson. 


Phillips,  Wis.,  August  16,  1962. 
Hon.  Eugene  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  of  Minnesota:  I,  as  a  dairy 
farmer  of  Wisconsin,  wish  to  express  my 
appreciation  for  your  diligent  efforts  in  be¬ 
half  of  us  dairy  farmers. 

We  need  to  take  some  action  in  the  dairy 
business  as  we  learn  by  trial  and  error. 

If  the  farmer  prospers,  the  whole  economy 
will  be  Improved  which  is  good  for  our  coun¬ 
try.  Thank  you. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Joe  Loula. 


Fond  du  Lac,  Wis.,  August  26,  1962. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy:  I  would  like  to 
commend  you  for  the  dairy  program  amend¬ 
ment  which  you  will  be  introducing  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  this  week. 

I  believe  it  will  be  a  big  benefit  to  the  dairy 
farmers.  Thank  you. 


Reinhold  Grams. 


1962 
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Neenah,  Wis. 

Dear  Sir:  I  wish  to  thank  you  for  your 
diligent  efforts  on  behalf  of  we  dairy  farmers 
and  I  am  urging  my  Senators  to  support  your 
amendment. 

Yours  truly, 

Floyd  J.  Nelson. 


Pot  Sippi,  Wis.,  August  16,  1962. 

Dear  Senator:  I  and  many  of  my  farmer 
neighbors  are  in  agreement  with  your  volun¬ 
tary  cutback  and  temporary  support  pro¬ 
gram. 

Good  work.  Keep  with  it. 

Edward  Budhqf. 


16101 


AID  TO  PODAND 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  periodi¬ 
cally  Senators  are  faced  with,  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  replying  to  a  concerned  and 
sincere  constituent  who  protests  what 
appears  to  him  or  to  her  the\ending 
of  money  to  help  a  Communist  \tooge. 
They  say,  “How  can  this  possiblyNhelp 
us?  What  sort  of  fools  are  you  down 
there?” 

I  have  undertaken  to  explain  the 
thoughtful  basis  on  which  activity  such 
as  that,  when  it  is  taken,  is  justified. 
But  several  days  ago  I  received  a  letter 
which  I  think  is  perhaps  one  of  the  most 
eloquent  justifications  for  the  actions 
that  have  been  taken  by  this  Congress 
and  the  administrations  of  President 
Truman,  President  Eisenhower,  and 
President  Kennedy  in  this  area. 

Let  me  explain. 

Some  weeks  ago  a  group  of  members 
of  the  Michigan  State  Bar  Association 
toured  Europe.  Their  itinerary  included 
Poland  and  Russia.  Following  their  re¬ 
turn  from  that  trip,  I  received  a  letter 
from  a  distinguished  member  of  the 
Michigan  bar.  The  letter  made  such  an 
impression  that  I  replied,  asking  per¬ 
mission  to  insert  it  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  He  replied  that  he  was  quite 
willing  that  it  be  done,  provided,  how¬ 
ever,  that  I  make  clear  that  it  was  his 
own  personal  observation  and  not  neces¬ 
sarily  representative  of  the  Michigan 
bar.  He  wanted  me  to  make  sure  that 
it  was  clear  he  was  not  authorized  to 
speak  for  the  group  of  lawyers  who 
traveled  through  Poland  and  Russia,  or/ 
for  the  State  bar  of  Michigan. 

For  reasons  which  I  think  will  be  eyf- 
dent  to  all  of  us,  I  think  it  important, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that'  the 
letter  from  Robert  L.  Borsos,  addressed 
to  me,  dated  July  20,  be  printejf  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection/  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  iyi  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Borso6  &  Staton, 
Kalamazoo,  MJch.,  July  20, 1962. 
Hon.  Philip  A.  Hart, 

Senate  Office  Building ^ 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Hjtkr:  We  were  sorry  that 
your  responsibilities  prevented  you  from 
touring  Europe  With  the  Michigan  State  bar 
group.  My  wire  and  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  helping  t ff  clear  the  way,  particularly  to 
permit  us  ffto  get  to  Moscow,  Poland,  and 
East  Berlir 

You  may  be  interested  in  knowing  that  we 
arrived/m  Warsaw  on  Corpus  Christ!  Day, 
which/ 1  understand  is  a  very  important 
Catholic  holiday.  Despite  Communist  ef¬ 
forts  to  discourage  religion,  we  saw  the 
reets  filled  with  people  who  had  just  par¬ 


ticipated  in  a  religious  parade,  little  girls 
still  in  their  white  dresses  and  veils,  houses 
had  the  religious  decorations  across  their 
fronts  and  crowds  were  packed  at  the  door 
apparently  trying  to  get  into  a  church  near 
the  hotel.  This  apparently  was  only  one  of 
many  ways  in  which  the  Polish  people  are 
standing  up  to  their  Communist  rulers.  Ex¬ 
perience  has  shown  that  violent  opposition 
would  only  result  in  their  extermination. 
Apparently,  however,  a  large  segment  of  the 
people,  in  Warsaw  at  least,  are  not  knuckling 
under  to  the  Communists. 

Prior  to  the  trip,  I  probably  would  have 
been  loud  in  my  denunciation  of  aid  to  Iron 
.Curtain  countries  had  you  sought  my  opin¬ 
ion.  Now,  however,  I  feel  regrets  in  seeing  the 
Senate  trim  aid  to  Poland. 

I  would  be  the  last  to  claim  that  25  days 
of  sitting  in  European  airports  makes  a  per¬ 
son  an  expert  on  foreign  affairs,  but  the 
experience  certainly  has  widened  our  hori¬ 
zons. 

Yours  very  truly 

Robert  L.  Borsos. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  it  shows 
that  Americans,  who  are  sincerely  de¬ 
voted  to  this  country,  can  have  some  very 
strong  reactions  when  they  read  of  help 
sjvhich  is  sent  by  this  Nation  to  Poland. 

wish  all  those  who  are  critical  could 
have  shared  Mr.  Borso’s  experience,  of 
seenag  Poland  and  discussing  some  of  the 
fruitS\of  the  aid  concerning  which  some 
of  us  ih  the  Senate  are  criticized-:  I  am 
sure  this, will  be  the  impression,' they  will 
receive  from  reading  this  letter. 

•\ — — - / 

A  NATIONAL,  CHARTER  FOR  THE 

POLISH  LECrlON  OF  AMERICAN 

VETERANS  \  / 

Mr.  HART.  Mr/President,  when  mil¬ 
lions  of  Americans' nocked  to  the  colors 
in  World  War  /Ll,  ahaong  them  were 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  - Americans  of 
Polish  descent'  At  the  e^d  of  the  war, 
these  Americans  of  Polish  descent  found 
a  need  for  a  veterans  organization  de¬ 
signed  to/deal  with  the  special  .problems 
of  veterans  of  Polish  descent.  The  Pol¬ 
ish  Legion  of  American  Veterans  was 
born/ of  this  need. 

Today,  the  Polish  Legion  of  American 
Veterans  numbers  a  membership  of  close 


JLo  10,000,  and  its  women’s  auxiliary,  al\ 
most  an  equal  number.  Across  the 
years,  the  members  of  the  Polish  Legion 
of  American  Veterans  and  its  auxiliary 
have  labored  in  hospitals  and  private 
homes  to  make  life  for  less  fortunate 
veterans  less  painful,  less  lonely,  less 
desperate. 

For  years  the  Polish  Legion  of  Amer¬ 
ican  Veterans  has  desired  a  national 
charter  to  enable  it  to  expand  its  services 
and  to  qualify  for  certain  materials  for 
ceremonial  purposes  from  governmental 
agencies.  There  is  pending  before  the 
Congress  legislation  granting  a  national 
charter  to  the  Polish  Legion  of  American 
Veterans.  This  effort  I  endorse  fully. 

Recently  the  Legislature  of  the  State 
of  Michigan  adopted  a  resolution  memo¬ 
rializing-  the  Congress  of  the  United 
State  to  enact  legislation  now  before  it  to 
grant  a  national  charter  to  the  Polish 
Legion  of  American  Veterans.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  resolution 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


State  of  Michigan,  Michigan  Legislature 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  15 
Concurrent  resolution  memorializing /Con¬ 
gress  to  grant  a  national  charter /to  the 
Polish  Legion  of  American  Veterans 
Whereas  the  Polish  Legion  of/American 
Veterans  has  existed  for  the  pgst  30  years, 
with  current  membership  of  approximately 
25,000  thousand  American  cij/zens  of  Polish 
descent;  and 
Whereas  members  and  ^auxiliaries’  mem¬ 
bers,  as  a  major  portion.of  their  official  be¬ 
nevolent  and  charitable  activities,  devote 
substantial  and  sustained  efforts  in  aid  of  all 
classes  of  veterans  ill  the  United  States — in 
hospitals,  rest  homes  and  wherever  and  in 
whatever  their  ne6d  may  indicate;  and 
Whereas  the  Polish  Legion  of  American 
Veterans  and  Auxiliaries  foster  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  American  citizenship,  civic  and  com¬ 
munity  welfare  and  progress:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it- 

ResolvAd  by  the  house  of  representatives 
( the  senate  concurring) ,  That  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  be  and  hereby  is  me¬ 
morialized  to  enact  legislation  now  before  it 
to  grant  a  national  charter  to  the  Polish 
Legion  of  American  Veterans;  and  be  it 
/further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  each  Michigan  delegate  to  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  the  commander 
of  each  State  Polish  Legion  of  American  Vet¬ 
erans. 

Adopted  by  the  house  March  7,  1962. 
Adopted  by  the  senate  June  26,  1962. 

Beryl  I.  Kenyon, 

Secretary  of  the  Senate. 

Norman  E.  Philleo, 

Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


THE  COMMUNIST  STATES  AND  THE 
COMMON  MARKET 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
considering  the  reams  of  material  writ¬ 
ten  about  the  Common  Market  and 
European  economic  integration,  com¬ 
paratively  little  has  appeared  concern¬ 
ing  the  effect  of  the  Common  Market  on 
the  Eastern  European  countries  under 
Communist  rule.  I  am  convinced, 
through  my  daily  reading,  that  a  thor¬ 
ough  study  of  this  important  subject  is 
urgently  called  for.  It  seems  inevitable 
t  that  the  European  Economic  Commu¬ 
nity  will  have  one  of  two  effects  upon 
the  Communist-dominated  countries  of 
Eastern  Europe :  First,  it  will  either  has¬ 
ten  \the  loosening  of  their  ties  with 
Comecpn  and  the  Soviet  bloc;  or  second, 
Poland/Czechoslovakia,  and  other  coun¬ 
tries  will', prefer  to  find  sanctuary  with 
the  Sovieux  Union,  rather  than  fight  a 
losing  battle  with  the  European  Com¬ 
mon  Market. \  Clearly,  the  latter  result 
would  be  a  grievous  setback  for  the 
West.  \ 

Certain  facts  speak  for  themselves. 
Some  40  percent  of 'Poland’s  total  trade 
is  with  the  West.  About  70  percent  of 
Yugoslavia’s  trade  is  with  the  non-Com- 
munist  world.  If  the  Common  Market 
were  to  erect  impenetrable  barriers  to 
Eastern  European  exports,\Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev  could  hardly  be  prevented  from 
dictating  the  trade  policies  of  Poland 
and  Yugoslavia,  whereas  today\his  in¬ 
fluence  is  limited  in  each  countryVpar- 
ticularly  in  Yugoslavia.  It  is  wideljKrec- 
ognized  that  he  who  controls  the  trade 
routes  also  holds  the  key  to  the  politics  ’ 
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allegiances  of  his  trading  partners.  It 
woutd,  be  to  our  advantage  if  Eastern 
European  trade  were  to  remain  a  double- 
edged  sword — cutting  against  the  Com¬ 
munist  goal  of  world  domination  instead 
of  cutting  exclusively  for  it. 

As  a  valuable  contribution  toward  a 
discussion  of\hese  complex  problems, 
Mr.  President,  Rask  unanimous  consent 
to  place  in  the  Re^sord  an  article  entitled 
“The  Communist  States  and  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market:  Russian  and  Yugoslav  Ap¬ 
prehension,”  by  a  recognized  authority 
on  Eastern  Europe,  Cap*k  Eugene  C.  Hin- 
terhoff.  Captain  HintermtfT’s  article  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  British  publication,  the 
Tablet,  of  June  23,  1962\  He  con¬ 
vincingly  documents  the  advantages  for 
the  Poles  and  Yugoslavs  of  continued 
access  to  the  markets  of  Western'Europe 
and  the  danger  that  they  will  be  forced 
into  an  economic  ghetto  dominateti  by 
the  Soviet  Union.  I  would  like  to  qubte 
certain  passages  of  Captain  Hinterhon's 
very  intelligent  discussion  of  these\ 
points: 

The  enforced  increase  of  the  satellites’  de¬ 
pendence  on  Russia  could  only  result  in  a 
greater  cohesion  of  the  bloc  and  an  increased 
combat  value  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  A  by¬ 
product  of  the  economic  isolation  of  Com¬ 
munist  countries  in  Europe  could  be  a  great 
strengthening  of  relations,  both  trade  and 
political,  between  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
embittered  young  Asian  and  African  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  Commonwealth.  *  *  * 

Should  Yugoslavia,  as  a  result  of  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market’s  effect  upon  her  economy,  de¬ 
cide  to  turn  toward  Russia,  to  Join  Come- 
con  and  the  Warsaw  Pact,  Mr.  Khrushchev’s 
earlier  success  would  be  made  permanent. 
For  the  West,  it  would  be  a  major  strategic 
reverse. 

I  commend  Captain  Hinterhoff’s  arti- 
1  cle  to  Senators’  attention. 

Another  timely  contribution  to  this 
subj'ect  is  an  article  by  Madeleine  and 
Marvin  Kalb,  entitled  “The  Communist 
Dread  of  the  Common  Market,”  which 
appeared  in  the  Reporter  of  July  19, 1962. 
Among  other  things,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kalb 
say: 

Possibly  no  other  single  Western  phenom¬ 
enon  since  the  Marshall  plan  has  had  so  pro¬ 
found  an  impact  on  the  Communist  world 
as  has  the  emergence  of  the  Common  Market. 
Not  only  from  an  economic  but  also  from  a 
political,  military,  ideological,  and  diplomatic/ 
viewpoint,  this  dynamic  and  prosperous  as¬ 
sociation  has  Jarred  the  Russians  with/an 
example  of  Western  economic  vitality /that 
defies  Marxist  scripture  and  coincides  em¬ 
barrassingly  with  a  period  of  declining  eco¬ 
nomic  fortunes  in  the  Communist/ world. 

The  Kalbs  go  on  to  say:  / 

The  basic  issue  is  whether /Comecon  can 
compete  economically  with/  the  Common 
Market,  and  the  indicati/ns  are  that  it 
cannot.  / 

They  point  out,  quite  rightly,  that 
Stalin  missed  his  Opportunity  in  1948 
and  afterwards  to/weld  the  Communist 
bloc  into  a  tightly  knit  economic  entity. 
They  point  out/the  rigid  bilateral  barter 
arrangements/among  Communist  coun¬ 
tries,  the  inconvertibility  of  East  Euro¬ 
pean  currencies,  the  immobility  of  labor, 
the  agricultural  crises  throughout  the 
East  European  Soviet  bloc,  and — a  fac¬ 
tor  of/great  importance — the  reluctance 
of  certain  countries  such  as  Poland  to 
sacrifice  their  current  trade  arrange¬ 


ments  with  Western  Europe  for  tighter 
coordination  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
The  Kalbs  conclude  with  the  following 
provocative  statement: 

Indeed,  the  EEC  boom  comes  at  a  time 
of  economic  crisis  throughout  the  Commu¬ 
nist  world,  reflected  in  the  recent  sharp  in¬ 
crease  in  the  retail  price  of  meat  and  butter 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  Any  major  and  mean¬ 
ingful  response  to  the  Common  Market 
would  cost  money,  and  the  Russians  have 
now  run  up  against  the  brutal  fact  that 
after  44  years,  their  economy  still  has  very 
little  fat  to  absorb  the  additional  cost  of 
any  major  switch  in  policy  or  planning. 
For  the  first  time  since  the  war,  the  Soviet 
Union  finds  itself  truly  on  the  defensive. 

Short  of  a  revolution  that  would  make 
possible  a  radical  overhaul  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  system  and  an  introduction  of  indus¬ 
trial  efficiency,  the  Russians  appear  to  be 
unable  to  come  up  with  a  feasible  economic 
response  to  the  challenge  of  the  Common 
Market. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
aforementioned  articles  by  Captain  Hin- 
terhoff  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kalb  be  placed 
Sin  the  Record  at  this  point. 

N/There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
as  follows:  / 

[From  the  Tablet,  June  23, 1962]  / 

The  CoSfMUNisT  States  and  the  Common 

MarketVRttssian  and  Yugoslav/  Ap¬ 
prehension  / 

(By  jEugene  C.  Hinterhoff/ 

A  feature  of  the  recent  Commons  debate  on 
the  Common  Market  was  t/e  apparent 
ignorance  of  the\implications  of  Britain’s 
entry  as  far  as  the  xioviet  bl/c  is  concerned. 
Only  Mr.  Harold  Wilson  tho/ght  them  worthy 
of  a  brief  mention.  AW/erhaps  this  is  not 
surprising;  compared  statistically  with  West¬ 
ern  Europe  and  the  Comumnwealth,  Eastern 
Europe  is  of  little  /mportance  to  British 
trade.  Indeed,  tly'  entire  5(oviet  bloc  ac¬ 
counts  for  only  /bout  4  or\5  percent  of 
Britain’s  exports/  But  politically  and  strate¬ 
gically  the  nyuntenance  of  thk  trade  is 
very  much  m ore  significant  thah  a  bare 
analysis  of/  trade  balances  and  W„tistics 
show.  /  \ 

Poland/  trade  with  the  West,  to  takk  one 
exam  pi/  represents  some  40  "percent  ofNaer 
total/turnover — the  remaining  60  percent 
being  mainly  with  her  Warsaw  Pact  allies^ 
The  export  of  Polish  bacon,  stabilizing  at 
48,500  tons,  earns  her  about  £11  million  a 
/year,  a  figure  which  is  plowed  back,  and 
used  in  this  country  for  the  purchase  of 
British  capital  goods  and  machinery.  Last 
May,  the  value  of  P61ish  orders  for  capital 
goods  alone  amounted  to  £18  million.  Thus 
trade  with  the  Poles,  whose  purchases  in¬ 
crease  every  year,  is  of  considerable  interest 
to  Britain’s  engineering  industry. 

Moreover,  these  trade  relations  with  East¬ 
ern  Europe — for  to  some  degree  Poland’s 
trade  with  Britain  is  similar  to  that  of  the 
other  European  satellites — have  greatly  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  liberalization  of  conditions, 
the  increasing  pro-Western  orientation,  and 
the  decline  of  satellite  economic  dependence 
on  Russia.  The  only  exception  here  is 
Czechoslovakia,  where  the  Government  re¬ 
mains  Stalinist  and  anti-Western. 

If  Britain  Joins  a  Common  Market  in 
which  an  outward,  high  tariff  wall  is  erected, 
all  the  precious  ground  gained  in  Eastern 
Europe  will  be  lost.  Poland’s  foodstuffs  will 
be  unable  to  compete  with  those  supplied  by 
French  and  German  farmers,  and  conse¬ 
quently  her  purchases  of  feritish  machinery 
will  end.  A  forewarning  of  this  was  given  in 
1960,  when  the  quota  of  Polish  bacon  was 
cut  by  8,000  tons.  Poland  immediately  can¬ 
celed  her  contract  for  the  purchase  of  five 


Viscounts,  and  bought  Ilyushins  Irony 
Russia  instead;  when  the  quota  was  restored/ 
trade  began  to  flow  again.  The  enforced  in¬ 
crease  of  the  satellites’  dependence  on  Russia 
could  only  result  in  a  greater  cohesion  o t  the 
bloc  and  an  increased  combat  value  /f  the 
Warsaw  Pact.  A  byproduct  of  the  e/onomic 
isolation  of  Communist  countries  in  Europe 
could  be  a  great  strengthening  of  relations, 
both  trade  and  political,  between  Eastern 
Europe  and  the  embittered  yojnig  Aslan  and 
African  countries  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Yugoslavia  can  be  even  more  severely  hit 
by  the  Common  Market,  as  a  country  whose 
trade  with  the  West  con/citutes  some  55  per¬ 
cent  of  her  overall  tra/ae — twice  as  much  as 
her  trade  with  the /Communist  countries. 
Out  of  the  £19  million  worth  of  her  exports 
to  Britain,  about/  £12  million  consists  of 
pig-meat  produces.  But  as  there  is  already 
a  self-sufficienc/ of  pig-meat  products  within 
the  Common  2®arket  area,  Yugoslavia’s  meat 
exports  to  Britain  are  in  danger  of  being  cut 
off.  President  Tito’s  economic  experts  now 
assess  Yugoslavia’s  losses  resulting  from 
Britain/ entry  in  terms  of  thousands  of  mil¬ 
lions  c/pounds. 

It/is  against  this  background  that  the 
rec/it  visit  of  Mr.  Gromyko  to  Belgrade  ac- 
o/ires  an  ominous  character.  It  was  not  a 
coincidence  that  in  Sofia  and  Bucharest, 
soon  after  Mr.  Gromyko’s  visit,  Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev  made  friendly  remarks  about  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  and  that  the  Russians  placed  large 
orders  for  fishing  trawlers  with  the  Yugo¬ 
slav  shipping  industry.  Soon  a  Yugoslav 
trade  delegation  is  due  in  Moscow,  and  it  has 
been  announced  that  Tito  will  visit  Russia  in 
September.  It  is  probable  that  when  he 
meets  Mr.  Khrushchev  the  Yugoslav  Presi¬ 
dent  will  discuss  closer  economic  relations 
between  the  two  countries,  and  that  the  dis¬ 
cussion  will  center  on  the  possibility  of 
Yugoslavia  joining  Comecon  and  the  Warsaw 
Pact. 

It  is  not  generally  realized  that  for  as  long 
as  Yugoslavia  was  a  member  of  the  Balkan 
Pact,  which  she  Joined  in  1953,  Europe  was 
virtually  immune  from  any  danger  of  con¬ 
ventional  Soviet  aggression.  Since  Tukha- 
chevsky’s  army,  advancing  against  Warsaw 
in  1920,  was  routed  because  of  Pilsudski’s  at¬ 
tack  on  its  open  flank,  Russian  strategic 
doctrine  would  never  again  risk  putting  the 
Red  Army  in  a  similar  position.  Yugoslavia’s 
membership  of  the  Balkan  Pact,  and  there¬ 
fore,  indirectly,  of  NATO,  would  have  ex¬ 
posed  a  Soviet  advance  in  Western  Europe 
to  a  threat  of  some  100  Balkan  divisions. 

The  West  made  no  use  of  this  negotiating 
^position  of  strength,  and  a  few  weeks  after 
Mr.  Khrushchev  came  to  power,  he  went  cap 
in  \iand  to  Belgrade  *  *  *  and  Yugoslavia 
withdrew  from  the  Balkan  Pact;  when,  in 
July  of  the  same  year,  Mr.  Khrushchev  at¬ 
tended  >he  Geneva  Summit  Conference,  the 
strategicVbalance  had  begun  to  shift  in 
favor  of  Russia. 

Should  Yugoslavia,  as  a  result  of  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market’Npffect  upon  her  economy,  de¬ 
cide  to  turirv  toward  Russia,  to  Join 
Comecon  and  tire  Warsaw  fact,  Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev’s  earlier  success  would  be  made 
permanent.  For  the  West,  it  would  be  a 
major  strategic  revers\ 

The  Common  MarketYould  also  decide  Mr. 
Khrushchev’s  greatest  dilemma.  If  Britain, 
under  pressure  from  France,  were  to  pass  on 
some  of  her  nuclear  secretsVthe  Sino-Soviet 
dispute  might  be  ended  by  aNnuclear  gift  to 
Mao.  This  would  follow  the\ame  pattern 
begun  when  the  formation  of  NATO  inspired 
Stalin’s  decision  to  integrate  me  armed 
forces  of  Eastern  Europe  into  tne  Soviet 
military  system,  and  continued  when  Ger¬ 
many’s  inclusion  in  NATO  was  followed  by 
the  drawing  up  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  \ 

Would  Britain’s  membership  of  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  change  the  outlook?  The  EEC? 
by  itself  will  lead  to  a  strengthening  and 
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1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  16114-5, 
16136-85).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous- consent  agreement  providing  for  a  vote  on 
passage  of  the  bill  at  2  p.m. ,  Wed.,  Aug.  22  (p.  16183). 


Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Ellender,  to  repeal  the  feed  grain  price  support  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958  and  provide,  instead,  for  support  of  the  price  of 
corn  at  such  level,  not  exceeding  90  percent  of  parity,  as  will  not  result  in 
any  increase  in  CCC  stocks.  This  provision  is  to  become  effective  with  the 

1964  crop.  pp.  16136-7  .  ,  . 

By  Sen.  Hart,  to  provide  that  marketing  orders  for  cherries  may  provide  for 

any  form  of  marketing  promotion  including  paid  advertising,  p.  16137 

By  Sen.  Ellender  (for  Sen.  Fulbright) ,  to  authorize  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  loans  for  fish  farming,  p.  16137 

By  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  to  strike  out  a  provision  of  the  bill  providing 
that  price  support  for  feed  grains  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to  exceed 
the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its 


2 


_ 

average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage,  pp.  16140-1 

By  Sen.  Dirksen,  as  modified  by  a  substitute  amendment  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to 
provide  that,  effective  with  the  1964  crop,  . the  minimum  sales  price  for  corn, 
oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums  from  CCC  stocks  shall  be  65  per  cent  of 
parity  for  such  commodity  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges,  pp.  16155-6 

By  Sen.  Mundt,  to  provide  that  owners  of  diverted  acreage  shall  undertake  s 
erosion  control  measures,  in  addition  to  insect  control,  weed  control,  etc. 
pp.  16156-7 

By  Sen.  Cooper,  to  provide  price  support  at  50  percent  of  parity  for  wheat 
in  the  event  wheat  growers  reject  marketing  quotas  in  a  referendum,  pp. 

16174-5 

By  Sen.  Proxmire,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  make  feed  owned  by  CCC 
available  to  producers  of  milk,  on  such  terms  as  he  deems  appropriate,  when 
necessary  to  assure  a  supply  of  milk  free  of  radioactive  fallout  contamination, 
pp.  16175-8 


Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Robertson,  to  repeal  the  present  provision  of  law  providing  for  a 
national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  of  not  less  than  55,000,000  acres,  pp. 
16137-8 

By  Sen.  Mundt,  29  to  50,  to  provide  that  in  the  referendum  on  wheat  the 
wheat  farmers  shall  have  a  choice  of  voting  for  the  proposed  two-price  system 
or  for  continuation  for  two  years  the  present  program  for  wheat,  pp.  16157-62 
By  Sen.  Tower,  17  to  55,  to  require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  submit 
to  Congress  a  plan  for  the  termination  of  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports 
within  four  to  six  years,  pp.  16166-74 

By  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  add  a  dairy  program  to  the  bill.  pp.  16178-83 
By  a  vote  of  40  to  37,  tabled  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Keating  to  provide  that 
no  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  title  I,  relating  to  land-use  -  adjustment , 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that  public  facilities  to  be 
developed  will  be  available  to  all  persons  without  discrimination  on  account  of 
race.  pp.  16162-6 

By  a  vote  of  58  to  23,  tabled  a  motion  by  Sen,  Cooper  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  Ellender  feed  grains  amendment  was  agreed  to.  pp.  16141-54 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcommittee  of  the  Apprf 
Rations  Committee  "marked  up  and  approved  for  full  committee  consideration 
with^ajnendments  H.  R.  12648,  fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture^.  The  full  committee  will  consider  this  bill  in  executive  session 
tomorrow."  p>.D752 
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i.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  ^Tojcmire  inserted  an  article,  ’’Jrl^e  Surplus  Rises  to 
$5  Billion  Rate."  p.  16: 


*.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Lausche  charged  that  "tlje<^ederal  Government  is  in  the  process 
of  constantly  pirating  employees  ofJtheCstate  of  Ohio,"  and  criticized  the  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  pay  raise,  p.  161TH^ 

The  Commerce  Committee  vop^o  to  report  (buf^did  not  actually  report)  with 
amendment  S.  Con.  Res.  J^j^favo ring  travel  by  legislative  and  Government  em¬ 
ployees  on  U.  S.  air^flag  carriers,  p.  D752 


5.  FOREIGN  AID. ^8£n.  Mansfield  inserted  an  address  by  Chester  BowTas  on  foreign 
aid.  pp^'6119-21 


6.  W^TER.  Sen.  Moss  inserted  an  address  by  the  Utah  Commissioner  of  Reclamation 
"Cooperation  in  Western  Water  Resource  Development  is  a  Two-Way  Street." 
pp.  16129-32 
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^DRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
SES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE 
APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix,  as  follov 

Mr.  RANDOLPH: 

Editorial  appearing  in  the  August  17  issue 
of  the  Evening  Sun  (Baltimore,  Md.),  en¬ 
titled  “Senate  Victory/ 

By  Mr.  GOLD  WATER: 

Excerpts  from  articl\  entitled  “MacArthur 
Expresses  Gratitude  for Notation,”  published 
in  a  recent  edition  of  theNWashington  Even¬ 
ing  Star,  containing  the  remarks  of  General 
of  the  Army  Douglas  MacAfcthur,  who  was 
recently  presented  with  an  engrossed  resolu¬ 
tion  expressing  the  thanks  of  Congress  and 
the  Nation  for  his  "outstanding  devotion  to 
the  American  people,  his  brilliant  Naders:hiP 
during  and  following  World  War  II.” 

By  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  JersS 

Editorial  entitled  “Inquiry  on  Poishn  in 
the  Air,”  published  in  the  Elizabeth  (NSJ.) 
Daily  Journal  of  August  3,  1962.  dealing  wrb 
the  subject  of  air  pollution  and  excessive 
cigarette  smoking. 

Editorial  entitled  "War  of  1812  Sesquicen- 
tennial,”  published  in  the  Elizabeth,  N.J., 
Daily  Journal  of  August  3,  1962. 


GOVERNMENT  FINANCING 
AND  THE  BANKS 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  this  morning  editorially  in¬ 
quires  that  if  private  business  can 
finance  through  the  banks,  why  not  the 
Government?  The  editorial  points  out 
that  when  a  business  loan  is  made,  the 
borrower  goes  to  the  bank  and  gives  his 
note  in  exchange  for  a  deposit  which  is 
set  up,  thus  creating  the  equivalent  of 
new  cash. 

So  the  editorial  inquires,  why  cannot 
the  Government  do  that  just  as  well? 

The  point  of  difference  is  really  pay¬ 
back.  The  private  borrower  goes  to  the 
bank,  his  profit  and  loss  account  is  care¬ 
fully  scrutinized,  his  balance  sheet  is 
carefully  examined,  his  credit  is  ap¬ 
praised,  and,  if  found  satisfactory,  the 
loan  is  made.  Of  course,  the  banks  do 
not  make  long-term  loans.  Very  little 
bank  money  is  loaned  for  a  period  of  more 
than  5  years,  but  most  of  it  has  a  very, 
short  term.  When  a  loan  is  made,  tl 
time  to  pay  back  is  firmly  establish* 
and  the  borrower  does  pay  it  hifck. 
Thus,  the  payback  liquidates  tlyr  in¬ 
flationary  force  of  making  thy  loan. 
Paybacks  and  new  loans  are  beufg  made 
all  the  time;  thus,  one  counterbalances 
the  other. 

On  the  other  hand,  wheK  Uncle  Sam 
comes  in  to  borrow,  the  reoord  shows  that 
he  does  not  pay  back;  tye  new  money  is 
created,  and  it  stave  in  circulation. 
This  is  why  it  is  called  printing-press 
money;  and  that  term  is  used  in  the 
editorial,  which  I' now  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have/printed  in  the  Record 
at  the  conclusion  of  these  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Ellender  ii i  the  chair).  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exnibit  1.) 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  there  may 
be  ocoasions  when  the  Government  must 
finance  through  the  banking  system;  but 
to/make  a  practice  of  it  would  have  a 


highly  destructive  effect  on  Government 
credit  and  a  highly  inflationary  effect 
upon  the  economy,  thus  injuring  the 
savers,  the  pensioners,  and  all  those 
living  on  fixed  incomes,  including  the 
preachers,  teachers,  civil  servants,  and 
so  on. 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post,  Aug.  21,  1962] 
Exhibit  I 

Federal  Reserve  Policies  :  I 

Few  people  are  aware  of  the  controversy 
over  monetary  policy  which  at  the  moment 
is  still  confined  to  the  hearings  of  the  Joint 
Economic  Committee,  and  even  fewer  under¬ 
stand  how  its  outcome  can  affect  the  future 
course  of  the  American  economy. 

The  principal  antagonists  are  Chairman 
William  McC.  Martin  of  the  Board  of  Gover¬ 
nors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  four 
Democratic  members  of  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee,  Messrs.  Wright  Patman,  Paul  H. 
Douglas,  William  Proxmire,  and  Henry  S. 
Reuss.  In  the  most  recent  hearings  this 
group,  augmented  by  witnesses  drawn  from 
university  economics  departments  and 
banks,  has  carried  on  an  animated  discus¬ 
sion  that  has  touched  upon  every  aspect  of 
^monetary  policy  such  as  the  relationship 
between  the  growth  of  total  output  and  the/ 
growth  of  the  money  supply,  the  appropriate 
level  of  interest  rates,  and  the  challenge 
posed,  by  our  balance-of-payments  deficits. 
But  ntsme  of  the  issues  were  so  vigorously 
debated\as  the  role  of  the  Federal  Ileserve 
System  in\Jhe  financing  of  Federal  tjhdgetary 
deficits. 

The  fiscal -Inonetary  issue  was  i6ined  when 
Mr.  Martin  declared  that  “suclyfieficits  as  we 
may  experienced  whether  they  are  due  to  a 
shortfall  of  receipts  under  Jme  existing  tax 
structure,  an  increase  in  expenditures,  or  a 
reduction  in  tax  rates,  Aiould  be  met  by 
borrowing  from  the  reKl/avings  of  businesses 
and  individuals,  not /through  the  creation 
of  money  through  thybahking  system.”  This 
strong  reiteration  Jbi  an  'earlier  statement 
places  the  FRS  l/l  direct  conflict  with  the 
aims  of  the  administration,  which  is  pledged 
l  to  tax  reduction  in  1963,  for  tap  purpose  of 
stimulating  economic  activity. 

If  Mr.  Matin's  views  prevail,  'ishe  efforts 
to  stimulate  the  economy  by  mehns  of  a 
tax  cut  would  be  frustrated  by  tightNnoney. 
Tax  redactions  would  place  additional  xunds 
in  households  and  businesses,  but  they  wbuld 
soon/be  withdrawn  when  the  Treasury  sold 
botfus  to  the  public  in  an  effort  to  financ 
t ye  Federal  deficit  out  of  “real  savings.” 

oreover,  the  sale  of  intermediate  and 
long-term  Treasury  bonds  would  raise  in¬ 
terest  rates,  thus  depressing  the  volume  of 
investment  while  the  loss  of  reserves  would 
diminish  the  ability  of  the  commercial  banks 
to  extend  loans. 

While  Mr.  Martin  softened  his  position  dur¬ 
ing  cross  examination  by  explaining  that  he 
would  not  require  the  financing  of  deficits 
out  of  “real  savings”  on  a  “dollar-for-dollar 
basis,”  he  nevertheless  adhered  to  a  view 
which  equates  the  financing  of  deficits  by 
other  means  with  a  resort  to  the  use  of 
“printing  press  money.”  That  is  a  curious 
position  in  view  of  the  process  by  which 
the  bulk  of  the  money  supply  is  created 
under  a  system  of  fractional  reserve  banking. 
When  a  busines  obtains  a  loan,  the  bank 
creates  money  by  exchanging  a  promise  to 
repay  for  a  checking  account  or  demand- 
deposit  balance,  and  in  that  manner  the 
banking  system  as  a  whole  can  create  a  sup¬ 
ply  of  checkbook  money  about  six  times 
as  large  as  the  total  reserves  which  are 
deposited  in  the  12  Federal  Reserve  banks. 

According  to  Mr.  Martin,  it  is  perfectly 
proper  for  the  banks  to  finance  private  in¬ 
debtedness  by  creating  money,  but  when 
one  suggests  that  public  debt  be  handled 
in  the  same  manner  he  alludes  to  the  dark 
dangers  of  printing  press  money.  Is  he  sug¬ 


gesting  that  the  banking  system  should 
criminate  against  Federal  debt?  It  of 
course  true  that  reckless  use  of  the  nk- 
financed  public  debt  would  lead  to  illation, 
but  the  very  same  stricture  may  h/  placed 
against  bank-financed  private  det 

Few  if  any  of  Mr.  Martin’s ^ritics  are 
wild-eyed  proponents  of  inflation  or  fiscal 
irresponsibility.  They  ask  onw  that  he  co¬ 
operate  in  executing  the  monetary  aspects 
of  a  compensatory  economic  policy  or  pro¬ 
vide  a  more  cogent  ratio/iale  for  his  reluc¬ 
tance  to  go  along. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  discussed  the 
lead  editorial  in/the  Washington  Post 
of  this  morning  I  read  that  editorial. 
I  thought  it  i/as  an  excellent  editorial, 
to  the  pointyftnd  sound.  The  fact  is  that 
there  are  times  when  we  should  finance 
our  deficit  through  bank  financing. 
There  are  times  when  we  should  not. 
There/are  periods  when  the  times  are 
inflationary.  There  are  periods  when 
the/ times  are  not  inflationary.  Now 
tl/ere  is  a  high  degree  of  unemployment. 

le  are  utilizing  but  85  percent  of  our 
'industrial  facilities.  Under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances  it  seems  sensible  to  have  a 
moderate  increase  in  the  monetary  sup¬ 
ply.  This  is  all  the  editorial  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  suggested.  I  think  it  makes 
sense.  I  disagree  with  the  position  ex¬ 
pressed  so  ably  by  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 


TRADE  SURPLUS  RISES  TO  $5 
BILLION  RATE 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  article 
from  today’s  Washington  Post,  pointing 
out  that  the  favorable  balance  of  trade 
has  grown  to  $5  billion  in  the  first  half 
of  this  year,  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record.  This  is  a  real  accomplish¬ 
ment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Trade  Surplus  Rises  to  $5  Billion  Rate 

Increased  trade  in  manufactured  goods 
was  the  major  factor  contributing  to  record 
exports  and  imports  in  the  first  half  of  1962, 
vthe  Commerce  Department  said  yesterday, 
Recording  to  the  Associated  Press. 

exports  of  domestic  merchandise  reached 
a  '^eak  annual  rate  of  $20.9  billion  in  the 
first\6  months  of  the  year.  This  repre¬ 
sented  an  increase  of  $700  million  over  the 
rate  fo\the  last  half  of  1961. 

Imports  increased  by  $200  million  to  an 
annual  ratteof  $15.9  billion. 

The  gainv  in  exports  over  imports  was 
equal  to  $5  Billion  on  an  annual  rate. 

[Although  the  United  States  regularly  en¬ 
joys  a  surplus  ha  foreign  trade  accounts,  it 
also  suffers  a  chronic  deficit  in  its  balance  of 
international  payments.  This  is  because 
loans  and  grants  to  njreign  nations,  mainte¬ 
nance  of  oversea  milihiry  personnel,  private 
investment  abroad  and\he  excess  of  Ameri¬ 
can  tourists  dollars  spen\overseas  over  for¬ 
eign  tourist  expendituresNliere  more  than 
offsets  the  trade  balance.  This  outgo  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  top  $6  billion  in  1902,  thus  wiping 
out  the  $5  billion  trade  surpluh and  leaving 
the  Nation  with  a  predicted\$l  billion 
deficit.] 

Of  the  $700  million  gain  in  expo\ts,  $600 
million  reflected  an  increase  in  shipments  of 
finished  manufactured  goods,  which  \et  a 
record  of  $11.9  billion. 

Manufactured  goods  accounted  for  allh/f 
the  increase  in  imports,  as  they  rose  by, 
$300  million  to  $5.8  billion. 
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joe  pfister  named  Columbia 

\  SHEEPMAN  OF  THE  YEAR 

MrAMcGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  call' 'attention  to  the  selection  of  a 
citizen  o^,my  State,  Joe  Pfister,  of  Node, 
Wyo.,  as 'Columbia  Sheepman  of  the 
Year.  I  ask\unanimous  consent  that  an 
article  on  the^subject  which  appeared  in 
the  Wyoming 'wool  Grower  of  July  12, 
1962,  be  printed^  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  Objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Joe  Pfister  Is  Columbia  Sheepman  of  the 
Year 

At  the  recent  annual  meeting  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  Sheep  Breeders  Association  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  Joe  Pfister,  Node,  Wyo.,  was  \iamed  Co¬ 
lumbia  Sheepman  of  the  Year.  ''Since  he 
bought  his  first  flock  in  1947,  Joe  n^s  never 
ceased  doing  everything  possible  to  improve 
his  own  flock  and  to  promote  the  Columbia 
breed.  Never  has  there  been  a  purebred 
livestock  producer  more  dedicated  to  his 
breed  than  Joe,  nor  one  who  works  hardel 
to  improve  it. 

Joe  is  assisted  in  his  Columbia  enterprise 
by  his  wife,  Lenore,  and  two  sons,  Charles,  11, 
and  Johnny,  8.  The  Pfister  Columbia  flock 
is  definitely  a  family  affair,  for  Lenore  and 
the  boys  are  as  enthusiastic  about  Columbias 
as  Dad  is.  The  entire  family  is  almost  always 
present  at  any  Columbia  show  or  sale  and 
take  an  active  part  in  helping  exhibit  the 
animals. 

The  boys  take  an  active  interest  in  the 
Columbia  breed  and  both  own  sheep. 
Charles  uses  his  Columbias  in  4-H  work  and 
Johnny  for  his  future  4-H  work. 

Joe’s  outstanding  record  with  both  his 
show  and  sale  sheep  has  brought  him  a  na¬ 
tional  reputation  and  won  him  the  respect 
of  Columbia  breeders  everywhere.  His 
quickness  to  smile,  friendly  manner,  and 
winning  personality  have  made  him  popular 
with  other  breeders  even  in  the  most  heated 
competition. 

Joe  has  often  been  referred  to  as  the 
“Lamburger  King.”  This  stems  from  the 
public  relations  work  of  introducing  a  port¬ 
able  lamburger  stand  at  his  local  county 
ram  sale,  and  also  at  the  Wyoming  State 
Fair,  Douglas,  Wyo.  Through  the  pub¬ 
licity  and  attention  from  Joe’s  lamburger 
program,  he  has  encouraged  more  people 
to  talk  about  and  actually  eat  lamb. 

The  entire  lamburger  program  was  unique 
in  that  it  was  a  case  of  sheepmen  trying  t< 
help  themselves  out  of  a  predicament  (poor 
lamb  prices  and  lamb  hard  to  sell  over  west¬ 
ern  meat  counters) ,  rather  than  relying  on 
a  Government  program  or  others  to  /o  the 
job  for  them. 

Joe  is  a  charter  members  of  the /Wyoming 
Purebred  Columbia  Sheep  Assoofation  and 
has  attended  all  except  one  meeting,  which 
was  due  to  illness.  He  has  served  as  presi¬ 
dent  4  years  and  has  beer/  active  on  the 
board  every  year. 

On  the  national  leveh/joe  has  attended 
all  meetings  except  one,  and  takes  active 
sincere  interest  in  all/of  the  business  and 
programs  of  the  association.  He  has  served 
on  committees  on  Die  national  level  and  was 
again  called  on  tins  year  to  head  up  a  na¬ 
tional  committee! 

Joe  has  a  long  and  impressive  show  record 
in  both  sheep/ and  wool  which  few  Columbia 
breeders  can7 excell. 

As  a  4-Br member  and  as  an  adult  breeder, 
he  has  shfown  sheep  and  wool  at  major  shows 
and  fairs  from  Portland,  Oreg.,  to  Kansas 
City,  luo.,  over  the  past  26  years. 

Jo4  has  the  distinction  of  being  the 
oldest  continuous  exhibitor  of  any  kind  of 
"Vestock  at  the  Wyoming  State  Fair.  He 


has  shown  sheep  at  this  event  every  year 
since  1938. 

His  Columbia  sheep  and  fleeces  have  es¬ 
tablished  an  amazing  record  of  winnings  at 
the  Wyoming  State  Fair,  which  has  been  one 
of  the  largest  and  most  competitive  wool  and 
breed  sheep  shows  in  the  United  States  over 
the  past  10  years.  Joe  showed  his  first  Co¬ 
lumbias  at  the  Wyoming  State  Fair  in  1948. 
In  1950  he  showed  his  first  champion  ram 
at  this  event.  He  repeated  this  achievement 
for  the  next  10  years.  He  also  has  shown 
the  champion  ewe  five  times,  the  first-place 
Columbia  flock  five  times,  the  first-place  get 
of  sire  three  times,  and  the  reserve  ram  once. 

He  also  has  a  very  impressive  record  of 
wins  at  the  National  Columbia  Show  and 
Sale.  He  first  took  sheep  to  this  event  in 
1949  and  has  shown  sheep  at  the  National 
every  year  since.  He  has  won  the  champion 
ram  award  two  times,  the  reserve  champion 
ram  twice,  the  champion  ewe  once,  and  the 
reserve  champion  ewe  once.  His  pens  of 
three  ewes  have  won  the  championship  twice 
and  the  reserve  championship  four  straight 
times.  Probably  the  most  oustanding 
achievement  he  has  made  at  the  National  is 
that  in  the  12  years  his  sheep  have  been 
shown  in  this  event,  only  twice  has  an  ani¬ 
mal  placed  below  eighth.  When  one  con¬ 
siders  that  the  classes  range  from  15  to  4(  ‘ 
itries  in  class,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  Joers 
Columbias  always  compare  very  favorably 
with,  the  absolute  best. 

There  is  not  enough  room  to  list  th 4  win¬ 
nings  of  Joe’s  Columbias  at  the  many  fairs 
and  sheep  shows  where  they  have  been 
shown.  Slowever,  wherever  his /Columbias 
have  been, 'they  have  won  a  m/jor  share  of 
the  championships  and  top  awards. 

Pfisters’  Columbia  fleece/  have  walked 
away  with  championship  ribbons  and  other 
awards  in  top  wool  show/all  over  the  coun¬ 
try,  bringing  mucV f am/ to  both  Joe’s  flock 
and  the  Columbia  bVefl  in  competition  with 
fleeces  from  other  mafcr  breeds.  Joe’s  fleeces 
have  been  shown  at  the  National  Western 
Stock  Show  in  Defiver,  the  American  Royal 
at  Kansas  City,  tne  Pacific  International  at 
Portland,  the  N/rthwest  Nebraska  Wool  Show 
at  Crawford/'Nebr.,  the  Wyoming  State 
Fair,  and  aj/various  county  flairs  and  local 
shows. 

Joe  has/shown  Columbia  fleece^at  the  Na¬ 
tional  Western  Stock  Show  for  many  years, 
and  they  have  won  many  top  awards  there! 
In  1/5 1,  he  made  a  complete  sweep  of  this 
wool  show,  winning  the  grand  champion 
apfi  fleece  awards  of  the  entire  show \all 
reeds  and  classes) .  He  also  won  the  char., 
7Pion  Columbia  fleece  and  the  champion  rar. 
flock  fleece.  His  entries  placed  first  in  the* 
best  five  fleeces  shown  by  one  exhibitor,  first 
in  the  best  four  fleeces  shown  by  one  ex¬ 
hibitor,  and  first  in  the  farm  flock  one-half, 
three -eighths,  and  one-fourth  blood  classes. 
In  1959  he  showed  the  champion  Columbia 
ram  fleece  and  the  reserve  grand  cham¬ 
pion  fleece  of  the  show.  In  1955,  he  showed 
the  Columbia  farm  flock  fleece. 

At  the  Wyoming  State  Fair  he  has  en¬ 
tered  fleeces  every  year  since  1952.  He  has 
exhibited  the  grand  champion  fleece  of  this 
show  four  times  and  the  reserve  grand 
champion  five  times.  Since  1958,  he  has  ex¬ 
hibited  the  champion  Columbia  ram  fleece 
every  year.  He  has  won  the  champion 
Columbia  ewe  fleece  twice,  the  champion 
farm  flock  fleece  three  times,  and  the  cham¬ 
pion  farm  flock  ewe  twice.  An  example  of 
how  Pfister  fleeces  often  sweep  a  wool  show 
came  in  1959  and  1961.  His  Columbia  fleeces 
won  the  championship  in  every  department 
in  which  they  could  be  entered,  including 
the  Columbia  breed,  farm  flock,  and  over¬ 
all  classes.  No  other  breeder  has  ever  ac¬ 
complished  this  feat  in  the  past  15  years. 

Joe  is  a  valued  member  of  the  Wyoming 
Wool  Growers  Association  and  has  been  a 
consistent  consignor  at  the  Wyoming  ram 
sale. 


An  outstanding  4-H  Club  member  a*  a 
youth,  Joe  is  now  involved  in  his  eightlyyear 
as  a  4-H  Club  leader.  His  advice,  counsel, 
and  help  in  leading  4-H  boys  and  filrls  in 
sheep  projects  and  his  help  in  many  4-H 
activities  has  been  of  immeasurable  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  4-H  program. 

He  has  judged  4-H  sheep  showmanship 
contests  at  county  fairs  for  nrany  years  and 
is  considered  the  best  at  sheep  showmanship 
contests.  A  master  at  fltfing  and  showing 
sheep  himself  he  has  presented  many  dem¬ 
onstrations  on  fitting  and  showing  sheep  to 
boys  and  girls  not  only  in  his  county,  but 
in  adjoining  countie/  as  well. 

For  the  past  several  years  he  has  given  of 
his  knowledge  of  /wool,  in  helping  train  4-H 
members  in  wool  judging.  A  capable  wool 
judge  himself, /he  has  been  of  great  help  to 
his  community  in  this  activity. 

Joe  has  /furnished  excellent  classes  of 
Columbia/7 for  livestock  judging  training 
every  ye/r  since  he  began  breeding  them. 
Joe  is  /lever  too  busy  to  take  time  out  to 
provide  sheep  for  judging  training,  often 
hauling  them  many  miles  to  where  judging 
training  meetings  are  held.  He  has  started 
any  4-H  boys  and  girls  with  good  Colum- 
5ias.  He  has  bred  their  ewes  when  they 
"  could  not  afford  a  ram,  and  sold  them  top 
stud  rams  at  reduced  prices.  No  problem  is 
too  small  for  his  undivided  attention  in 
working  with  boys  and  girls,  and  he  takes 
a  sincere  interest  and  pride  in  their  progress. 
He  is  indeed  a  top  4-H  leader  and  the  4-H 
program  owes  much  to  this  cooperation, 
knowledge,  and  assistance. 

The  most  outstanding  feature  of  Joe 
Pfister’s  career  and  his  success  as  a  Colum¬ 
bia  breeder,  is  the  fact  that  this  was  at¬ 
tained  entirely  through  his  own  hard  work, 
perserverance,  and  ability.  From  a  very 
small  beginning  and  with  very  little  or  al¬ 
most  no  financial  assistance,  he  has  built 
an  outstanding  flock  of  Columbia  sheep  of 
national  prominence  in  a  short  space  of  15 
years. 

Columbia’s  are  not  only  his  business,  they 
are  the  hobby  and  the  lifework  of  Joe  Pfis¬ 
ter,  Columbia  Sheepman  of  the  Year. 


AGRICULTURE  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  for  too 
long  the  problems  of  the  American 
farmer  have  been  compounded  by  the 
refusal  to  face  the  hard  facts  of  agri¬ 
cultural  economics  in  the  United  States. 

The  truth  is,  if  we  will  admit  it,  that 
the  American  farmer  is  caught  in  a  vise 
that  effectively  eliminates  any  possibility 
of  his  survival  on  the  open  world  market. 
The  two  jaws  of  this  vise  are  the  low 
world  market  price  on  one  hand  and  the 
high  protected  price  of  all  the  equip¬ 
ment  he  must  buy  on  the  other.  In 
short,  our  farmers  must  sell  their  crops 
at  low  world  prices  while  almost  every¬ 
thing  he  buys  costs  more  than  it  would 
any  other  place  in  the  world.  In  the  jaws 
of  this  vise  the  individual  farmer,  the 
family  farmer  if  you  will,  cannot  exist 
without  some  help.  And  providing  that 
help  is  the  express  purpose  of  our  farm 
program. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  our 
present  farm  program  has  not  taken  into 
account  the  ingenuity  of  the  American 
farmer.  Typical  of  traditional  Ameri¬ 
can  enterprise  he  has  learned  to  grow 
more  and  more  crops  on  less  and  less 
land,  and  we  wind  up  with  not  only  low 
prices  but  large  surpluses. 

Since  we  cannot  eliminate  the  individ¬ 
ual  farmer  by  throwing  him  to  the  mercy 
of  the  open  market,  we  must  devise  a  pro- 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


16115 


gram  that  will  give  him  the  needed  pro¬ 
tection  at  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  the 
taxpayer.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  such 
a  program  can  be  found  in  the  combina¬ 
tion  of  rigid  support  prices  and  strict 
crop  controls.  There  is  little  need  for 
argument  to  demonstrate  the  need  for 
crop  supports. 

Despite  the  protestations  of  some  farm 
groups  for  a  return  to  free  markets,  a 
look  at  the  world  price  for  grains  as  com¬ 
pared  with  what  our  farmers  insist  they 
must  have  to  survive,  should  convince 
everyone  that  to  eliminate  these  supports 
would  be  to  eliminate  the  individual 
farmer. 

I  am  not  pleased  with  the  prospect  of 
the  continuation  of  price  supports  but 
this  fact — a  necessary  evil — is  far  supe¬ 
rior  to  the  alternative,  which  is  the  in¬ 
dustrialization  of  our  farms  into  huge 
combines  where  machines  and  a  very 
few  men  control  vast  acres  with  effects 
upon  farm  production  quality  and  prices 
that  are  a  nightmare  to  the  imagination. 

Since  a  large  segment  of  American 
agriculture  is  dependent  upon  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  its  continued  existence,  it  is 
only  fair  that  as  the  farmer  needs  pro¬ 
tection  on  prices  he  accept  it  in  its  least 
costly  form.  To  do  this  he  must  accept 
production  controls. 

To  me  the  height  of  folly  is  to  support 
prices  without  regard  to  production  so 
that  in  turn  we  may  give  the  taxpayer 
the  privilege  of  paying  storage  costs  on 
large  farm  surpluses.  The  advantages 
of  production  controls — strictly  applied — 
are  obvious.  We  may  spend  the  same 
amount  in  supporting  the  concept  of 
individual  farms  but  save  the  large  ex¬ 
pense  of  crop  storage.  Thus,  we  can 
reduce  our  surpluses  to  manageable  levels 
and  do  away  with  a  program  that  by  its 
very  size  and  complexity  has  lent  itself 
to  the  machinations  of  those  who  would 
abuse  their  trust  and  seek  dishonest 
profit  at  the  public’s  expense.  Also  this 
program  would  take  land  out  of  produc¬ 
tion,  thereby  preserving  its  potential  for 
the  future  when  all  our  agricultural  re¬ 
sources  may  be  needed  or  allowing  its 
conversion  to  badly  needed  recreational 
or  watershed  uses. 

The  criticism  of  this  program  is,  of 
course,  that  it  inflicts  tight  Government 
controls — regimentation  is  a  favorite 
word — on  a  segment  of  our  free  economy. 
And  I  say  that  this  is  certainly  true. 
But  I  also  say  that  freedom  from  these 
controls  is  freedom  to  leave  the  farm  and 
head  for  the  city  to  find  a  job.  To  re¬ 
main  on  the  farm,  the  farmer  needs  a 
supported  price. which  he  should  accept 
in  the  least  expensive  and  most  efficient 
manner.  Growing  mountains  of  unneed¬ 
ed  grains  is  not  what  I  regard  as  effi¬ 
ciency. 

I  have  stated  that  the  prime  consid¬ 
eration  in  price  support  legislation  is  the 
preservation  of  the  individually  owned 
and  operated  farm.  In  other  words,  we 
are  attempting  to  preserve  the  job  of 
being  a  farmer.  To  me  a  farmer  is  some¬ 
one  who  works  full  time  at  the  job  of 
farming — who  spends  his  time  on  the 
land  working  it  for  what  best  he  can  pro¬ 
duce.  However,  there  are  many  persons 
who  benefit  under  present  farm  legisla¬ 


tion  who  do  not  fit  this  definition.  They 
are  what  I  would  call  the  “briefcase” 
farmer.  For  them  owning  and  operating 
a  farm  is  a  diversion,  a  recreation,  or  a 
means  of  acquiring  a  beneficial  tax  write¬ 
off.  In  any  event,  farming  is  not  their 
full-time  occupation. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  a  businessman 
finding  rest  and  relaxation  on  a  farm, 
nor  am  I  opposed  to  his  acquiring  a 
“place  in  the  country”  for  his  family  or 
in  his  search  for  status.  I  am  opposed 
to  his  accepting  Federal  supports,  de¬ 
signed  to  keep  the  full-time  faimer  in 
business,  for  what  to  him  is  an  unessen¬ 
tial  diversion.  And  I  find  the  Govern¬ 
ment  twice  burdened  by  the  man  who 
operates  a  farm  as  a  tax  writeoff.  The 
spectacle  of  subsidy  payments  to  a  man 
perpetrating  a  scheme  to  escape  his  just 
taxes  is  most  unpleasant.  There  I  would 
suggest  that  the  Congress  consider  limit¬ 
ing  farm  supports  to  bona  fide  farmers. 

The  bill  now  under  consideration  in 
the  Senate  does  not  take  up  all  the  points 
which  I  have  mentioned  here.  It  does, 
however,  represent  a  considerable  start 
toward  what  I  would  hope  is  an  efficient 
approach  to  our  farm  problems.  The 
mandatory  feed-grain  program  was,  I 
believe  a  constructive  approach  to  one 
of  our  most  perplexing  surpluses.  I  am 
extremely  disappointed  to  hear  that  it 
has  been  abandoned.  The  alternative, 
extension  of  the  voluntary  feed-grains 
program,  has  shown  surpluses  can  be 
reduced  by  crop  controls.  But  in  this 
case,  the  incentive  payments  will  soon 
run  into  astronomical  figures  unless  the 
plan  is  superseded  by  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram.  I  reluctantly  support  this  alterna¬ 
tive,  however,  because  the  other  choice 
is  a  return  to  the  law  of  1958  which  was 
responsible  for  the  rapid  growth  of  the 
feed-grain  surplus  in  the  first  place.  I 
*  note  that  those  who  oppose  the  manda¬ 
tory  program  are  the  same  people — 
members  of  the  same  party — who  have 
attempted  to  make  an  issue  of  fiscal  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  our  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  in  favor  of  fiscal 
responsibility  as  is  the  party  I  repre¬ 
sent;  and  I  suggest  that  here  is  a  good 
time  for  some  members  to  practice  what 
they  preach.  I  also  would  note  that  these 
same  people,  who  now  give  their  support 
to  a  voluntary  system  are  in  many  cases 
the  very  same  people  who  opposed  volun¬ 
tary  plans  when  they  first  were  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  another  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  the  wheat  certificate 
program.  This  is  a  significant  attempt 
to  reduce  our  carryover  wheat  supplies 
while  at  the  same  time  adjusting  the 
program  to  the  multimarket  features  of 
our  wheat  production  and  consumption. 
This  bill  does  away  with  the  minimum 
acreage  requirements  in  existing  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  would  point  out  that  in  the  20 
years  this  minimum  figure  of  55  million 
acres  has  been  in  effect  the  yield  per 
acre  has  doubled. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  while  reduc¬ 
tions  in  wheat  are  calculated  in  terms  of 
acreage  for  the  faimer,  he  w’ould  receive 
his  support  payment  on  .certificates  based 
on  bushel  allotments.  The  farmers  in 
Wyoming  and  much  of  the  West  do  not 


have  the  abundance  of  rich  soil  and  ade¬ 
quate  rainfall  that  occur  in  other  areas 
of  the  country.  Therefore,  they  cannot, 
by  intensive  farming  or  the  addition  of 
more  fertilizer,  increase  the  production 
per  acre  to  compensate  for  reduced  allot¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  while  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  the  farm  bill  we  tend  to  become 
wrapped  up  in  a  problem  which  is  unique 
in  the  world  and  forget  that  it  is  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  should  not  exist  at  all.  We 
all  must  remember  that  the  real  farm 
problem  in  this  world  is  not  surpluses  but 
a  critical  lack  of  food — starvation  and 
malnutrition  would  best  describe  the  end 
results  of  much  of  the.  world’s  agricul¬ 
ture.  While  we  here  are  attempting  to 
reduce  embarrassing  piles  of  grain  and 
devise  voluntary  and  mandatory  pro¬ 
grams  to  limit  production  of  everything 
from  turkeys  to  turnips,  two-thirds  of 
the  world’s  population — that  is  two  of 
every  three  human  beings — is  not  getting 
enough  to  eat. 

I  realize  that  it  is  necessary  to  solve 
the  immediate  problems  of  overproduc¬ 
tion  here  in  the  United  States,  but  it  is 
just  as  imperative  that  we  work  equally 
hard  to  eliminate  those  many  factors — 
tariff  considerations,  pricing,  transpor¬ 
tation,  and  many  more — which  prevent 
us  from  sharing  our  abundance  with  the 
less  productive  nations  so  that  without 
supports  and  through  normal  trade  our 
farmers  may  again  earn  an  honest  liveli¬ 
hood  without  artificial  supports.  Until 
that  day  we  must  support  the  individual 
farm  and  the  independent  farmer.  But 
it  is  our  obligation  to  those  who  pay  for 
this  support  to  effect  the  most  efficient 
programs  possible.  Therefore,  I  suggest 
we  face  the  facts  of  this  problem  and 
approve  a  farm  bill  which  will  do  the 
job.  I  believe  that  the  bill  the  Senate 
is  now  considering  is  a  positive  step  to¬ 
ward  a  realistic  bill,  and  I  urge  its 
passage.  


NOMINATION  OF  THURGOOD  MAR- 
NSHALL  TO  BE  A  U.S.  JUDGE 

mX.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  I  was  shocked  to  learn  that  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  Naas  decided  to  postpone  indefi¬ 
nitely  hearings  on  Judge  Thurgood  Mar¬ 
shall’s  nomination.  I  have  spoken  previ¬ 
ously  on  this\subject.  In  spite  of  my 
reluctance  to  take  this  stand,  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  which  this  nomination  has  been 
assigned  for  actiorv  continues  indefinite¬ 
ly  not  to  take  action,  I  believe  the  time 
is  practically  at  hank  when  the  Senate 
must  speak  up  on  the  matter. 

It  is  thoroughly  cleamthat  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Judge  Thurgood  Marshall  is 
not  being  measured  with  tne  same  yard¬ 
stick  that  has  been  applied  to  other 
nominees  for  Federal  appointments.  He 
was  appointed  in  September  \)f  1961. 
After  the  Senate  convened,  he  Vas  re¬ 
appointed,  to  conform  to  the  law.  'Prac¬ 
tically  1  year  has  elapsed  since  this  Vian 
was  given  an  assignment  to  a  Federal 
judgeship,  and  in  this  1  year  no  action 
has  been  taken  by  the  Judiciary  Com-*1 
mittee  on  the  appointment.  He  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  same  type  of  treatment  re- 
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c&ved  by  any  other  American  citizen 
appointed  to  a  Federal  post.  He  is  not 
receiving  it. 

I  hurftbly  suggest  to  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  that  the  time  has  come  when,  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  honor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  action  should  be  pursued,  and,  in 
my  judgment  the  committee  relieved  of 
further  consideration  of  the  nomination, 
and  that  it  be\ssigned  directly  to  the 
Senate  for  action: 

Mr.  MANSFIELiSL  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  what  the^Senator  from  Ohio 
has  just  said,  and  insofar  as  the  leader¬ 
ship  is  concerned,  we  intend  to  make 
every  effort  to  get  the  iiomination  to 
the  floor  before  Congress  adjourns,  and, 
we  hope,  acted  upon, 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  of  the  opmion 
that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  may  be  in 
error.  While  I  am  not  a  member  of  rare 
subcommittee,  I  have  been  following  tm 
matter  very  closely.  I  believe  it  may 
have  concluded  testimony  yesterday 
morning.  It  now  remains  for  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  report  the  nomination  to 
the  full  committee,  either  with  or  with¬ 
out  recommendation. 

I  have  discussed  the  matter  with  other 
members  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  It  is  our 
hope  that  we  can  get  the  nomination  to 
the  full  committee  at  its  very  next  meet¬ 
ing  for  consideration,  and  have  a  report 
to  the  Senate,  so  that,  if  there  are  any 
objections,  if  any  Senator  wants  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  case  at  length,  it  can  better  be 
done  here  than  in  committee.  So,  speak¬ 
ing  as  a  member  of  the  full  committee, 
I  am  most  anxious  that  we  get  the  nom¬ 
ination  to  the  floor  without  delay. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  correct.  The  announce¬ 
ment  was  made  on  television  this  morn¬ 
ing  that  there  had  been  an  indefinite 
postponement  of  action.  I  made  my 
statement  on  the  basis  of  that  informa¬ 
tion.  I  am  glad  to  hear  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  said,  and,  of 
course,  what  the  majority  leader  has  just 
said  on  the  subject;  but  the  fact  is  thai 
the  delay  is  too  great  even  as  of  no; 
in  my  judgment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  agree  with  the/diS' 
tinguished  Senator  from  Ohio.  /  may 
add  that  I  discussed  this  matter/yester¬ 
day  afternoon  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Judiciary  Committee,  and  I  know  he  be¬ 
lieves  as  I  do  with  respect  to  this  delay. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  am  extremely 
heartened  by  what  the  ininority  leader 
has  just  said.  I  hope  will  be  possible 
very  shortly  to  bring l he  nomination  to 
the  floor  for  consideration  and  debate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  subsequently  said: 
Madam  President  earlier  today  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Latjsche]  ma/e  a  comment  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  theaailure  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  to  accord  to  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Thurgood  Marshall 
the  same  standards  and  the  same  con¬ 
sideration  that  had  been  accorded  other 
nominees.  The  Senator  expressed  due 
and  proper  concern  over  that  situation. 


I  did  not  have  the  opportunity  then  to 
join  with  the  Senator  and  express  my 
concurrence  and  support  of  the  opin¬ 
ions  and  attitudes  which  he  expressed. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that 
all  nominees  whose  nominations  are  be¬ 
fore  any  committee  in  which  there  is  a 
process  of  confirmation  should  be  ac¬ 
corded  equal  rights,  equal  privileges  and 
equal  treatment.  I  believe  that  if  we 
examine  the  nominations  considered  by 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  we  will  find 
that  Thurgood  Marshall  has  been  tested, 
interi’ogated,  and  screened  far  more  as¬ 
siduously  and  intensely  than  most  other 
nominees.  I  wish  to  make  it  quite  clear 
that  as  one  Senator  I  will  do  everything 
I  can  to  assure  that  Mr.  Marshall  is 
given  fair,  responsible,  and  equal  treat¬ 
ment,  and  that  the  question  of  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  the  nomination  is  brought 
before  the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  a 
yea-and-nay  vote.  Mr.  Marshall  has  a 
right  to  know  whether  or  not  his  nom¬ 
ination  will  be  confirmed  by  the  vote 
of  the  Senate. 

He  should  not  be  subjected  to  delay¬ 
ing  tactics,  if  that  is  the  case,  by  any 
committee  or  subcommittee.  I  wish  to, 
joirrswith  the  Senator  from  Ohio  ai 
other\  Senators  who  have  expres^fed 
concenXover  this  subject.  The  major¬ 
ity  leaded  has  given  to  the  Senate  very 
reassuringSwords.  I  know  it  is  his  view, 
as  he  expressed  it,  that  the  Senate  will 
work  its  will  on  the  nomination  of  Thur¬ 
good  Marshall^  Judging  from  what  I 
know  of  his  Nbackground  and  his 
competency,  Thutogood  /Marshall  is  a 
good  man.  His  nomination  should  be 
confirmed.  Unless  th/re  is  information 
to  the  contrary,  I  Wofcfld  support  him, 
and  do  support  hjm  actively  and  will¬ 
ingly.  I  hope  his  nomination  will  be 
before  the  Senate  promptlyv  There  are 
ways  of  getting  the  nomination  before 
this  body,  ^nd  those  ways  nave  been 
used  before 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Madam^Presi- 
dent,  I /compliment  the  distinguished 
senior/Senator  from  Minnesota  on\iis 
statement. 

my  judgment  there  is  no  reason' 
iy  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
iould  not  have  reported  the  nomination 
of  this  fine  judge  to  the  Senate.  I  hope 
that  very  shortly  the  nomination  will  be 
favorably  reported  and  will  be  confirmed 
by  the  Senate.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  stated,  a 
yea  and  nay  vote  should  be  had  on  the 
nomination,  so  that  we  may  stand  up 
and  be  counted.  I  am  sure  that  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  Senate 
will  vote  to  confirm  the  nomination  of 
this  fine  loyal  American  and  experienced 
lawyer  and  judge  to  the  position  to  which 
he  has  been  nominated  by  our  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
if  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  any 
influence  whatsoever  in  the  councils  of 
the  Democratic  Party,  this  nomination 
will  be  brought  before  the  Senate  so  that 
each  Senator  may  cast  his  vote.  Thur¬ 
good  Marshall  is  entitled  to  that  consid¬ 
eration.  He  has  already  suffered  enough 
indignities.  It  is  our  duty  as  well  as  our 
privilege  and  responsibility  to  act  one 
way  or  another  on  this  nomination.  I 


find  in  Thurgood  Marshall  a  good  man, 
a  competent  man,  one  who  is  entitle 
to  assume  the  responsibility  of  being'  a 
Federal  judge,  to  which  position  he/nas 
been  nominated  by  President  Kennedy. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  I  am  /lad  to 
hear  the  Senator  say  that.  I  .Know  he 
will  do  what  he  can  to  expedj/e  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  nomination. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I  was 
not  in  the  Chamber  at  the  time  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  addressed/himself  to  the 
subject  of  the  nomination  of  Thurgood 
Marshall  to  be  a  judge  of  the  court  of 
appeals  for  the  second  circuit.-  I  heard 
the  distinguishecDSenator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  say  that  tpe  majority  leader  had 
expressed  concern  at  the  delay  in  re¬ 
porting  the  domination,  and  his  deter¬ 
mination  that  the  Senate  shall  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  act  on  the  nomina¬ 
tion.  I  am  delighted  to  hear  that. 

I  anynot  a  member  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  considering  the  nomination  of  Thur¬ 
good Marshall,  but  as  a  member  of  the 
full  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  I  have 
it  with  the  subcommittee  in  its  delib¬ 
erations,  as  has  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating], 
As  I  said  yesterday,  when  someone  gets 
around  to  writing  a  book  on  the  weird 
performances  of  the  Senate,  most  as¬ 
suredly  one  chapter  will  recite  the  case 
that  we  are  now  discussing;  namely,  the 
nomination  of  Thurgood  Marshall,  the 
consideration  that  was  given  to  it,  and 
the  time  that  was  taken  on  it.  I  am 
sure  the  happy  last  paragraph  will  show 
the  confirmation  of  the  nomination  of 
this  distinguished  member  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  bar. 

The  suffering  will  be  less  that  of  Thur¬ 
good  Marshall  than  of  the  Senate. 
Spending  months  looking  for  flaws  in 
the  professional  integrity  of  this  man 
is  like  spending  months  looking  for  an 
elephant  in  a  bathtub;  his  integrity  is 
either  there  or  it  is  not  there  on  the  day 
the  nomination  is  made.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  other  living  member  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  bar  whose  batting  average  before 
the  Supreme  Court  is  as  high  as  that 
of  Thurgood  Marshall.  In  that,  of 
jourse,  lies  some  of  the  problem.  The 
enate  cannot  continue  to  fumble  and 
fuss  over  this  nomination.  Thurgood 
Marshall’s  place  in  American  jurispru¬ 
dence's  long  established. 

I  resVain  myself  with  great  difficulty 
lest  I  comment  upon  the  scene  in  which 
some  lawyers  have  been  attempting  to 
determine  whether  Thurgood  Marshall 
qualifies  as  ahjudge.  Let  us  be  through 
with  this  busings.  Let  us  write  the  ulti¬ 
mate  paragraph\which  is  confirmation 
of  the  nomination  I  would  be  hard 
pressed  to  find  a  mime  in  the  brilliant 
list  of  able  American  lawyers  which 
could  successfully  coyest  the  claim 
which  Thurgood  Marshall  would  never 
make  but  which  can  be  rhade  for  him, 
namely,  that  he  is  as  brilliant  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  American  bar  as  there  is  alive 
today. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  has  indicated  that  we  shall  soon  be 
about  this  business.  I  trust,  as  I  Know 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating]  does,  that  our  cor 
mittee  will  act  promptly  and  respon- 
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taxMor  those  in  the  low-mcome  brackets, 
fronr^jBOO  to  $1,000.  I  was  defeated  in 
that  attempt — which  was  not  a  new  ex- 
perienceSfor  me  in  the  Senate,  because 
I  well  understand  the  importance  of 
having  liberals  at  least  challenge  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  which  cannot  be  de¬ 
fended  on  its  merits,  even  though  we  may 
be  overridden  bymowerful  political  forces 
in  the  CongressN,  Finally  a  vote  was 
reached — not  on  my  proposal  to  increase 
the  exemption  to  $1300;  I  could  not  suc¬ 
ceed  in  having  it  votkd  on — but  on  my 
subsequent  proposal  toNincrease  the  ex¬ 
emption  from  $600  to  $8(J(b  Again,  I  was 
defeated.  However,  time\subsequently 
proved  that  I  was  right,  both  in  regard 
to  my  proposal  to  increase  hie  exemp¬ 
tion  to  $1,000  and  in  regard  to\my  sub¬ 
sequent  proposal  to  increase  the'exemp- 
tion  to  $800.  \ 

As  I  said  earlier  today,  I  think  now  is 
the  time  for  tax  reduction.  I  do  imt 
think  the  U.S.  taxpayers  should  have  to 
wait  until  January  for  some  undeter  A 
mined  tax  reduction  program,  insofar 
as  its  specifics  are  concerned,  to  be 
presented  to  the  Congress  some  time 
after  January  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  I  think  the  President 
should  offer  a  tax  reduction  program 
now.  If  he  does  not  offer  it  before  Con¬ 
gress  adjourns,  I  think  he  should  promise 
the  American  people  that  Congress  will 
reconvene  in  the  week  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  election,  and  will  then  take 
up  the  tax  issue  and  also  some  other 
issues  which  are  of  great  importance  to 
the  American  taxpayers. 

Again  I  raise  my  voice  in  the  plea  that 
the  Government  take  steps,  either  now 
or  immediately  following  the  election,  to 
do  a  better  job  of  protecting  our  econ¬ 
omy,  which  is  our  greatest  defense 
weapon. 

In  view  of  the  announcement  yester¬ 
day  that  our  national  debt  is  now  more 
than  $300  billion,  when  we  realize  that 
the  combined  national  debts  of  all  the 
other  free  nations  of  the  world  are  some¬ 
where  in  the  neighborhood  of  $204  bil¬ 
lion,  or  $96  billion  less  than  the  total  na¬ 
tional  debt  of  the  United  States,  we  had 
better  stop,  look,  listen,  and  ask  the 
question.  Where  are  we  going  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  vast  expenditures  abroad’/ 
This  is  a  proper  question,  particularly 
when  we  know  that  the  good  econornic 
condition  of  many  of  our  alliesy-far 
better  than  it  was  before  World  War  II — 
is  due  to  the  largesse  of  the  American 
people,  through  their  Government,  in 
fulfilling  a  clear  moral  obligation  which 
we  owed  our  allies,  in  order  to  protect 
them  from  the  danger  or  being  over¬ 
ridden  by  communism  fallowing  World 
War  n.  / 

We  have  fulfilled  that  obligation,  and 
we  now  need  to  take  a  look  .at  the  eco¬ 
nomic  needs  of  om / American  taxpayers. 
We  have  a  right  to  make  clear  to  France, 
West  Germany/  England,  Italy,  Portu¬ 
gal,  AustraliayNew  Zealand,  Canada,  and 
a  good  man/ of  our  other  allies  that  the 
time  has  dome  for  them  to  assume  a 
greater  share  of  the  financial  burden  of 
protecting  freedom  around  the  world. 

The/American  people  have  a  right  to 
ask  /he  question  of  the  politicians  in 
Congress,  “When,  oh,  when,  are  you 


going  to  take  a  course  of  action  on 
monetary  matters  in  the  Congress  that 
will  protect  our  best  economic  inter¬ 
ests?” 

When  I  consider  the  great  economic 
needs  of  the  American  people,  when  I 
take  a  look  at  the  problems  of  slum  clear¬ 
ance  that  confront  the  public,  and  the 
housing  needs  of  millions  of  fellow 
Americans  in  the  low-income  brackets, 
I  must  say  to  the  State  Department, 
“You  do  not  move  me  when  you  come 
before  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee,  as  you  did  this  morning,  and  ask 
for  funds  to  build  luxurious  embassies 
and  chanceries  in  various  places  around 
the  world.” 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  demon¬ 
strate  to  the  other  nations  of  the  world 
the  meaning  of  the  word  “economy.” 
It  is  long  past  time  for  us  to  economize 
in  some  of  our  expenditures  abroad.  We 
should  use  our  money  not  only  in  con¬ 
nection  with  reducing  our  national  debt, 
but  in  connection  with  meeting  some  of 
\±he  dire  emergency  needs  of  millions  of 
itoierican  people  right  here  at  home. 

\  intend  to  do  what  I  can  to  focus  the 
attention  of  the  American  people  on  oin/ 
own  Nlomestic  problems  in  connecti/fn 
with  appropriation  bills.  I  hope  the  .Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  when  it  naakes 
its  reports  to  the  Senate  in  the'  dying 
days  of  the\present  session,  wily  be  able 
to  demonstrate  to  us  that  thejr  have  cut 
our  foreign  expenditures  to  fcne  bone.  I 
know  what  the  lobbies  are /doing.  Some 
of  the  lobbyists  Nvant  more  and  more 
money  to  go  intoVoreign  aid,  because 
they  find  they  can  \wtKe  profits  out  of 
foreign  aid  expenditures  abroad.  In¬ 
terestingly  enoughyonukh  of  the  money 
made  in  that  way  is  tax,  exempt.  The 
way  expenditures  abroackare  manip¬ 
ulated,  they  constitute  a  tax  dodge  for 
many  companies.  They  get  it'both  ways. 
Leave  it  to  tone  lobbies  to  figure^out  ways 
and  means  to  profit.  There  is  only  one 
way  to  handle  the  problem,  tha\  is  to 
cut  to  t ne  bone  every  dollar  of  expendi¬ 
ture  2mroad,  and  return  in  January Vor 
a  complete  reevaluation  and  reap¬ 
praisal  of  our  expenditures  abroad.  Wes 
should  start  taking  care  of  some  of  our 
/own  domestic  needs.  Senators  know  very 
well  what  I  mean  when  I  speak  of  our 
own  domestic  needs.  Not  only  do  I  speak 
of  the  needs  of  slum  clearance  and  a 
crash  housing  program,  but  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  conservation  of  our  natural 
resources  for  the  benefit  of  future  gen¬ 
erations  of  American  boys  and  girls. 
Many  of  God’s  gifts  of  natural  resources 
are  in  a  deplorable  plight  because  of  in¬ 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Government. 

It  seems  easy  to  put  through  Congress 
a  bill  to  authorize,  and  then  a  bill  to 
appropriate  money  for  the  building 
abroad  of  roads,  dams,  schools,  and  many 
other  things  which  are  sorely  needed  at 
home,  and  for  which  we  cannot  have 
funds  appropriated.  We  seem  to' be  able 
to  appropriate  funds  for  building  such 
facilities  abroad. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  does  not 
take  the  position  that  a  reasonable  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  is  not  justified,  but  he 
does  take  the  position  that  we  have 
passed  the  time  when  the  foreign  aid 
program  should  be  predominantly  a 


United  States  program,  for  all  of  our- 
allies  have  the  same  stake  in  the  pre¬ 
servation  of  freedom  that  the  United 
States  has.  But  so  long  as  we  are  ;/ill- 
*  ing  to  foot  the  bill,  so  long  as  tlWcon- 
gress  acts  as  a  rubber  stamp  a ]/d  goes 
along  with  proposals  to  foot  th£  bill,  we 
can  be  sure  that  England,  Fra'nce,  West 
Germany,  Italy,  Portugal,  Australia,  New 
Zealand,  Canada,  and  other  countries 
will  let  Uncle  Sam  do  it.  / 

I  am  satisfied  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  are  thinking  about  this  problem  as 
they  have  never  thought  about  it  before, 
I  am  satisfied  that  increasing  tens  of 
thousands  of  taxpayers  in  this  country 
are  beginning  to  ask  some  very  difficult 
questions  for  tne  politicans  to  answer,  if 
they  attempt/to  answer  them  in  justifica¬ 
tion  of  their  voting  records  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  beginning  to  understand 
that  the  only  test  of  a  politician  is,  after 
all,  his  voting  record. 

Lwould  have  the  American  people  take 
a  Jong  look  at  the  voting  records  of  poli¬ 
ticians.  I  would  have  the  American  peo- 
/ pie  hold  to  political  account  candidates 
for  office  in  respect  to  their  voting 
records,  and  make  perfectly  clear  to  such 
candidates  that  the  time  has  come  for  the 
politicians  to  protect  the  economy  of  this 
country.  It  is  not  going  to  be  protected 
by  the  kind  of  legislation  which  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
this  morning.  It  is  not  going  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  by  the  shocking  waste  that  has 
honeycombed  the  foreign  aid  bills  al¬ 
ready  authorized.  Therefore,  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  has  a  very  great 
responsibility  in  the  preparation  of 
appropriation  bills  for  the  Senate  be¬ 
tween  now  and  adjournment. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  never  finds 
himself  happy  in  such  opposition  as  he 
has  expressed  again  today  to  his  admin¬ 
istration;  but  in  this  instance  his  ad¬ 
ministration  is  as  dead  wrong  as  it  was 
on  the  satellite  bill  the  other  day.  The 
people  of  my  State  did  not  send  me  to 
the  Senate  to  rubberstamp  any  admin¬ 
istration,  including  the  administration 
of  my  own  party,  if,  in  my  judgment, 
\after  study,  I  am  convinced  that  my  ad- 
nainistration  is  wrong  on  the  facts.  The 
responsibility  I  owe  to  my  people  is  to 
follow  where  the  facts  lead.  In  my  judg- 
ment\the  facts  lead  in  an  opposite  di- 
rectiorkfrom  that  of  the  administration 
on  sucnNissues  as  the  satellite  bill,  the 
foreign  aidbill,  and  the  bills  which  came 
before  the Voreign  Relations  Committee 
this  morningv 

Regardless  \>f  what  political  conse¬ 
quences  may  beSin  store  for  me  in  exer¬ 
cising  my  independent  judgment,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  follow  where  the  facts  lead.  If 
partisan  politics  ark  not  going  in  the 
same  direction,  it  is  just  too  bad  for  par¬ 
tisan  politics.  \ 


MILITARY  SERVICE  OPt  MEDICAL 
SCHOOL  GRADUATES 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
April  meeting  of  the  AssociationVf  Pro¬ 
fessors  of  Medicine,  a  great  deal  ol  time 
and  thought  was  given  to  the  present 
method  of  drafting  recent  graduates^of 
medical  school  into  the  military  service. 
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ASresolution  was  passed  embodying  the 
recommendations  of  the  Association  of 
Professors  of  Medicine. 

Mr.  jPresident,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  thaKa  copy  of  this  resolution  appear 
in  the  Record  following  my  remarks. 

There  befog  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution  by  Association  of  Professors 
of 'Medicine 

The  Association  of ^Professors  of  Medicine, 
an  organization  comprised  of  the  chairman 
of  departments  of  medicine  of  a11  accredited 
U.S.  medical  schools,  recommends  that: 

1.  Selective  service  increase  liberally  the 
number  of  young  physiciaiik who  are  de' 
ferred  from  military  service  lor  at  least  1 
additional  year  beyond  internship.  Such  a 
policy  will  allow  better  medical  hare  in  the 
approved  hospitals,  better  organisation  of 
postgraduate  training  in  medicine  and  im¬ 
proved  preparation  of  physicians  forNbetter 
general  military  practice. 

This  plan  of  an  additional  year  of  deter¬ 
ment  beyond  internship  is  not  proposed 'te 
replace  the  existing  Berry  plan,  which  allow\ 
training  of  young  physicians  for  specialty 
practice  in  the  Armed  Forces. 

2.  The  induction  date  for  military  service 
for  physicians  should  be  on  or  about  July  1 
of  each  year,  with  at  least  3  and  preferably 
6  months  preinduction  notification  period. 

3.  Because  of  the  important  responsibility 
of  its  members  in  graduate  medical  educa¬ 
tion,  the  Association  of  Professors  of  Medi¬ 
cine  should  be  represented  on  national  ad¬ 
visory  committees  dealing  with  the  distribu¬ 
tion  and  utilization  of  the  medical  man¬ 
power  of  the  Nation. 


ENLISTED  MAN’S  ARMED  FORCES 
OATH 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
received  a  copy  of  a  resolution  adopted 
recently  by  the  Queens  County  chapter  of 
the  Catholic  War  Veterans  and  passed 
unanimously  at  their  regular  chapter 
delegates  meeting  on  August  8.  This 
resolution  endorses  H.R.  218,  87th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  passed  by  the  House,  which 
would  amend  the  existing  Enlisted  Man’s 
Armed  Forces  Oath  by  adding  the 
phrase,  “to  support  and  defend  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  of  Amer-y 
ica,”  and  a  closing  phrase,  “so  help  me 
God.”  / 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  tfon- 
sent  to  have  this  resolution  printed  in 
the  Record  following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  / 

Resolution  by  Queens  County  Chapter, 
Catholic  War  VeArans 

RESOLUTION  ENDORSING  AMENDMENT  TO  THE 
enlisted  man’s  arm/d  FORCES  OATH 
Whereas  the  currents oath  being  adminis¬ 
tered  to  persons  enlisting  in  the  Armed 
Forces  includes  no  Obligation  to  support  and 
defend  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  and/o  opportunity  to  invoke  the 
help  of  Almighty  God  in  rendering  faithful 
service  in  defense  of  the  United  States;  and 
Whereas  me  words  “So  help  me  God”  are 
not  a  par y of  the  obligation  assumed  upon 
taking  the  oath:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resoled,  That  the  Queens  County  chapter 
of  tha/catholic  War  Veterans  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  Inc.,  at  a  regular  chapter 
delegates  meeting,  endorse  H.R.  218,  87th 
Congress,  as  passed  by  the  House  which 
■Amends  the  existing  law  to  include  these  im- 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 

I  send  to  the  desk  my  amendment  desig¬ 
nated  “8-20-62— F.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
on  page  56,  between  lines  2  and  3,  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  305.  (a)  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  105  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 
1964  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at 
such  level,  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  not  result  in  increasing 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of 
corn.” 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  di¬ 
rected  to  consult  and  advise  with  farmers, 
farm  organizations,  and  such  other  persons 
or  groups  of  persons  as  he  determines  con¬ 
cerning  the  need  for  new  legislation  for  feed 
grains,  to  the  extent  he  deems  such  con¬ 
sultation  and  advice  necessary  or  desirable, 
and  to  make  specific  recommendations  for 
feed  grains  in  the  form  of  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  which  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  soon  as  practicable  during  the  next 
session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  - 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 
is  there  an  amendment  pending  before 
the  Senate  at  the  present  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  is  pending. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 
may  we  have  a  vote  on  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
this  amendment  would  repeal  the 'feed 
grain  price  support  provisions  of  the 
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Agricultural  Act  of  1958  and  provide,  in¬ 
stead,  for  support  of  the  price  of  corn  at 
such  level,  not  exceeding  90  percent  of 
parity,  as  will  not  result  in  any  increase 
in  CCC  stocks.  It  would  be  effective  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1964  crop. 

The  1958  act  requires  support  for  corn, 
with  unlimited  production,  at  90  percent 
of  the  previous  3-year  average  price,  but 
not  less  than  65  percent  of  parity.  It 
also  requires  that  the  other  feed  grans 
be  supported  at  levels  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  in  relation  to  com.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  provide  for  corn  price  sup¬ 
port  at  0  to  90  percent  of  parity,  and 
at  a  level  within  that  range  which  will 
not  result  in  further  surplus  accumula¬ 
tions  by  the  Government.  Support  for 
the  other  feed  grains  would  be  discre¬ 
tionary  at  0  to  90  percent  of  parity  under 
title  III  of  the  1949  act. 

Madam  President,  although  I  am 
sorely  disappointed,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  Senate,  like  the  House,  is  not  now 
disposed  to  accept  the  very  realistic  and 
reasonable  feed  grain  program  that  I 
have  been  advocating. 

The  feed  grain  program,  which  I  had 
a  large  hand  in  devising,  put  it  squarely 
up  to  farmers  themselves  as  to  whether 
they  wished  to  accept  strict  controls  or 
whether  they  preferred  no  controls.  I 
might  remind  Senators  that  strict  con¬ 
trols  would  not  have  gone  into  effect  un¬ 
less  and  until  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
voted  in  favor  of  them. 

S.  3225,  as  passed,  was  devised  on  the 
one  hand  to  protect  fanners  if  they  so 
wished  protection,  and  on  the  other  hand 
to  protect  the  Government  whether 
farmers  did  or  did  not  wish  controls. 
The  feed  grain  program  would  have  pro¬ 
vided  for  strict  controls  with  high  price 
supports  or  no  controls  and  supports  at 
a  so-called  free  market  price  level. 
Farmers  would  have  chosen  which  route 
they  had  wanted  to  go.  The  taxpayers 
of  this  country  would  have  been  pro¬ 
tected  in  either  case  because  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  not  have  been  required 
to  purchase  and  store  huge  quantities  of 
feed  grains  which  are  not  needed  and 
cannot  be  used. 

Senators  will  remember  that  the  carry¬ 
ing  charges  on  freed  grains  and  wheat 
last  year  amounted  to  $900  million.  This 
is  an  astronomical  sum  and,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  it  is  money  that  need  not  be  spent 
by  this  Government.  Fiscal  responsi¬ 
bility  demands  that  this  Senate  protect 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  from  the 
expenditure  of  huge  sums  which  can  be 
easily  avoided. 

I  placed  information  in  the  Record 
which  shows  that  the  feed  grains  and 
wheat  programs  I  proposed,  and  the 
Senate  adopted  on  May  25,  would  have 
saved  the  taxpayers  a  billion  dollars  in 
1963.  Under  that  program,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  finally  have  been  able  to  get 
out  from  under  farm  programs  which 
have  required  the  accumulation  of  huge 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities  in 
Government  hands. 

I  am  a  realist  and  I  can  see  that  a 
program  such  as  I  envisioned  being 
placed  on  the  statute  books  is  not  now 
acceptable.  It  is  evident  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  refuses  at  this  time  to  give  farmers 
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the  chance  to  vote  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  wish  strict  controls. 

Under  these  circumstances  responsi¬ 
bility  demands  that  some  action  be 
taken  to  protect  the  taxpayers  from  the 
further  accumulation  of  excess  stocks  of 
feed  grains.  Unless  some  action  is  taken 
the  program  that  will  go  into  effect  in 
1964,  and  thereafter,  will  be  the  1958  law 
under  which  farmers  are  guaranteed 
high  price  supports  but  have  no  responsi¬ 
bility  whatsoever  regarding  production. 
In  other  words,  farmers  could  produce 
as  much  as  they  wished  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  to  buy  all  that 
would  be  produced  in  excess  of  market 
requirements.  To  me  this  is  the  height 
of  fiscal  irresponsibility.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  this  Congress  must  take  some  ac¬ 
tion  in  order  to  protect  the  taxpayers 
who,  in  my  estimation,  carry  a  heavy 
enough  load  as  it  is. 

In  early  1961  we  enacted  a  so-called 
emergency  program  for  feed  grains  to 
be  effective  for  1961,  under  which  farm¬ 
ers  were  paid  for  not  producing.  Later 
on  this  Congress  extended  the  so-called 
temporary  feed  grain  program  for  1962. 

At  the  end  of  the  first  full  year’s  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  estimates  indicate  that  the  carry¬ 
over  of  feed  grains  has  been  reduced  by 
about  12  million  tons.  If  the  same  con¬ 
ditions  prevail  this  year,  the  carryover 
will  be  reduced  by  another  12  million 
tons  in  1962.  While  this  is  a  noteworthy 
achievement,  I  feel  that  the  total  carry¬ 
over  stocks,  which  I  estimate  at  this 
time  to  be  about  61  million  tons  at  the 
end  of  1962,  is  still  too  high,  particularly 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  most  of  these 
stocks  will  be  owned  by  the  Government. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  Congress  refuses  to  give  farmers  a 
choice  as  to  whether  or  not  they  wish 
strict  controls,  I  am  proposing  first,  that 
the  so-called  emergency  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  be  extended  again  through  1963. 
If  conditions  remain  similar  to  this 
year’s,  carryover  stocks  at  the  end  of 
the  1963  marketing  year  will  be  about 
49.6  million  tons.  This  level  is  only 
slightly  higher  than  the  carryover  in 
1956,  which  amounted  to  48.8  million 
tons,  and  is  more  in  keeping  with  our 
carryover  requirements. 

While  Government  expenditures  under 
the  emergency  feed  grain  program  will 
be  higher  than  under  the  program  I  had 
previously  advocated,  there  will  still  be 
less  than  if  the  1958  act  were  again  to 
become  operative. 

Second,  in  conjunction  with  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  emergency  program  for  1963, 
I  am  also  proposing  that  for  1964  and 
thereafter  farmers  be  given  the  complete 
freedom  which  apparently  this  Congress 
wants  them  to  have.  At  the  same  time, 
I  am  assuring  that  this  Government  will 
be  protected  from  the  drain  on  tax  dol¬ 
lars  which  we  need  so  desperately  in 
other  areas. 

I  am  also  proposing  that  Government 
price  supports  for  feed  grains  be  set  at 
between  0  and  90  percent  of  parity  as¬ 
suring  that  the  Government  will  not 
have  to  take  over  excess  supplies.  I  do 
this  in  order  to  protect  the  Government 
from  the  expenditures  of  unnecessary 
dollars  spent  in  purchasing  feed  grains 


as  it  has  done  in  past  years.  Under  this 
program  farmers  will  have  complete 
freedom  to  plant  as  they  wish  and  to  sell 
as  they  wish  except  that  sales  to  the 
Government  would  be  minimized. 

This  Government  has  spent  billions  of 
dollars  in  supporting  the  price  of  feed 
grains  in  the  past  years  and  I  do  not 
propose  that  this  Government  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  expend  such  huge  sums.  In  my 
estimation  it  would  have  been  much 
preferable  had  this  Congress  seen  fit 
to  give  farmers  a  choice  as  to  whether 
or  not  they  wish  to  accept  strict  controls 
with  high  price  supports  or  no  controls 
with  low  price  supports. 

In  refusing  to  give  farmers  a  choice, 
it  appears  that  the  only  alternative  left 
is  discretionary  supports.  At  the  same 
time,  I  want  to  assure  the  taxpayers  of 
this  Nation  that  they  are  protected  fully 
in  that  the  Government  will  not  have 
to  purchase  surpluses  produced  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  our  needs.  It  appears  to  me  that 
this  is  the  only  alternative  left  for  this 
Government  to  take.  That  is  to  protect 
itself  in  the  face  of  unlimited  production. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  “8-20-62 — E’’  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  will  be  stated.  (J 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  on  page  94,  between 
lines  12  and  13  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following: 

Sec.  404.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 
Section  8c (6)  is  amended  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  (I)  thereof  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  with  respect  to  orders  applicable 
to  cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any 
form  of  marketing  promotion  including  paid 
advertising.” 

On  page  94,  line  13,  strike  out  “404” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “405”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  to 
the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Michigan  was 
agreed  to  unanimously  by  the  Senate 
when  the  bill  (S.  3225)  was  considered 
by  the  Senate  in  May.  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  to 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fitlbright]  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment  which  was  also  agreed  to 
unanimously  by  the  Senate  when  S.  3225 
was  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Metcalf  in  the  chair) .  The  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  on  page  91,  line  21, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  word 
“and”. 


On  page  91,  line  24,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”. 

-On  page  91,  between  lines  24  and  25, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

(5)  By  adding  at  tbe  end  thereof  a  new 
section  as  follows : 

“Sec,  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the 
term  ‘farmers’  shall  be  deemed  to  include 
persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or  who,  with 
assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend 
to  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term 
‘farming’  shall  be  deemed  to  include  fish 
farming.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  to 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  last 
month  I  offered  an  amendment  that 
would  restore  to  the  bill  a  provision 
contained  in  the  House  bill  relating  to 
the  support  price  for  corn  in  1964.  The 
amendment  was  designated  as  “8-3-62 — 
A.”  I  offered  the  amendment  because  if 
the  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  had 
been  passed,  after  1964  the  support  price 
for  corn  would  be  cut  back  to  about  54 
percent  of  parity  based  upon  the  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  3  previous  years.  We  know 
that  the  support  price  for  corn  has  been 
very  expensive.  It  has  reduced  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  corn.  The  total  utilization 
of  corn  increased  1,112  million  bushels 
in  the  5  years  since  1956,  whereas  it  de¬ 
clined  48  million  bushels  in  the  6  years 
from  1950  to  1956. 

However,  the  Senate  has  just  agreed  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  which 
would  repeal  the  1958  act  with  respect 
to  feed  grains.  The  support  price  of 
feed  grains  under  that  act,  as  I  recall, 
would  be  higher  than  under  the  present 
emergency  act.  We  would  go  back  to 
the  1958  situation  when  there  were  no 
controls  whatever.  It  would  be  a  more 
expensive  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  yes.  The  1958 
act  provided  for  unlimited  production 
with  a  guaranteed  price  support. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  sent  to  the  desk  in 
July  an  amendment  relating  to  wheat, 
designated  “7-23-62 — A.”  I  call  up  that 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  at  the  end  of  sub¬ 
title  B  of  title  in  of  the  bill,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

Sec.  .  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  effective  with  the  1964  crop  of 
wheat  by  striking  therefrom  the  following: 
“The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
for  any  year  shall  be  not  less  than  fifty-five 
million  acres.” 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
farm  bill  of  1949,  to  which  I  referred 
yesterday,  was  what  we  called  a  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  rigid  support  price  program. 
It  required  a  75 -percent  support  price 
for  wheat.  Later  we  fixed  the  minimum 
acreage  of  wheat  at  55  million  acres. 

As  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  in  recent 
years  the  per  acre  production  has  been 
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more  than  twice  what  it  was  when 
the  acreage  was  fixed  at  55  million  acres. 

The  program  has  been  very  expensive. 
The  use  of  wheat  for  feed  has  declined 
from  150  million  bushels  a  year  to  less 
that  50  million. 

We  have  been  exporting  wheat  under 
the  provisions  of  Public  Law  480.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  said  that 
that  program  has  cost  us  almost  $7 
billion  in  soft  currency  for  surpluses. 
Then  we  financed  the  export  of  wheat 
with  sound  money  at  65  cents  a  bushel. 
We  have  given  away  abroad  some  of  the 
soft  currency  received  in  the  exportation 
of  wheat.  The  CCC  has  a  total  of  $2,124 
million  invested  in  wheat  and  loans  out¬ 
standing  in  the  amount  of  $392  million. 

I  should  like  to  state  what  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  do.  After  1963  there  would 
be  no  minimum  wheat  acreage  at  all. 
If  there  is  a  support  price,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  would  fix  the  acre¬ 
age  so  that  the  program  would  not  be 
as  expensive  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 
The  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  handling  the  bill  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  told  me  yesterday  that 
he  did  not  personally  have  any  objec¬ 
tion  to  my  amendment,  because  it 
would  be  a  move  in  the  direction 
of  reduced  costs  of  the  uncontrol¬ 
lable  surplus  which  we  have  had  in  the 
past,  and  also  would  return  our  farmers 
to  a  program  of  private  enterprise.  We 
know  that  when  we  were  not  placing  one 
red  cent  of  subsidy  behind  the  wheat 
farmers,  they  not  only  produced  enough 
wheat  to  feed  our  Nation,  but  also  ex¬ 
ported  about  20  percent  of  what  they 
produced.  Each  year  wheat  was  ex¬ 
ported  abroad  for  sound  money.  Now 
we  export  none  of  it  for  sound  money. 
We  subsidize  wheat  at  65  cents  a  bushel. 
In  effect  we  are  giving  away  a  great  deal 
of  it  and  still  have  on  hand  more  than 
we  know  what  to  do  with.  The  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  said  that  the  Senate 
would  not  agree  to  my  amendment.  I 
cannot  be  too  sure  that  the  Senate  will. 
I  offer  the  amendment  and  ask  for  a 
vote  on  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
hesitate  to  oppose  my  good  friend  from 
Virginia  on  this  amendment.  We  have 
a  wheat  section  which  will  have  almost 
the  same  effect.  The  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  is  more  or  less  in  conflict  with  the 
wheat  provision  which  the  committee 
adopted.  Under  the  wheat  provision 
contained  in  the  bill,  the  minimum 
amount  of  wheat  to  be  produced  per 
year  will  be  a  billion  bushels.  By  the 
adoption  of  the  wheat  amendment  as 
incorporated  in  the  bill  it  will  accomplish 
about  the  same  thing  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Virignia  would 
accomplish.  I  compliment  him  on  pre¬ 
senting  the  amendment,  which  almost 
fits  in  with  the  provision  we  now  have  in 
the  bill.  I  can  assure  the  Senator  that 
the  language  in  the  bill  will  accomplish 
what  he  is  seeking  to  do  with  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  am  gratified 
that  we  are  making  some  move  toward 
saving  some  money,  whether  by  my 


amendment  or  by  what  is  in  the  bill.  I 
am  glad  that  we  are  headed  for  some 
improvement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  just  come  in. 
I  understand  that  an  amendment  was 
adopted  a  few  minutes  ago  without  a  roll- 
call  which  would  have  the  effect  of  re¬ 
pealing  the  support  prices  for  corn  under 
the  1958  act,  which  is  the  law  now  in 
effect,  and  substituting  supports  for  corn 
at  0  to  90  percent  of  parity.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  amendment 
which  has  been  adopted  would  repeal 
that  part  of  the  1958  act  which  fixes  a 
support  price  at  90  percent  for  the  last  3 
years  average  or  65  percent  of  parity, 
whichever  is  higher,  and  in  lieu  of  that 
we  have  provided  support  prices  from 
0  to  90  percent. 

Mr.  COOPER.  May  I  ask  what  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is?  What  is 
the  Senator  seeking  to  accomplish  by 
the  amendment?  I  ask  the  question  for 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  have  in  the  bill 
now,  adopted  by  the  committee,  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  emergency  program  for 
one  more  year,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
emergency  there  would  be  no  price  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  except  from  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent,  and  production,  of  course,  under 
that  provision  would  be  unlimited. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  would  become 
effective  in  1964? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  know  the  purpose  of 
the  chairman,  as  he  made  very  clear  yes¬ 
terday  on  the  floor,  is  to  secure,  if  pos¬ 
sible,  enactment  next  year  of  a  compul¬ 
sory  feed  grain  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  What  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  desires  to 
do,  and  many  Members  of  the  Senate  de¬ 
sire  to  do,  is  to  repeal  the  law  which  to¬ 
day  allows  unlimited  production  in  com 
and  other  feed  grains  and  sorghums  and 
barley,  without  any  limitation  as  to  the 
acreage. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  believe  the 
chairman  would  intend  it,  but  does  life 
anticipate  or  foresee  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  would  have  the  power — if 
he  desire  to  use  it — to  fix  the  support 
price  on  com,  under  his  amendment  per¬ 
mitting  support  from  0  to  90  percent,  at 
such  a  low  figure  that  would  have  the 
effect  of  forcing  farmers  to  adopt  the 
compulsory  feed  grain  program? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  would  not. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Does  the  chairman 
expect  that  to  happen? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  expect 
that  at  all,  for  the  reason  that  in  fix¬ 
ing  the  support  price  the  Secretary  will 
have  the  authority  to  fix  it  at  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  90  percent  of  parity  price  there¬ 
for  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not 
result  in  increasing  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  com.  In 
other  words,  that  is  the  goal  that  he 
must  reach.  Any  price  support  that  he 
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fixes  must  not  result  in  an  increase  of 
the  surplus  of  corn. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  will  explain  my  rea¬ 
son  for  asking  the  question.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  knows  that  many  of  us  do  not  sup¬ 
port  a  compulsory  feed  grain  control 
program.  For,  as  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  said  yesterday,  we 
do  not  know  what  the  situation  will  be  a 
year  from  now,  or  2  years  from  now, 
with  respect  to  supplies  of  feed  grain. 

Whatever  their  volume  or  value  may 
be  then,  it  is  a  fact  that  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  use,  present  stocks  of  feed  grains 
represent  about  a  5 -month  supply 
or  possibly  6-month  supply.  Beyond 
that  fact,  many  of  us  have  thought  that 
to  pass  a  compulsory  feed  grain  control 
bill,  which  might  deny  farmers  the  right 
to  raise  feed  for  the  livestock  on  their 
own  farms,  would  be  a  radical  depar¬ 
ture  in  farm  legislation. 

We  have  considered  that  it  might  be 
much  better  to  have  a  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  the  Government 
would  continue  to  make  some  payments 
to  farmers,  rather  than  to  place  every 
crop  in  the  United  States  under  Federal 
controls.  I  do  not  want  to  see  that  hap¬ 
pen. 

I  believe  there  are  some  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  according  to 
the  testimony  we  heard  this  year  and 
last  year,  who  want  to  place  every  crop 
in  this  country  under  some  kind  of  Fed¬ 
eral  controls-— and  ultimately,  over  live¬ 
stock.  This  viewpoint  came  out  clearly 
in  hearings  before  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  in  1961. 

The  question  I  ask  about  this  amend¬ 
ment — and  I  know  the  chairman  will 
speak  clearly  about  it — is  whether  he  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
or  his  Department  would  use  the  power 
of  setting  feed  grain  supports  between 
0  and  90  percent  of  parity  to  lower 
supports,  so  that  it  would  have  the  effect 
of  forcing  farmers  to  vote  for  a  com¬ 
pulsory  control  program  because  there 
would  be  no  workable  alternative  to  pro¬ 
tect  them  in  any  way  except  such  a  con¬ 
trol  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No ;  I  do  not  believe 
that  at  all.  To  begin  with,  the  machin¬ 
ery  to  bring  anything  like  that  about  is 
not  available.  The  Secretary  would  have 
no  right  under  the  law  or  under  any  past 
laws  to  put  acreage  controls  into  effect. 
That  is  what  the  Senator  is  interested 
in. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  believe  the  Senator 
has  expressed  his  view. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Secretary  could 
fix  the  price  support  at  5  percent  of 
parity  or  80  percent  of  parity,  but  he 
cannot  put  acreage  controls  into  effect. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  Secretary  fixed 
feed  grain  supports  at  5  percent,  and  as 
a  result  a  flood  of  feed  grains  was  pro¬ 
duced,  the  price  would  drop,  and  the 
situation  that  would  develop  might  force 
the  farmers  to  take  something  they  do 
not  want. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  knows 
that  the  only  time  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  be  called  upon  to  do 
that  would  be  to  assist  in  raising  the 
price  of  the  crop.  However  I  go  back 
to  the  proposition  that  by  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  the  Secretary  of 
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Agriculture  would  have  no  right  what¬ 
ever  in  any  manner  to  control  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  corn  or  other  feed  grains,  or 
limiting  acres. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  time  comes 
when  farmers  have  to  vote  upon  the  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grain  control  proposal,  I 
would  like  to  know  a  woi’kable  alterna¬ 
tive  is  preserved  in  the  basic  law.  In 
1958,  when  the  farm  bill  was  before  us 
that  year,  much  of  it  marked  a  radical 
departure,  in  the  sense  that  it  departed 
from  the  old  parity  concept.  At  that 
time  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  offered  an  amendment, 
which  maintained  the  parity  concept,  to 
provide  a  feed  grain  program  under 
which  each  farmer  could  choose  to  ex¬ 
pand  his  acreage  at  a  somewhat  lower 
level  of  supports.  I  voted  for  it.  His 
amendment  was  defeated,  but  at  least  it 
offered  farmers  a  choice.  The  bill  which 
was  passed  in  1958  provided  for  a  refer¬ 
endum  to  continue  corn  allotments  with 
75  to  90  percent  support  for  cooperators, 
or  to  abandon  corn  allotments  and  pro¬ 
vide  supports  for  all  corn  at  90  percent  of 
the  3-year  market  price  or  65  percent  of 
parity,  whichever  was  higher.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  of  the  1958  act,  corn  allotments 
with  75  percent  supports  were  defeated 
in  the  referendum,  and  that  helped  to 
produce  the  present  surpluses. 

I  should  like  to  see  something  pro¬ 
vided  on  the  order  of  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  in  1958.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
has  said  that  the  0  to  90  percent  of  parity 
would  give  some  protection  to  corn  grow¬ 
ers.  I  am  not  so  sure.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  sincere,  but  I 
do  not  favor  giving  this  authority  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understood  the 
chairman  to  say  yesterday  that  it  will 
be  his  intention  in  January  to  call  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
into  session  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
testimony  from  persons  engaged  in  the 
feed  -and  grain  business  and  also  from 
the  Department  of  Justice  in  order  to 
perfect  a  new  feed  grain  program.  As 
I  understand,  the  bill  before  us  is  at 
best  a  stopgap  measure.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  expects  Congress  to  take 
affirmative  action  next  year.  Is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  the 
proposal  would  lead  to.  I  am  hopeful 
that  it  will  be  possible  to  hold  hearings 
not  only  on  com,  but  also  dairying  dur¬ 
ing  the  early  part  of  next  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Section  (b)  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment  provides  for  that 
very  thing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  as  I  make  some  comments. 

I  have  heard  from  the  wheatgrowers 
and  the  livestock  and  poultry  feeders  of 
my  section  of  the  country,  which  encom¬ 
passes  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon. 
They  are  pointing  out  that  based  on  the 
Kansas  City  market,  for  example,  and 
eliminating  the  freight  differential, 
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which  is  always  a  handicap  to  us,  feed 
grain  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  costing 
them  from  $7  to  $10  a  ton  more  than  it 
costs  in  Kansas  City,  and  that  this  is 
bound  to  exterminate  many  feeders  in 
the  Northwest.  They  cannot  wait  until 
the  next  session  of  Congress. 

I  believe  they  are  trying  to  solve  this 
problem  with  the  help  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  in  the  hope  that  some 
relief  can  be  provided.  Much  milo  and 
other  feed  grains  should  go  to  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  but  the  storage  people 
are  doing  everything  they  can  to  block 
its  movement.  I  did  not  know  that  the 
objective  of  the  farm  program  was  to 
enable  the  storage  people  to  make  profits. 
I  thought  "the  objective  was  to  dispose 
of  surplus  grain.  There  is  a  great  need 
for  surplus  grain  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  It  is  all  tied  up  with  this  version 
of  the  bill,  so  the  wheatgrowers  and 
feeders  of  my  section  of  the  country  have 
told  me  in  the  last  24  hours.  So  I  wish 
to  lay  this  problem  before  the  Senate, 
make  the  legislative  history,  and  get  the 
comments  of  any  Senator  who  wishes  to 
make  the  legislative  history,  particularly 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  wheatgrowers  and  feeders  in  my 
section  of  the  country  say,  “Well,  a  large 
amount  of  barley,  which  has  been  cut  out 
of  the  program,  is  being  exported.”  It 
surely  is.  We  ought  to  be  praised  for 
that.  It  is  desirable  to  export  barley. 
But  if  we  were  not  exporting  barley,  our 
feeders  could  not  buy  barley,  because 
they  could  not  afford  to  buy  it  at  sup¬ 
port  prices.  So  that,  again,  would  help 
the  storage  people. 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  to  me  in 
the  last  24  hours  that  I  elicit  from  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  a  legislative 
history  on  this  phase  of  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram,  for  it  appears  now  that  there  will 
not  be  an  adequate  control  system  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill.  There  is  to  be  a  wheat 
program  which  will  be  better  than 
nothing,  but  far  short  of  the  two-price 
wheat  program,  as  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  done  a  masterful 
job,  and  for  which  we  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  are  indebted  to  him.  I  think 
it  is  perfectly  clear  from  the  record  that 
if  he  had  his  way  now,  he  would  stand 
just  where  he  has  been  standing  with 
respect  to  this  question;  but  he  has  an 
almost  impossible  task,  as  the  manager 
of  the  bill,  to  have  some  measure  passed 
by  the  Senate  which  will  at  least  provide 
some  protection  to  agriculture. 

But  the  wheatgrowers  in  my  region 
are  asking  me  why  it  is  not  possible  to 
include  in  the  bill  a  provision,  or  at  least 
to  make  a  legislative  history,  which 
would  permit  the  practice  that  I  now  de¬ 
scribe;  namely,  of  permitting  that 
amount  of  wheat  acreage  that  goes  out 
of  production,  so  far  as  feed  wheat  and 
export  wheat  are  concerned,  to  be 
planted,  with  no  supports,  in  feed  grain, 
so  as  to  help  make  available  in  our  part 
of  the  country  a  supply  of  feed  grain  for 
the  feeders  of  both  livestock  and  poultry. 
I  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana;  Is  such 
a  suggestion  at  all  reasonable? 

I  see  no  reason  why  acreage  should  be 
permitted  to  be  planted  in  barley  on  the 
assumption  that  it  will  be  used  for  feed 


grain,  when  actually  it  will  not  be  used 
for  feed  grain,  because  it  will  be  exported 
or  placed  in  storage,  since  the  support 
price  makes  it  too  expensive  to  be  used 
as  feed  grain  in  my  part  of  the  country 
in  competition  with  feed  grain  marketed 
at  Kansas  City  and  other  Midwest  cities 
at  from  $7  to  $10  a  ton  cheaper  than 
our  feeders  can  buy  their  grain. 

If  some  of  the  acres  in  our  section  of 
the  country  that  are  not  to  be  covered 
by  support  prices  could  be  planted  in 
wheat  to  be  used  as  feed,  that  might  be 
of  some  help.  I  do  not  know  whether  it 
will  solve  the  problem  at  all,  but  I  am 
grasping  at  straws  to  be  of  help  to  the 
feeders  of  my  section  of  the  country, 
because  the  evidence  we  have  filed  with 
the  Department  of  Justice  is,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  unanswerable.  It  is  evidence  pro¬ 
vided  by  research  studies  made  by 
Oregon  State  University,  at  Corvallis, 
and  by  Washington  State  College.  They 
are  impartial  studies  prepared  by  men 
who  know  the  grain  business  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  they  bear  out 
what  I  have  said  in  my  statement  this 
morning ;  namely,  that  the  feeders  in  the 
Northwest  cannot  compete  with  the 
feeders  of  the  Middle  West  because  of 
the  differential  in  the  price  of  grain. 
The  answer  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 
freight  differential,  because  that  even 
compounds  their  problem. 

So  I  ask  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee:  What  would  be  wrong  with  allowing 
some  of  the  acreage  that  is  to  be  taken 
out  of  production  to  be  planted  in 
wheat,  but  only  for  feed  grain  use? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  I  am  very 
sympathetic  to  the  problem  which  the 
Senator  has  laid  before  the  Senate.  In 
order  to  be  of  assistance,  as  he  remem¬ 
bers,  when  we  included  the  compulsory 
feed  grain  provision,  we  had  a  section 
which  provided  an  interchange  between 
corn  and  wheat  that  could  be  used  for 
feed.  Unfortunately,  since  we  were  un¬ 
able  to  pass  the  original  title  pertaining 
to  com  and  other  feed  grains — that  is,  to 
make  them  compulsory — that  provision 
was  stricken  from  the  bill.  I  regret  that 
very  much.  But  I  want  to  give  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  assurance  that  in  the 
amendment  which  was  adopted  we  are 
providing  some  relief,  for  in  it  there  is  a 
section  which  invites  those  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  de¬ 
scribed  to  contact  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  in  the  hope  that  some 
remedial  legislation  can  be  enacted  come 
January. 

I  wish  to  give  my  assurance  that  I 
shall  do  all  I  can  to  alleviate  the  situa¬ 
tion  the  Senator  from  Oregon  complains 
about.  Of  course  he  realizes  that  our 
great  difficulty  at  the  moment  is  that  we 
have  so  much  wheat  in  surplus  now,  and 
also  so  much  of  feed  grains,  that  to  per¬ 
mit  the  planting  of  more  in  another  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  might  do  violence 
to  the  program. 

As  I  have  said,  I  am  very  sympathetic 
with  what  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
suggesting;  and,  come  January,  I  am 
very  hopeful  of  being  able  to  present  to 
the  Senate  a  bill  which  may  correct  the 
situation  about  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  complains. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  re¬ 
lief  just  means  economic  survival  for  the 
feeders  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  I  can¬ 
not  justify  not  doing  everything  I  can  at 
this  session  to  try  to  provide  them  with 
some  relief.  If  the  acres  I  am  talking 
about  are  allowed  to  be  planted  to  non¬ 
support  wheat,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  will  increase  our  wheat  surplus,  be¬ 
cause  the  support  price  could  not  be  used 
for  that  wheat.  It  would  be  economically 
impossible  for  the  support  price  to  be 
used  for  it,  because  they  could  not  get 
their  money  back.  But  without  this  re¬ 
lief,  they  will  have  to  go  out  of  the  feed 
business. 

The  situation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
is  that  the  feeders  are  being  shipped  into 
the  Midwest,  where  the  price  of  grain  is 
low,  because  we  cannot  get  the  relief  to 
which  we  believe  we  are  entitled. 

We  are  accustomed  to  beiug  an  eco¬ 
nomic  colony  of  the  East  and  the  Mid¬ 
west;  we  have  had  that  experience  for 
decades  and  decades.  But  the  people  of 
my  part  of  the  country  want  an  eman¬ 
cipation  proclamation  by  means  of  this 
part  of  the  bill.  We  are  fed  up  with  be¬ 
ing  economic  colonists  of  the  Midwest 
and  the  East.  We  want  our  economic  in¬ 
dependence;  and  we  think  we  should  be 
allowed  on  an  economic  basis  to  raise  our 
own  feed,  to  be  fed  to  our  own  feeders, 
for  consumption  in  our  own  section  of  the 
country.  We  can  raise  the  meat  that  is 
needed  for  the  west  coast.  But  what  is 
happening?  Meat  is  being  imported,  to 
feed  the  people  in  Oregon,  Washington, 
Idaho,  and  California;  and  much  of  that 
meat  is  in  the  form  of  our  finished 
feeders,  which  have  been  sent  to  the 
Midwest  feeding  lots,  because  this  un¬ 
justifiable  economic  discrimination 
against  my  section  of  the  country  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  continue. 

I  am  fighting  here  today  to  get  an 
emancipation  proclamation  insofar  as 
our  farmers  are  concerned,  so  they  no 
longer  will  be  the  economic  colonists 
of  the  Midwest  and  the  East.  I  do  not 
understand  why  Congress  insists  upon 
imposing  this  kind  of  economic  injustice 
upon  my  section  of  the  country.  I  do 
not  see  why  the  people  of  California, 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho  have  to 
ship  their  feeders  to  the  Midwest,  to  be 
fattened  and  slaughtered,  and  then 
shipped  back  to  the  west  coast,  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  meat  supply  for  the  people  of  our 
section  of  the  country,  when  we  have  in 
our  section  of  the  country  the  greatest 
herds  in  the  country.  This  simply  is 
not  right  or  just. 

If  we  can  say  to  the  feeders  and  to 
the  wheat  growers  of  my  section  of  the 
country,  “Here  are  so  many  thousands 
of  acres  of  wheat  land  which  do  not  fall 
within  the  wheat  program.  You  cannot 
get  the  support  price  for  wheat  grown 
on  them;  but  if  you  want  to  grow  wheat 
on  them,  instead  of  growing  something 
else  on  them  or  instead  of  letting  them 
lie  barren  and  take  a  Soil  Bank  payment 
for  them,  we  will  let  you  raise  your  own 
feed  grains  on  them.  You  will  not  get 
any  support  money  for  it,  but  you  can 
use  the  wheat  to  feed  to  your  own  feed¬ 
ers,”  what  could  possibly  be  wrong  with 
that,  unless  we  wish  to  say  that  as  a 
matter  of  policy  we  are  going  to  penal¬ 


ize  the  Pacific  Northwest.  But,  Mr. 
President,  that  cannot  be  justified. 
That  injustice  has  been  too  long  en¬ 
dured  by  the  people  of  my  section  of  the 
country. 

I  want  to  work  with  this  administra¬ 
tion,  and  I  want  to  help  this  adminis¬ 
tration  pass  sound  legislation.  But  I  am 
not  going  to  sit  here  and  support  this 
administration  in  the  perpetuation  of 
economic  injustice  against  the  people  of 
Oregon.  I  simply  am  not  going  to  do  it; 
and  I  think  this  is  a  place  where  justice 
can  be  worked  out,  and  I  think  the  feed¬ 
ers  of  Oregon  are  entitled  to  an  arrange¬ 
ment  which  will  assure  them  a  supply 
of  feed  grains  to  be  used  in  the  Oregon 
feed  lots,  without  having  to  pay  $7  to 
$10  a  ton  more  than  feeders  in  Iowa, 
Illinois,  Kansas,  and  the  feeding  lot 
areas  in  that  part  of  the  country  have 
to  pay.  So  I  am  pleading  for  only 
simple  justice. 

We  have  been  trying  to  work  out  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  an  ar¬ 
rangement  by  means  of  which  it  will 
release  some  of  the  great  quantities  of 
milo  in  the  Midwest  storage  bins,  to  help 
produce  the  needed  supply  of  meat.  But 
we  are  told  that  the  storage  people 
would  raise  holy  Ned  if  such  a  program 
were  followed. 

So  today  I  ask,  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  whom  are  we  trying  to  help? 
The  farmers  or  the  storage  profiteers? 
I  should  think  we  would  have  had  our 
belly  full — and  I  am  sorry  to  use  that 
phrase,  but  it  is  so  descriptive  and  so 
apropos  that  I  do  use  it — of  storage 
scandals.  I  should  think  the  Sol  Estes 
case  would  be  enough.  The  reason  why 
such  a  scandal  developed  is  that  the 
Government  has  been  aiding  the  storage 
people,  not  the  farmers.  I  want  to  get 
this  feed  out  of  storage  and  into  human 
stomachs  and  into  the  stomachs  of  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry,  so  that,  in  turn,  there 
can  be  a  meat  supply  for  human  con¬ 
sumption.  I  also  wish  to  point  out  that 

1  do  not  think  we  have  yet  scratched  the 
surface  of  the  export  market,  insofar  as 
the  export  of  meat  is  concerned. 

So  there  simply  cannot  be  any  justifi¬ 
cation  for  keeping  the  grain  in  storage, 
where  much  of  it  will  spoil.  Certainly 
a  study  needs  to  be  made  of  the  spoilage 
which  occurs  in  connection  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  storage  program.  It  should 
not  be  allowed  to  spoil  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  storage  bins.  It  should  go  into 
empty  human  stomachs  around  the 
world;  and  it  should  also  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  farmers  in  parts  of  the  country, 
such  as  the  Pacific  Northwest,  which  are 
being  economically  discriminated  against 
because  they  are  not  allowed  to  compete 
on  an  “equal  shake”  basis  with  the  feed¬ 
ers  in  the  Midwest. 

That  is  the  problem.  All  I  can  do  is 
raise  it  here.  There  is  no  question  about 
the  soundness  of  the  facts  on  which  I 
rely,  because  the  conclusions  reached  in 
the  studies  by  the  agricultural  depart¬ 
ments  of  Oregon  and  Washington,  to 
which  I  have  referred  today,  have  not 
been  answered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  cannot  be  answered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  because 

2  plus  2  still  makes  4,  no  matter  what 
kind  of  rationalization  the  Department 


of  Agriculture  wishes  to  give  for  a  con¬ 
tinuance  of  this  discriminatory  policy. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
knows  how  appreciative  I  am  of  the 
agricultural  statesmanship  he  demon¬ 
strates  every  time  we  have  an  agricul¬ 
tural  bill  before  us.  But  I  would  be  less 
than  honest  if  I  did  not  say  that  many 
of  the  feeders  in  Oregon  cannot  wait 
until  January;  by  January,  many  of 
them  will  be  dead  broke  and  out  of 
business.  Now  is  the  time  for  this  ad¬ 
ministration  to  write  into  this  bill  some 
protection  which  will  give  Oregon  feed¬ 
ers  an  equal  competitive  “break”  with 
feeders  in  the  Midwest.  We  are  not  ask¬ 
ing  for  more;  but  we  are  asking  for  that. 
Until  that  is  done,  in  my  judgment  the 
Oregon  feeders  will  remain  the  economic 
colonists  of  the  feeders  in  the  Midwest 
and  the  East;  and  that  cannot  be  justi¬ 
fied. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment,  “8- 
20-62— D.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
on  page  49,  beginning  in  line  1,  after  the 
period,  to  strike  out  all  through  line  5. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  this  is  the  appropriate  time 
to  call  up  the  amendment  since  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  just  adopted  an  amendment 
which  would  repeal  the  1958  act  placing 
a  minimum  price  support  on  corn  at  65 
percent  of  parity. 

It  has  been  very  difficult  for  me  to  be 
on  the  floor  during  the  consideration  of 
this  farm  bill.  All  day  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  has 
been  taking  final  action  on  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill,  and  I  am  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  that 
committee,  so  I  feel  I  must  be  there. 
But  the  amendment  I  am  calling  up 
would  repeal  this  provision  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  law,  a  provision  that  was  put  in  the 
law  about  2  years  ago,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

Price  support  for  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  shall  be  made  available  on  not  to 
exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  1963 
acreage  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
of  each  eligible  farm  based  on  its  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
acreage. 

Previous  to  that  provision,  the  pro¬ 
gram  provided  price  supports  on  feed 
grains  and  other  grains  on  the  amount 
actually  produced  by  the  farmer.  This 
language  provides  the  farmer  can  receive 
price  supports  on  only  his  average  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  previous  2  years. 

Let  me  illustrate  how  it  works  in  my 
State.  Last  year  we  had  a  severe 
drought.  In  much  of  the  area  there 
was  practically  no  crop  at  all.  Thus  the 
average  yield  was  greatly  reduced.  This 
year  we  have  a  good  crop.  So  the  farm¬ 
ers  find  themselves  able  to  get  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  only  about  half  of  their  feed 
grain  production.  They  feel  it  is  unfair. 
I  believe  it  is  unfair.  It  is  particularly 
unfair  since  price  supports  have  been 
reduced  from  65  to  90  percent  of  Rarity 
to  zero  to  90  percent  of  parity  under  an 
amendment  just  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  a  good  deal  of  merit  to  what  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  has  said. 
Since  the  provision  that  his  amendment 
strikes  from  the  committee  amendment 
is  in  the  House  bill,  the  provision  will 
be  in  conference,  and  I  am  willing  to 
accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
order  to  bring  about  the  appropriate 
parliamentary  situation,  I  move  to  re¬ 
consider  the  votes  on  all  amendments 
to  the  committee  amendment  which  have 
been  agreed  to.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendments  be  considered 
en  bloc  for  purposes  of  reconsideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  all  amendments  will  be  recon¬ 
sidered  en  bloc - 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  reserves  the 
right  to  object. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  earlier  I 
questioned  the  amendment  which  has 
been  voted  on,  to  change  price  supports 
for  feed  grains  from  65  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  to  a  new  standard  of  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  I  would  like  to  have  the 
vote  on  that  amendment  reconsidered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  votes 
on  all  other  amendments  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  which  have  been 
agreed  to,  except  the  Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  56,  after  line  2,  be  recon¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  Ellen¬ 
der  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to  be  recon¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  lay  on  the  table  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
withhold  my  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  recognize  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to.  I  was  not  here  at  the  time,  and  very 
few  Senators  were  here.  There  was  no 
debate  on  the  amendment,  which  was 
not  available  until  today,  and  no  rollcall. 

I  raised  questions  regarding  the 
amendment,  as  soon  as  I  heard  the 
amendment  was  passed  by  voice  vote 
and  they  appear  to  me  to  have  some 
importance.  I  oppose  the  compulsory 
feed  grain  control  program,  for  these 
reasons : 

First,  I  do  not  thing  there  is  any  need 
for  it.  There  are  no  great  supplies  on 
hand,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  volume 
of  feed  grain  used  each  year — 5  or  6 


month’s  supplies.  Second,  the  control 
program  would  deny  some  farmers  the 
right  to  raise  feed  grains  on  their  own 
land  to  feed  their  stock  which  would  be 
a  radical  departure.  Third,  the  control 
program  could  lead  to  controls  over  live¬ 
stock  production.  It  might  not  happen, 
but  raises  that  possibility. 

If  the  compulsory  feed  grain  program 
becomes  law,  it  would  mean  that  prac¬ 
tically  every  farm  crop  would  be  under 
some  type  of  Government  control,  and 
every  farmer  engaged  in  a  Government 
farm  program. 

I  know  there  will  be  time  during  the 
next  year  to  consider  a  revised  feed 
grain  program.  I  know  I  do  not  have 
to  tell  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
of  my  high  regard  for  him,  for  his 
thoroughness  and  fairness.  I  hope  he 
will  hold  three  or  four  hearings  or  more 
over  the  country,  as  was  done  in  1947,  to 
ascertain  the  views  of  farmers,  and  to  de¬ 
termine  if  there  is  some  way  of  meeting 
the  feed  grain  problem  other  than  by 
the  compulsory  program  which  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  desires,  and 
something  better  than  the  present  pro¬ 
gram.  I  want  to  see  a  change  in  the 
present  program,  but  we  cannot  assume 
that  farmers  and  farm  organizations 
over  the  country  have  no  ideas  on  the 
problem. 

What  has  all  this  to  do  with  my  mo¬ 
tion  that  the  vote  on  the  amendment 
be  reconsidered?  What  I  have  said  is 
relevant,  for  I  believe  the  authority  to 
fix  price  supports  at  from  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  provided  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  by  the  amendment,  could  give 
him  the  power — in  fact  require  him — to 
fix  price  supports  at  such  a  low  figure, 
that  it  would  have  the  effect  of  forcing 
the  farmers  to  take  a  program  they  did 
not  want.  For  the  amendment  provides 
that  he  must  fix  supports — 0  to  90 
percent — at  such  a  figure  as  would  not 
increase  CCC  stocks.  This  would  force 
him  to  lower  supports  radically.  I  do 
not  think  my  argument  is  technical;  I 
think  it  is  fundamental. 

The  Secretary,  is  firmly  wedded  to 
compulsory  programs.  I  know  Mr.  Wil¬ 
lard  Cochrane,  his  assistant,  who  came 
with  him  to  our  committee,  is  firmly 
wedded  to  compulsory  control  programs. 
They  so  testified.  The  amendment,  au¬ 
thorizing  price  supports  at  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent,  accompanied  by  the  provision  that 
such  price  support  level  must  not  add  to 
stocks,  would  require  the  Secretary  and 
others  who  are  wedded  to  the  idea  of 
a  compulsory  feed  grain  program,  to  fix 
price  supports  at  such  a  low  level  that 
the  farmers  might  be  forced  to  vote  for 
a  compulsory  feed  grain  program. 

I  think,  in  all  fairness  to  the  farmers, 
we  should  take  the  possibility  I  have 
mentioned  into  account. 

I  am  afraid  the  Senate  will  take  this 
amendment.  It  has  already  taken  it. 
I  am  not  complaining.  No  quorum  was 
called  on  it  following  the  quorum  on 
taking  up  the  farm  bill.  I  understand 
there  was  no  debate  on  the  amendment, 
and  no  rollcall  vote.  But,  if  the  vote  is 
reconsidered — and  I  would  like  to  have  it 
reconsidered — I  want  to  be  recorded  as 
voting  against  the  amendment  for  the 
reasons  I  have  given,  and  give  other 


Senators  the  same  chance.  Then,  if  the 
Senate  wants  to  approve  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  will  be  the  Senate’s  judgment. 

I  move  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  going  to  withdraw  the  motion  to 
reconsider.  Before  I  do  so,  in  order  that 
we  may  accommodate  Senators  who  wish 
to  make  some  comment,  I  withhold. 
Other  Senators  are  interested.  I  shall 
withdraw  the  motion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
particularly  worried  about  how  to  con¬ 
trol  surpluses  of  feed  grains  2  or  3  years 
from  now.  What  concerns  me  most  is 
whether  we  shall  have  enough  feed  grain 
production  in  the  country  to  meet  the 
demand  both  here  and  abroad.  The 
demand  for  feed  grains  is  growing  by 
leaps  and  bounds.  People  all  over  the 
world  are  demanding  finished  beef  now, 
and  that  requires  feed  grains.  Our  own 
population  is  increasing  at  the  rate  of 
nearly  3  million  people  a  year. 

To  show  the  position  we  are  in  at  the 
present  time  I  should  like  to  put  a  few 
figures  in  the  Record.  I  shall  take  corn 
as  an  example,  and  the  USDA  figures  as 
authority  for  what  I  shall  say. 

In  1961  we  fed  and  sold,  according  to 
the  revised  figures  of  the  Department, 
3,983  million  bushels  of  corn.  In  the 
same  year  of  1961  we  produced  3,624  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  corn.  The  carryover  at 
the  end  of  the  marketing  year  was  350 
million  bushels  less  than  the  carryover 
the  year  before. 

Approximately  100  million  bushels  of 
the  decrease  was  brought  about  by  the 
billion  dollar  emergency  program,-  and 
250  million  bushels  of  the  reduction  re¬ 
sulted  from  increased  sales  and  feeding 
of  feed  grains. 

The  marketing  and  feeding  of  corn  for 
the  year  1962  is  expected  to  be  far  in 
excess  of  1961.  I  believe  I  heard  on  the 
radio  this  morning  that  the  Department 
estimates  2V2  million  more  tons  will  be 
fed  this  year  than  were  fed  last  year. 

According  to  the  statistics,  there  are 
4  percent  more  cattle  on  feed  now  than 
there  were  a  year  ago,  and  we  are  feed¬ 
ing  at  a  10  percent  higher  rate  than  we 
were  5  years  ago.  That  is  going  to  take 
a  lot  of  feed  grains. 

The  carryover  for  October  1  of  this 
year  is  estimated  at  1,650  million  bushels, 
or  slightly  over  a  4  months’  supply,  figur¬ 
ing  at  the  rate  of  feeding  which  pre¬ 
vailed  last  year.  We  are  now  using  feed 
grains  in  this  country  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  our  total  production  for  the  record 
years  of  1959  and  1960. 

So  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  we 
need  worry  too  much  about  surpluses  of 
feed  grains.  In  2  or  3  years  we  may  be 
worrying  about  having  enough  feed 
grains  to  meet  our  own  requirements 
and  the  demand  for  export. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President, 
again  I  give  reassurance  to  my  good 
friend  from  Kentucky  that  before,  offer¬ 
ing  the  amendment  I  had  the  law  exam¬ 
ined.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will 
be  unable  to  provide  any  program  of  any 
kind  of  controls  on  the  production  of 
corn  and  other  feed  grains.  The  0  to  90 
percent  provision  may  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  to  encourage  production.  He 
will  not  have  to  do  so  but  the  provision 
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may  be  used  to  encourage  the  production 
of  com  and  other  feed  grains,  as  is  done 
in  the  case  of  soybeans  and  other  com¬ 
modities  which  may  be  in  shortage. 
That  is  the  provision  in  the  law  now,  I 
say  to  my  good  friend. 

In  my  amendment  I  have  provided 
that  the  same  price  supports  procedure 
may  be  invoked  for  corn  as  for  many 
other  commodities.  It  can  be  used,  as 
I  said,  in  the  event  we  need  more  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  motion 
to  reconsider  may  be  withdrawn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  knows  quite 
well,  I  have  absolute  confidence  in  any¬ 
thing  the  chairman  tells  us,  as  have  all 
the  members  of  the  committee.  All  of  us 
on  the  committee  know  of  his  absolute 
fairness  in  all  these  matters. 

The  chairman  knows  that  when  the 
farm  bill  was  first  before  the  committee, 
and  before  the  Senate  earlier  in  the  year, 
and  again  when  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House  was  last  before  the  committee,  I 
supported  that  part  of  the  bill  which 
would  revise  the  wheat  allotment  pro¬ 
gram,  because  wheat  has  been  the  most 
troublesome  and  persistent  surplus. 
Also,  a  distinction  can  be  made  between 
wheat — a  crop  susceptible  to  rigid  con¬ 
trols,  and  which  has  had  a  control  pro¬ 
gram  for  many  years — and  feed  grains. 

I  feel  so  strongly  about  the  compul¬ 
sory  feed  grains  program  that  I  do  not 
want  to  see  any  action  taken  now  which 
could  give  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  a  power,  such  as  the  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  support  price,  which  at  some  time — 
next  year,  or  the  year  after  that — would 
be  used,  in  fact,  required  to  be  used,  and 
which  would  have  a  coercive  effect  in 
bringing  about  the  adoption  of  a  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grains  program. 

I  know  the  chairman  does  not  have 
anything  like  that  in  mind.  But  last 
year  and  again  this  year  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  his  advisers  came  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  and  expressed  the 
view  that  the  compulsory  feed  grains 
program  must  be  adopted  as  a  perma¬ 
nent  program.  Of  course,  when  the 
committee  refused  to  adopt  it,  they  had 
the  question  taken  to  the  Senate,  and  by 
a  very  small  majority  of  42  to  38  it  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate.  I  assume  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  his  advisers,  are  not  going  to 
relinquish  their  effort  to  secure  a  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grains  program. 

I  do  not  accept  the  view,  because  they 
offer  it,  that  it  is  a  “must”  program. 
The  subject  of  agriculture  is  a  kind  of 
mystery  to  many  people.  The  chairman 
knows  farm  programs,  along  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  and  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]. 
But  the  lack  of  knowledge  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  is  general  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try,  and  I  say,  with  all  respect,  this  mys¬ 
tery,  lack  of  understanding,  is  reflected 
in  newspaper  editorials.  Many  take  the 
position  that  the  feed  grains  program 


ought  to  be  adopted  as  a  part  of  the 
administration  program,  without  rec¬ 
ognizing  that  it  has  much  deeper  con¬ 
sequences  and  significance.  Many  do 
not  know  that  it  would  lead  to  controls 
at  some  time  upon  livestock  and  poultry, 
that  it  would  mean  that  many  farmers 
would  be  prohibited  from  growing  feed 
for  use  on  their  own  farms,  and  that  it 
would  lead  to  a  control  over  crops  and 
farmers  that  this  country  has  never 
known.  Wheat,  cotton,  tobacco  are  dif¬ 
ferent.  Feed  grains  are  inherent  in  the 
farmers’  use  of  his  farm. 

I  should  like  to  see  at  least  some  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  farmers  remain  free  from 
governmental  controls  and  governmen¬ 
tal  support. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  overly  suspicious. 
Its  effect  could  force  enactment  of  a 
compulsory  feed  grain  control  program 
if  such  a  program  were  enacted. 

So,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote.  I 
shall  ask  for  a  quorum  call,  so  that  the 
Senate  can  vote  on  whether  the  support 
price  for  the  1964  crop  and  subsequent 
crops  of  com  shall  be  changed  from  65 
percent  of  parity  to  some  point  to  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  between  0 
and  90  percent  of  parity. 

Mr. ,  President,  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  have  to  obtain  unanimous 
consent  in  order  to  make  such  a  mo¬ 
tion.  Does  the  Senator  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  I  could  have  objected  but  I  did 
not  want  to  do  so.  I  am  for  free  de¬ 
bate.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  accused  of 
trying  to  “put  something  over”  on  Sena¬ 
tors.  But  I  assure  my  good  friend  from 
Kentucky  that  by  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment,  there  is  no  law  now  existing 
that  would  give  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  power  to  put  into  effect  any 
kind  of  program  of  acreage  control  on 
corn.  The  purpose  of  the  amendment 
was  merely  to  put  com  in  the  same  cate¬ 
gory  as  soybeans  and  other  commodities 
in  providing  an  opportunity  for  fluctua¬ 
tion  in  price  supports,  in  the  event  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  saw  fit  to 
do  so  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  pro¬ 
duction.  After  all,  that  is  the  purpose 
of  the  price  support  program. 

What  I  argue  against  is  a  program  un¬ 
der  which  the  Federal  Government  would 
be  compelled  to  support  prices  of  com¬ 
modities  the  supply  of  which  was  far 
in  excess  of  our  needs.  That  is  why  I 
attempted  to  place  growers  of  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  in  the  same  category 
as  growers  of  tobacco,  cotton,  peanuts, 
rice,  and  wheat.  As  to  the  producers 
of  those  commodities,  the  support  prices 
were  fixed  in  the  law.  But  in  order  to 
obtain  the  support  prices,  growers  had 
to  conform  to  acreage  allotments.  But 
that  was  not  so  in  the  case  of  corn  and 
other  feed  grains.  That  was  the  essen¬ 
tial  difference  between  the  programs  af¬ 
fecting  com  and  those  relating  to  other 
basic  commodities. 
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Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  repeat 
that  in  no  way  do  I  question  the  good 
faith  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
either  with  regard  to  the  vote  taken  or 
in  any  way.  There  is  no  fairer  man  in 
the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  to  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  withhold  his 
motion  to  lay  on  the  table? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  withhold  it. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  explain 
my  position  to  the  Senators  who  have 
come  into  the  Chamber.  I  want  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  purpose  of  my  motion. 

Today  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  offered  an  amendment  which  was 
adopted.  Under  present  law,  the  1958 
act,  the  support  price  for  corn  is  fixed 
at  90  percent  of  the  average  market  price 
for  the  3  preceding  years,  or  at  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  whichever  is  higher.  The 
effect  of  the  chairman’s  amendment  is 
to  change  the  present  law  and  to  provide 
authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  fix  the  support  price  for  the  1964  and 
subsequent  crops  of  corn  from  0  to 
90  percent.  It  further  provides  that  the 
support  price  shall  be  such  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  will  not  increase  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  stocks 
of  corn. 

Under  the  authority,  which  would  be 
given  to  the  Secretary,  he  could  pro¬ 
vide  price  support  at  such  level  as  he 
determines  would  not  result  in  any  net 
gain  in  Government  stocks  of  corn.  It 
means  that  there  would  be  very  little  if 
any  support  for  corn. 

The  amendment  was  adopted.  I  have 
moved  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  adopted. 

If  my  motion  is  successful,  we  will 
then  vote  again  on  the  amendment.  My 
purpose  in  opposing  the  amendment  can 
be  stated  as  follows: 

First,  I  should  like  to  give  the  situa¬ 
tion  as  I  understand  it  if  the  pending 
farm  bill  is  adopted.  A  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains  will 
be  continued  in  1963.  Then,  before  1964, 
Congress  would  have  to  act  either  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  voluntary  program  or,  if  it 
should  not  be  extended,  to  provide  an¬ 
other  program  for  corn  and  other  feed 
grains. 

If  no  program  should  be  provided,  we 
would  be  back  to  the  basic  law,  to  the 
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1958  program,  which  now  provides  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  at  65  percent  of  parity, 
and  for  other  feed  grains  at  a  price 
related  to  corn. 

With  the  change  which  is  offered  in 
the  support  price  by  the  chairman’s 
amendment,  there  would  be  no  program 
for  corn  and  feed  grains,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment. 

My  reasons  for  questioning  the  amend¬ 
ment  arise  from  the  coercive  effect  it 
could  play  in  the  adoption  of  a  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grains  program.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  want  Congress  to  adopt  a  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grain  control  program. 
There  are  those  in  the  Senate  and  in 
Congress  who  also  want  to  see  the  pro¬ 
gram  adopted. 

Others  have  opposed  it,  as  I  do  for 
reasons  which  we  have  stated  many 
times.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  same 
argument  can  be  made  for  the  feed  grain 
program  as  can  be  made  for  wheat  which 
is  the  chief  source  of  our  surplus.  Stocks 
of  feed  grains  in  surplus,  while  they 
represent  large  amounts  in  volume  and 
value,  actually  are  sufficient  only  to  meet 
needs  and  use  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
6  months  for  corn,  and  similar  periods 
of  time  for  other  feed  grains.  A  drought, 
unusual  use,  or  increased  feeding  of  live¬ 
stock,  could  greatly  reduce  these  sup¬ 
plies.  In  fact,  there  might  be  shortages. 
We  do  not  know  what  will  happen  a 
year  or  two  years  from  now. 

Many  have  raised  the  objection,  when 
the  bill  was  before  us  in  the  past  months, 
that  they  do  not  want  to  see  a  situation 
develop  in  the  country  in  which  farmers 
cannot  raise  feed  grains  necessary  for 
use  on  their  own  farms.  That  would  be 
a  radical  departure  in  our  farm  pro¬ 
grams;  it  would  be  something  which  has 
never  before  occurred  in  our  country. 
Even  the  wheat  program  contains  an 
exemption  for  wheat  grown  and  fed  on 
the  same  farm. 

Another  objection  is  that  the  com¬ 
pulsory  feed  grain  program  could  lead 
ultimately  to  controls  over  livestock. 

When  the  omnibus  farm  bill  was  be¬ 
fore  us  in  1961,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  his  officials,  it  was  clear 
that  it  might  lead  to  controls  over 
livestock. 

It  might  be  asked  what  this  has  to  do 
with  my  motion  to  reconsider  the 
amendment  which  was  adopted,  and  to 
ask  that  the  present  support  price  for 
com  in  the  basic  law  be  continued  rather 
than  to  adopt  the  change  proposed  by 
the  chairman  that  price  supports  be 
fixed  at  0  to  90  percent  and  at  a  level 
which  would  result  in  no  additional  corn 
going  into  Government  stocks. 

I  think  it  evident  that  if  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  had  the  power  to  fix  sup¬ 
port  prices  at  any  figure  he  wished  be¬ 
tween  0  and  90  percent,  and  also  to  give 
support  only  to  the  extent  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  take  over  no  corn  unless 
it  sold  an  equal  amount,  farmers  would 
have  little  choice,  except  to  say,  “We 
will  accept  the  compulsory  feed  grain 
program.”  There  would  be  no  reason¬ 
able  alternative. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
yield? 


Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  Senator 
has  just  touched  on  a  very  sensitive  and 
important  phase  of  this  particular 
amendment.  The  theory  of  support 
prices  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  from  0  to  90  percent,  as 
a  means  of  regulating  the  inducement  or 
control  of  future  crops,  has  much  to  be 
said  in  its  favor.  However,  the  Senator 
has  just  pointed  out  that  such  a  proposal 
puts  a  substantially  coercive  power  in 
the  hands  of  the  Secretary.  We  all 
realize  that.  He  can  fix  the  support 
price  at  any  amount  he  wishes,  from  90 
percent  to  0.  This  is  very  important, 
considering  the  present  attitude  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  call  the  Senator’s  attention  to  one 
particular  fact  and  ask  him  if  he  agrees 
with  me.  Last  year  or  a  year  and  a  half 
ago  it  was  the  direct  testimony  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  he  ex¬ 
pected  to  use — and,  in  fact,  he  did  use 
it  last  year — the  authority  to  sell  corn 
on  the  market  in  order,  as  he  himself 
said,  to  hold  the  price  of  corn  down,  so 
as  to  coerce  farmers  into  going  into  his 
emergency  feed  grain  program.  He  used 
that  power  to  coerce  the  farmers  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  program  which  he  wanted  to 
force  upon  them. 

I  suggest  that  having  already  demon¬ 
strated  his  arbitrary  power  to  sell  corn 
on  the  market  at  the  market  price,  and 
thus  depress  the  market  to  $1  or  below 
on  corn,  it  is  reasonable  to  believe  that, 
having  discretionary  power  from  0  to  90 
percent,  he  might  be  very  likely  to  use 
such  power  to  threaten  farmers  with  no 
support  price  whatsoever  unless  they 
accepted  the  compulsory  control  pro¬ 
gram.  This  has  been  the  consistent  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
ever  since  the  present  administration 
took  office  more  than  a  year  and  a  half 
ago.  Does  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
believe  that  is  a  reasonable  assumption? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Iowa  is  in  error.  It  would  be  necessary 
for  Congress  to  pass  a  law  in  order  to 
give  the  Secretary  such  power.  In  other 
words,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  not  have  the  power  to  say — if 
the  amendment  were  adopted — that 
acreage  controls  would  be,  for  example, 
at  50  percent  of  parity.  He  would  have 
no  such  authority  if  the  amendment  were 
adopted. 

The  law  now  on  the  statute  books, 
which  would  be  repealed  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  power,  without  even  submitting  the 
question  to  the  corn  growers,  to  say, 
“You  can  grow  all  the  corn  you  desire, 
and  you  will  get  price  supports  ranging 
from  90  percent  of  the  average  of  the  3 
years’  market  price,  or  65  percent  of 
parity,  which  ever  is  higher.” 

This  amendment  would  repeal  that 
part  of  the  law.  In  other  words,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  not  have 
to  go  to  a  support  price  of  more  than  the 
rate  I  have  just  given,  with  unlimited 
production. 

If  the  bill  should  be  enacted  with  the 
amendment  as  proposed,  the  emergency 


program  would  be  extended  for  another 
year.  At  the  end  of  that  year,  the  farm¬ 
ers  would  be  free  to  plant  all  they 
wished,  but  without  price  supports,  un¬ 
less  the  Secretary  desired  to  provide 
price  supports  in  order  to  encourage 
production.  The  problem  is  that  simple. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  language  of  the  amendment. 
As  I  read  it,  it  seems  to  be  quite  clear. 
It  is  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
designated  “8-26-62 — F.”  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  that  is  the  amendment  which  is 
now  under  discussion.  It  provides: 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  101  of  this  act,  beginning  with  the  1964 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available 
to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  such 
level,  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  not  result  in  increasing  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn. 

If  that  does  not  give  the  Secretary  the 
right  to  set  the  price  support  level  from 
0  to  90  percent,  I  do  not  understand  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  does ;  but  it  would 
not  be  under  compulsion.  The  Senator 
from  Kentucky  is  afraid  that  if  the 
amendment  were  adopted,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  would  have  the  right  to 
control  acreage. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  do  .not  un¬ 
derstand  that  to  be  the  Senator’s  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  not  my  posi¬ 
tion;  absolutely  not.  I  am  perfectly 
clear  about  the  provision.  I  am  com¬ 
pletely  in  accord  with  the  Senator’s  view 
of  the  purpose  of  the  amendment.  I 
know  that  if  the  bill  is  enacted,  there 
will  be  a  voluntary  feed  program  in  1963. 
I  understand,  also,  that  if  that  program 
is  not  extended  next  year  and  if  no  other 
program  is  adopted,  there  will  be  a  rever¬ 
sion  to  the  1958  act.  Does  the  Senator 
agrees  with  that  statement? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  my  amendment 
were  not  adopted? 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  amendment 
were  not  adopted,  or  under  any  other 
circumstance.  If  a  new  program  were 
not  adopted  for  1964,  and  the  voluntary 
program  were  not  extended,  there  would 
be  a  reversion  to  the  1958  act.  Corn 
producers  would  come  under  the  1958 
act. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  After  expiration  of 
the  extension  of  the  emergency  program. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly,  if  this 
amendment  were  not  adopted,  that  would 
be  the  case. 

Mr.  COOPER.  There  is  no  conten¬ 
tion  on  my  part  that  if  the  amendment 
were  adopted,  the  Secretary  would  be 
given  power  to  fix  acreage  allotments, 
for  that  is  not  the  case. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  With  all  due 
respect  to  the  Senator,  the  amendment 
would  not  give  the  Secretary  the  right 
to  fix  any  acreage  allotment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  said  that;  I  under¬ 
stand  perfectly  well.  I  want  the  Sen- 
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ator  to  understand  my  objection  to  the 
amendment. 

The  purpose  of  the  administration, 
the  purpose  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  purpose  of  his  advisers,  the 
purpose  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana — and  the  Senator  is  perfectly  honest 
and  clear  about  it — is  to  secure  passage 
of  a  compulsory  feed  grain  program  to 
become  effective  in  1964.  I  think  the 
Senator  will  agree  with  me  in  that 
statement. 

If  the  Senator’s  amendment  were 
adopted,  it  would  provide  an  instrument 
in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  which  he  would  be  required  to 
use  and  which  would  have  a  coercive 
effect  in  achieving  a  compulsory  feed 
grain  program.  If  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would,  I  believe,  be  required 
to  establish  supports  at  a  low  price.  For 
the  Senator’s  amendment  provides  that 
the  support  must  be  low  enough  so  that 
there  would  be  no  increase  in  CCC 
stocks. 

There  would  be  no  alternative  to  the 
compulsory  program  except  a  support 
price  which  would  drive  down  the  price. 
Farmers  would  find  it  necessary  to 
move  into  a  compulsory  feed  grain  con¬ 
trol  program,  whether  they  wished  to  go 
into  it  or  not. 

Next  year,  when  we  come  to  consider 
a  new  feed  grains  program,  I  want  these 
alternatives  available  to  the  farmers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  concedes,  does 
he  not,  that  in  order  to  initiate  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  compulsion,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  have  to  have  Congress 
enact  a  law  which  would  give  him  that 
power? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes,  I  know  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  COOPER.  But  I  am  arguing 
against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
become  alarmed  about  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
As  I  interpret  it,  it  does  not  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  any  authority 
to  offer  no  price  support  at  all.  In  fact, 
it  says  that  price  supports  shall  be  made 
available  to  the  producers  of  each  crop, 
and  then  it  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  authority  to  set  the  price  sup¬ 
port  at  a  level  which  will  not  exceed  90 
percent  of  parity.  In  other  words,  it  is 
an  effort  to  control  the  production  of 
corn,  through  the  price  support  level, 
rather  than  through  control  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  to  be  planted. 

I  presume  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  determine  the  level  of 
price  support  by  looking  at  the  amount 
of  corn  on  hand  and  the  amount  which 
would  be  needed  for  the  year.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  he  would  also  be  governed  by 
the  corn  growers  intentions  to  plant  for 
that  year.  If  on  the  first  of  March  they 
showed  an  intention  to  increase  greatly 
their  planting,  undoubtedly  he  would  re¬ 
duce  the  support  level  from  the  level  at 
which  he  otherwise  would  set  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Burdick  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Vermont  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  How 
does  the  amendment  differ  from  the 
Aiken  Act  of  1948  and  the  Anderson  Act 
of  1949,  which  provided  for  supports  of 
from  0  to  90  percent? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Was  it  supported  at  90 
percent  that  year?  I  thought  it  was  60 
percent. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  No,  it 
was  from  0  to  90  percent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  take  the  Senator’s 
word  for  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  had  that  for  all 
feed  grains  except  corn. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  But 
there  was  then  a  yardstick  by  which  the 
Secretary  had  to  go.  I  wonder  how  that 
differed  from  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  I  recall,  the  Secretary 
fixed  the  support  price  for  corn  at  that 
time  at  from  60  to  90  percent. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  corn,  it  was 
from  75  to  90  percent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  At  any  rate,  I  know  that 
this  proposal  to  regulate  the  production 
of  a  crop  by  means  of  the  support  level 
is  a  doctrine  which  I  have  heard  many 
of  my  good  old  Republican  friends 
preach  for  the  last  20  years.  We  know 
that  Secretary  Benson  asked  for  such 
an  amendment;  and  I  am  delighted,  and 
I  am  sure  Secretary  Benson  will  also  be 
delighted  to  have  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  offer  the  amendment  for  him 
at  this  time. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  not  alarmed 
about  this  amendment. 

I  am  sure  that  regardless  of  whatever 
law  we  enact  at  this  time,  another  agri¬ 
cultural  program  will  be  proposed  next 
year,  and  another  one  will  be  proposed 
the  next  year.  There  has  been  one  every 
year  for  the  last  22  years  that  I  have 
been  here,  and  I  do  not  know  why  we 
should  assume  that  times  would  change 
in  the  next  22  years. 

At  any  rate,  this  amendment  appears 
to  give  the  authority  which  Secretary 
Benson  so  earnestly  requested.  Finally, 
as  I  recall,  he  said  he  would  accept  a 
60-percent  minimum.  However,  Con¬ 
gress  would  not  let  him  have  that;  and 
Congress  made  him  take  a  65-percent 
minimum,  and  President  Eisenhower  re¬ 
luctantly  signed  that  bill. 

So  I  am  a  little  amazed  that  the  1958 
law  is  referred  to  as  the  Benson-Repub¬ 
lican  law,  because  it  was  not  satisfactory 
to  Secretary  Benson,  and  the  Republican 
President  signed  the  bill  reluctantly. 

Nevertheless,  as  I  have  said,  I  am  sure 
ex-Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson  will 
be  delighted  to  find  that  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  is  at  last  supporting  his 
proposal;  and  in  that  case  I  see  nothing 
else  to  do  but  support  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
support  the  position  so  ably  stated  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  who  urged  Members 
of  the  Senate  to  vote  to  reconsider  the 
action  taken  by  the  Senate  on  the 
amendment — action  taken  when  only  a 
few  Members  of  the  Senate  were  on  the 


floor,  and  taken  without  a  yea  or  nay 
vote,  and  taken  at  a  time  when  many 
Senators  were  in  committee,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  necessary  committee  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

Mr.  President,  why  do  I  ask  that  the 
vote  on  this  amendment  be  reconsid¬ 
ered?  I  may  say  that  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken] 
that  this  is  the  Benson  flexible  price  sup¬ 
port  proposal;  and  I  stand  here  as  one 
who  opposed  the  Benson  proposal  every 
time  Secretary  Benson  made  it,  at  a 
time  when  a  President  of  my  own  politi¬ 
cal  persuasion  was  in  the  White  House. 
I  see  no  reason  to  change  my  position 
now,  just  because  some  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Members  of  the  Senate  have  be¬ 
come  Johnny-come-lately  converts  to 
the  Benson  philosophy.  I  was  against 
it  then,  and  I  am  against  it  now,  inso¬ 
far  as  it  pertains  to  eliminating  all  the 
mandatory  price  supports  and  giving  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  right 
to  set  flexible  price  supports  at  from 
0  to  90  percent. 

I  think  there  are  even  more  valid  rea¬ 
sons  to  oppose  this  flexible  price  support 
formula  now  than  were  available  to  me 
when  I  was  against  this  provision  during 
the  administration  of  Mr.  Eisenhower 
and  Secretary  Benson,  because,  as  now 
placed  before  us,  this  is  a  more  stringent 
approach  and  a  more  direct  blow  at  price 
supports  than  was  the  case  when  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  proposed  it  originally. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  this 
proposal  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  be  given  the  right  to  set  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  from  0  to  90  percent  is  not 
even  as  innocent  as  it  would  seem  if  one 
were  to  stop  right  there,  for  I  ask  Sena¬ 
tors  to  continue  to  read  the  amendment, 
hnd  read  the  provision  at  the  top  of  page 
2,  and  consider  the  strait  jacket  in  which 
the  amendment  would  put  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  from  the  standpoint  of 
being  unable  to  provide  a  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  price  to  the  com  producers. 
They  were  not  content  to  give  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  the  right  to  set  the 
price  supports  at  from  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  A  little 
while  ago,  in  colloquy  with  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  I  stated  that  the  support 
price  for  com  under  the  Aiken  Act  of 
1948  and  under  the  Anderson  Act  of  1949 
was  from  0  to  90  percent.  But  in 
checking  on  it,  I  find  that  the  price  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  was  from  60  to  90  percent, 
and  the  price  support  of  all  other  feed 
grains  was  from  0  to  90  percent.  I 
wish  to  make  that  correction. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is  out- 
Bensoning  Benson,  and  is  doing  so  in  a 
big  way,  because  they  are  not  content  to 
give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the 
right  to  fix  price  supports  on  corn  at 
from  0  to  90  percent,  but  they  also  in¬ 
clude  a  mandate  and  a  guideline,  and 
put  him  in  a  vise,  and  say,  “The  Secre¬ 
tary  can  set  the  price  supports  on  corn  at 
from  0  to  90  percent”;  but  in  line  2 
they  say  “at  such  price  level  as  the  Sec- 
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retary  determines  will  not  result  in  in¬ 
creasing  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks  of  corn.” 

But,  Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the 
present  status  of  corn  stocks  and  the 
present  status  of  production  and  the 
present  status  of  the  science  of  farming, 
this  language  probably  would  compel  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  put  price 
supports  on  corn  at  0  minus  10  per¬ 
cent,  and  thus  would  make  the  farmer 
pay  a  penalty  for  raising  corn.  No  doubt 
they  could  not  even  afford  to  set  price 
supports  at  zero,  because  they  would  in¬ 
sist  that  it  be  at  such  a  level  that  not  one 
kernel  of  corn  would  be  added  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks; 
and  in  view  of  the  vast  stocks  on  hand 
and  the  productive  capacity  of  the 
country,  no  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
could,  under  these  instructions,  live  with 
him&elf  and  be  a  self-respecting  and 
honest  public  official  and  put  any  price 
whatever  on  corn. 

So  I  submit  that  all  at  once  we  find 
the  Democrats  out-Bensoning  Benson. 
I  suspect  they  should  get  a  special  plane 
and  fly  out  to  Salt  Lake  City  and  publicly 
and  collectively  apologize  to  Secretary 
Benson  that  they  took  so  long  to  become 
converted  to  the  Benson  philosophy.  I 
freely  give  them  my  seat  on  the  plane, 
because  I  am  not  going.  I  have  not 
changed  my  mind.  I  think  we  owe  the 
farmers  some  kind  of  price  supports,  the 
same  kind  of  consideration  as  was  given 
to  all  other  segments  of  the  economy, 
where  we  have  permeating  through  the 
economy  all  kinds  of  guarantees  and 
safeguards  for  shippers,  bankers,  in¬ 
dustrialists,  manufacturers,  the  mer¬ 
chant  marine.  But  now,  all  at  once, 
the  corn  farmer  is  told,  “You  are  going 
to  be  reduced  to  a  situation  where  an 
honest  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  going 
to  have  to  fix  your  price  supports  at 
zero.” 

That  is  not  all.  I  would  like  now  to 
talk  to  Senators  whose  areas  do  not 
raise  much  corn- - 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  before  he 
launches  into  a  discussion  of  that  par¬ 
ticular  phase  of  his  dissertation? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  agree  that  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  to  knock  out  the  1949  act 
provisions? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  So  far  as  com  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  And  the  so- 
called  1949  act,  as  amended  in  1958 - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  1958  act. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  1958 
provisions  of  the  1949  act.  In  1958 
changes  were  made  in  the  1949  act.  I 
refer  to  section  105,  which  says  in  effect 
that  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price 
supports  shall  be  made  available  to  pro¬ 
ducers  at  90  percent  of  the  average  price 
received  by  farmers  during  the  3 
calendar  years  immediately  preceding 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  market¬ 
ing  year  for  such  crop  begins,  adjusted 
to  offset  the  effect  of  such  price  of  any 
abnormal  quantities  of  low-grade  corn 
marketed  during  any  of  such  year,  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  level  of  price  support  for 


any  crop  of  corn  shall  not  be  less  than 
65  percent  of  parity  therefor. 

In  other  words,  while  there  is  a  for¬ 
mula  for  price  supports  on  corn,  there 
is  a  safeguard  of  65  percent  below  which 
the  price  cannot  go  under  any  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  So  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  is  not  0  to  90  percent,  but,  in 
effect,  90  percent  of  the  average  price  of 
the  preceding  3  years,  but  in  no  case  less 
than  65  percent. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
There  now  are  two  safeguards.  The  sec¬ 
ond  safeguard  absolutely  prohibits  the 
price  support  from  dropping  below  65 
percent. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  My  question 
is.  Why  monkey  with  the  1958  act  at  all? 
Why  not  leave  it  as  it  is?  What  is  to  be 
accomplished  by  this  amendment? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  believe  the  present 
act  is  unsatisfactory  in  the  manner  that 
it  is  inadequate  to  do  the  job  that  needs 
to  be  done  to  protect  the  corn  farmers, 
but  it  is  immeasurably  better  than  elim¬ 
inating  the  safeguards  altogether.  What 
the  Ellender  amendment  proposes  to  do 
is  Anally  to  get  around  to  what  some 
people  have  been  trying  to  do  for  some 
time,  including  the  Committee  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development,  and  that  is  to  take 
the  minimum  wage  protection  away 
from  the  farmer,  which  he  has  in  the 
way  of  price  supports,  while  workers  in 
manufacturing  have  a  minimum  wage. 

This  is  a  proposal  to  go  full  wheel 
around  and  say  to  the  farmer,  “You  are 
going  to  have  no  protection  at  all,  while 
the  products  that  you  purchase  in  the 
way  of  machinery  and  supplies  from  in¬ 
dustry  will  have  the  protection  of  a 
minimum  wage  for  the  working  people.” 
Because  the  people  in  industry  have  a 
minimum  wage,  and  they  probably  are 
entitled  to  it,  it  has  been  necessary  to 
provide  some  kind  of  minimum  wage  for 
the  farmers  who  buy  the  products  of  in¬ 
dustry.  Now  the  farmers  are  being  told 
all  at  once,  “You  will  get  no  kind  of  pro¬ 
tection.  You  will  get  nothing  which 
will  reduce  your  costs.  You  will  get 
nothing  which  will  reduce  the  cost  of 
supplies  you  buy*  from  industry  which 
are  held  up  because  of  minimum  wages 
in  the  industry.”  The  farmer  is  simply 
being  told,  “We  are  not  going  to  do  any¬ 
thing  for  you,  except  to  slide  your  price 
supports  down  to  zero.” 

Let  me  say  to  Senators  who  do  not 
come  primarily  from  corn  areas,  I  think 
every  Senator  represents  farmers  who 
raise  some  kind  of  feed  grains  on  the 
farm-.  May  I  point  out  that  it  is  not 
proposed  that  the  whole  act  shall  be  re¬ 
pealed.  I  call  attention  to  title  3,  which 
is  not  repealed,  which  is  really  going  to 
put  the  farmer  in  the  poorhouse  if  the 
amendment  is  followed.  Let  me  illus¬ 
trate. 

Title  III,  section  302,  provides — and 
this  would  be  continued — 

Without  restricting  price  supports  to  those 
commodities  for  which  the  marketing  quota 
or  marketing  agreement  or  order  program  is 
in  effect,  price  support  shall  insofar  as  feasi¬ 
ble  be  made  available  to  producers  of  any 
storable  nonbasic  agricultural  commodity  for 
which  such  a  program  is  in  effect  and  who 
are  complying  with  such  program. 


Now  we  are  talking  about  oats.  Now 
we  are  talking  about  barley.  Now  we  are 
talking  about  all  the  other  feed  grains 
which  come  into  the  picture. 

What  are  the  rules  which  obtain  in 
that  connection?  I  read  them  because 
they  are  found  in  section  401,  subpara¬ 
graph  (b)  of  the  1949  act,  which  would 
remain  in  the  law  if  price  supports  were 
allowed  to  go  down  to  zero. 

It  provides : 

The  price  supports  at  which  other  com¬ 
modities — 

These  are  all  the  other  feed  grains — 
are  being  supported,  and  in  the  case  of  feed 
grains,  the  feed  values  of  such  grains  in 
relation  to  corn — • 

So  it  means  the  price  supports  are 
going  to  be  cut  down  on  every  other  feed 
grain  in  relation  to  com  value  at  zero 
per  bushel,  if  the  Secretary  goes  the  full 
route.  And  the  Secretary,  if  he  is  an 
honest  man,  a  responsible  public  official, 
has  no  other  choice,  in  view  of  what  is 
included  in  the  Ellender  amendment, 
that  the  Secretary  must  provide  price 
supports  to  producers  for  each  crop  of 
corn  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  not  result  in  increasing  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn. 

If  Senators  want  to  scuttle  the  farm 
program,  if  they  want  to  jump  across  and 
go  on  record  as  saying  we  are  not  going 
to  give  the  producers  of  corn,  barley, 
oats,  and  feed  grains  any  protection 
whatsoever,  they  are  not  going  to  do  it 
with  the  vote  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  for  how  long  a  time  will  it 
continue  by  its  terms?  Is  it  to  be 
permanent  law? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It  will  become  perma¬ 
nent  law. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Does  this  proposal  have 
the  support  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Freeman  and  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  do  not  see  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  present,  but  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  [Mr.  Humphrey]  could 
probably  tell  us,  because  I  think  he 
knows  something  about  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  I  wonder  if  he  could  ad¬ 
vise  the  Senate  whether  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  supports  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  know  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  ad¬ 
vanced  this  proposal.  I  understand  this 
is  the  handiwork  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  and  the  chairman  has  spoken 
as  to  its  purposes.  I  do  not  think  one 
could  commit  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  this  particular  phase  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  know  whether  or  not  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  opposed  to  it,  because - 

Mr.  MUNDT.  As  a  partial  answer,  I 
have  heard  the  distinguished  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  who  is  a  neighbor  of 
mine,  on  television  and  radio  berate 
Secretary  Benson  time  after  time  after 
time  because  Benson  favored  this  flex¬ 
ible  price  proposal.  So  I  think  it  would 
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be  an  extremely  quick  switch  if  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  now  favors  the 
philosophy  which  he  condemned  because 
he  thought  it  was  wrong  when  Benson 
proposed  it.  So,  unless  the  Secretary 
has  made  a  complete  about-face,  he 
would  have  to  be  opposed  to  this  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  we  should  know 
before  we  vote. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  agree.  I  think  we 
should  know  all  about  this  amendment. 

I  think  we  should  know  about  feed 
grains.  I  am  now  going  into  a  segment 
of  agriculture  that  is  going  to  be  under¬ 
mined  even  more. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Suppose  this  provision 
became  permanent  law  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  in  order  not  to  increase  the  stocks 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
materially  lowered  the  present  support 
price. 

It  is  contended  by  a  great  many  farm¬ 
ers  and  nonfarmers  that  when  such  a 
thing  happens  some  farmers  are  com¬ 
pelled,  in  order  to  stay  in  business,  to 
produce  more  bushels.  So  they  plant 
the  crop  thicker.  They  tend  the  crop 
more  vigorously.  They  add  more  fer¬ 
tilizer.  They  add  more  water.  If  they 
do  that  and  end  up  by  actually  pro¬ 
ducing  more  corn,  thus  adding  to  the 
stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  what  then,  under  the  mandatory 
language,  must  the  Secretary  do  the  fol¬ 
lowing  year? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
what  he  will  do.  The  Senator  from 
Kentucky  put  his  finger  on  that. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  must  he  do? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  There  will  then  be 
chaos.  Since  the  Secretary  would  not 
have  permission,  under  the  bill,  to  put 
the  price  supports  for  corn  at  less  than 
zero,  since  he  would  not  have  authority 
to  say  to  the  farmer,  “We  will  give  you 
a  zero  price  support  and  fine  you  10 
cents  a  bushel  for  raising  corn,”  he  will 
then  have  to  come  along  with  a  manda¬ 
tory  control  program,  which  the  House 
of  Representatives  so  emphatically  re¬ 
jected  the  last  time.  We  shall  then  be 
confronted  by  a  situation  in  which  the 
farmer  will  have  to  have  a  license  to 
grow  corn.  There  will  be  a  compulsory 
program  all  down  the  line.  The  farmer 
will  be  told  how  much  corn  he  can  raise, 
how  to  raise  it,  and  at  what  price  he  can 
sell  it. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  quite 
correct  in  saying  that  this  would  require 
new  legislation,  but  at  that  time  there 
would  be  such  chaos  that  nothing  else 
would  make  sense,  because  the  proposal 
in  the  amendment  does  not  go  quite  far 
enough  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  the  right  he  would  have  to  have  to 
make  the  amendment  effective,  which  is 
the  right  to  penalize  and  to  fine  the 
corn  farmer  10  or  15  cents  a  bushel  for 
every  bushel  raised.  If  that  were  done, 
then  it  might  be  possible  to  cut  the  sur¬ 
plus.  It  would  also  ruin  agriculture. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  will  yield  further, 
I  wish  to  say  that  the  time  has  long  since 
passed  when  we  should  have  discarded 
a  negative  approach  to  agriculture.  This 
Congress  should  direct  its  attention  to 
the  greater  uses  of  and  greater  markets 
for  agricultural  products,  rather  than 


follow  a  policy  of  continual  retrench¬ 
ment.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  if  such 
were  done  the  production  monentum 
would  not  be  even  as  great  as  it  is- now. 

There  was  appointed,  pursuant  to  an 
act  of  Congress,  a  bipartisan  commission 
to  recommend  industrial  uses  of  our 
farm  surpluses.  It  is  my  information 
that  our  overall  surpluses  run  only  about 
7  percent.  The  world  surpluses  are  in 
starches,  not  in  proteins.  From  starches 
we  can,  through  chemistry,  make  per¬ 
haps  almost  everything  we  use  in  our 
industrial  plants. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  just  a  moment? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pell 
in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  •  a 
group  of  us  must  attend  a  meeting  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  for  a 
markup.  We  would  like  to  be  present 
for  the  vote.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
will  yield  so  the  we  may  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  motion  pending  is 
the  motion  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Or  on  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  A  motion  to  lay  on  the 
table  has  not  yet  been  made. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  at 
the  proper  time  I  shall  move  to  lay  the 
motion  on  the  table,  but  I  have  tried  to 
accommodate  Senators,  at  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky.  I  do  not 
think  the  yeas  and  nays  can  be  ordered 
until  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  is 
made.  I  did  not  wish  to  cut  off  debate. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  distinguished  Senator  ascertain  the 
attitude  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  before  he  presses  for  a  vote  on  this 
question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  chairman  of 
the  committee  will  be  in  the  Chamber 
in  a  short  time.  May  I  say  that  there 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  too  much 
regard  for  the  attitude  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  pay  regular  attention 
to  him. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  see  why 
we  should  overburden  him  at  the  mo¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  request  is  a  reasonable  one. 
Senators  would  like  to  be  present  for 
the  vote.  I  have  no  idea  how  many 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  wish  to  vote  on  the  question. 
We  would  like  to  be  advised  and  have 
time  to  get  to  the  Chamber.  The  only 
way  that  can  be  accomplished  is  by  hav¬ 
ing  the  yeas  and  nays  ordered. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  cannot  be  ordered  on  a 
motion  which  is  not  pending. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  is  pending. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further,  so  that  I  may  com¬ 
plete  my  thought? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 


Mr.  CURTIS.  A  distinguished  resi¬ 
dent  of  Nebraska,  Mr.  J.  Leroy  Welch, 
headed  that  commission.  I  regret  to  re¬ 
port  that  a  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  not  existed  since  then  which  would 
wholeheartedly  grasp  the  report  of  that 
commission  and  sympathetically  and  de¬ 
terminedly  undertake  to  put  it  into  op¬ 
eration.  Until  we  have  that,  I  think  we 
shall  render  a  disservice  to  agriculture. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would  agree. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to  the  fact 
that  on  page  94  of  the  pending  bill  can 
be  found  title  V,  which  was  added  to  the 
bill  on  motion  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  which  would  provide  an  indus¬ 
trial  uses  section,  which  at  long  last 
would  enable  us  to  go  forward  with  the 
program  of  industrial  utilization  of  farm 
products  spelled  out  in  complete  detail. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  understand,  but  I  am 
speaking  of  the  attitude  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  So  far  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  concerned,  it  has  not  taken  a 
position  on  this  particular  title,  which 
was  added  in  the  committee.  I  hope 
that  the  House  will  approve  it.  If  we 
pass  an  agricultural  bill,  this  is  the  one 
part  of  the  bill  which  makes  economic 
sense. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  event  there  can 
be  order  in  the  Chamber,  I  should  like 
to  discuss  another  phase  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senate  is  in  order.  The  Senator 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
pointed  out  that  the  Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  not  only  would  shoot  price  sup¬ 
ports  out  from  under  the  corn  fanners, 
but  also  would  do  equally  devastating 
damage  to  the  producers  of  every  other 
feed  grain,  because  their  price  supports 
are  necessarily  related  to  the  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  corn  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  and  that  is  spelled  out  in 
detail  in  section  401(b) . 

In  addition  to  all  this,  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
Senators  in  the  dairy  field,  or  whose 
constituents  are  in  that  field  or  who 
raise  livestock - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  and  the  galleries  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  either 
we  should  try  to  obtain  order,  or  suspend 
without  order,  because  I  hate  to  be  in¬ 
terrupted  every  15  seconds  by  a  request 
for  order.  If  the  Presiding  Officer  will 
insist  upon  order,  and  get  it  and  keep  it, 
we  can  proceed  with  much  moi'e 
dispatch. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  order  in  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Let  us  take  a  look  at 
the  livestock  industry — hogs,  sheep, 
poultry  and  cattle.  If  we  provide  a  sit¬ 
uation  in  which  there  will  be  no  price 
supports  whatsoever  for  a  basic  feed  like 
corn,  we  shall  create  chaos  in  the  live¬ 
stock  industry,  because  the  relationship 
between  livestock  prices  and  the  prices 
of  basic  feeds  is  well  established  and  is 
a  well-recognized  economic  principle. 
Immediately  we  would  create  a  situation 
in  which  a  clamor  would  come  forth, 
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“Now  we  have  chaos  on  the  farms.  We 
have  all  kinds  of  disproportionate  rela¬ 
tionships  as  between  the  number  of  cat¬ 
tle  and  the  number  of  hogs  and  the  price 
of  corn,  and  we  shall  have  to  have  man¬ 
datory  controls  not  only  on  feed  grains,” 
as  they  will  tell  us,  “but  also  upon 
livestock.” 

The  amendment,  intentionally  or  un¬ 
intentionally,  puts  a  loaded  gun  at  the 
head  of  every  farmer  in  America,  say¬ 
ing,  “Look,  chum,  you  had  better  come 
along  with  this  compulsory  program  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  January  or  you  are  going  to  go  broke 
whether  you  raise  com,  feed  grains,  or 
livestock.” 

All  of  the  existing  safeguards  will  have 
been  stripped  away.  All  the  present  pro¬ 
tections  will  ge  gone.  We  shall  have  to 
live  with  this  program,  which  is  so  de¬ 
void  of  price  supports  that,  to  give  due 
credit  to  Ezra  Benson,  he  never  remotely 
suggested  a  program  as  viciously  directed 
against  the  destruction  of  price  supports 
as  this  one  which  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
has  presented  before  the  Senate  today. 

I  think  on  the  call  of  the  roll  it  will 
be  interesting  to  note,  among  the  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  condemned  and  criticized 
Mr.  Benson  in  the  past,  how  many  now 
propose  to  support  him,  after  he  has  gone 
out,  and  how  many  will  remain  consis¬ 
tent  as  to  an  economic  position  in  farm 
policy,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  es¬ 
poused  by  a  Democrat  or  a  Republican. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Certainly,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  with¬ 
in  his  rights  on  his  request.  Every  Sen¬ 
ator  should  be  interested  in  the  answer. 
“Where  does  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  stand  today  on  this  new  Benson- 
Freeman  program  of  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports?” 

What  is  the  attitude  of  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  as  an  agricultural  administrator 
on  the  program  which  he  attacked  so 
roughly  when  he  was  a  politician  criti¬ 
cizing  Secretary  Benson,  who  then  held 
the  job?  I  think  we  ought  to  know  what 
the  attitude  of  the  President  is.  I  would 
be  shocked  if  the  President  would  not 
veto  a  bill  which  would  put  in  motion 
the  program  of  Ezra  Benson,  which  Can¬ 
didate  Kennedy  went  from  one  end  of 
the  land  to  the  other  to  criticize  in  the 
fall  of  1960.  The  farmers  are  entitled 
to  some  consistency,  and  not  merely  a 
great  deal  of  partisan  palaver  about  what 
constitutes  a  sound  economic  program 
for  the  American  farmer. 

I  urge  the  Senate,  therefore,  in  the 
yea  and  nay  vote,  to  reconsider  the 
amendment,  so  that  at  least  if  the 
amendment  is  before  the  Senate,  we 
can  amend  it  and  tailor  it  to  provide 
some  kind  of  safeguard,  security,  and 
protection  for  the  corn  farmer,  the  feed 
grain  farmer,  and  the  livestock  producers 
of  America.  I  hope  that  no  member  of 
the  Democratic  leadership  will  move  to 
lay  the  amendment  on  the  table,  thereby 
publicly  proclaiming  that  the  Ellender 
amendment  with  its  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports  has  become  the  official  position  of 
the  Democratic  Party.  I  do  not  know 


why  they  have  made  a  complete  about- 
face  and  suddenly  now  support  the  pro¬ 
grams  of  Benson,  which  they  used  as 
a  means  of  attacking  Republicans  in  the 
last  presidential  campaign.  Let  us  iron 
out  our  differences  by  reconsidering  the 
action.  Let  us  subject  the  Ellender 
amendment  to  other  amendments  which 
might  modify  it.  Then  let  us  continue 
with  the  present  program  for  another 
year  so  we  can  consider  permanent  farm 
legislation  without  placing  a  shotgun  at 
the  head  of  every  American  farmer  and 
telling  him,  “Either  you  surrender  your 
freedom  or  you  surrender  your  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  success.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  To  uphold  the  Ben¬ 
son  philosophy,  is  it  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  that  Sena¬ 
tors  would  have  to  support  the  views 
covered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
in  his  amendment? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  There  are  other  ways 
in  which  one  could  uphold  the  Benson 
philosophy.  I  said  that  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  contained  the  Benson  program 
tightened  up  and  made  more  effective  by 
eliminating  even  the  safeguards  incor¬ 
porated  by  Secretary  Benson  when  he 
originated  the  0  to  90  percent  price 
support  formula. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  the  contention 
of  the  Senator  that  if  the  bill  were  not 
one  which  would  tighten  up  and  make 
more  rigid  the  Benson  plan,  the  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  would  be 
acceptable  T 

Mr.  MUNDT.  No;  I  would  not  accept 
it.  I  was  opposed  to  it  in  its  original 
form,  but  not  because  Secretary  Benson 
espoused  it.  Secretary  Benson  is  a  Re¬ 
publican,  and  I  am  a  Republican.  He 
presented  it  as  a  Republican  adminis¬ 
tration  measure.  It  was  favored  by 
President  Eisenhower,  whom  I  sup¬ 
ported.  However,  two  opposed  this  flex¬ 
ible  price  support  formula  when  pre¬ 
sented  by  my  fellow  Republicans  and 
two  oppose  it  now  when  it  has  been  be¬ 
latedly  embraced  by  the  Democrats. 

I  was  opposed  to  the  legislation  be¬ 
cause  it  contained  economic  fallacies,  as 
I  saw  them,  when  the  measure  was  pro¬ 
posed  by  Secretary  Benson  and  President 
Eisenhower.  I  am  against  them  fully  as 
much  and  for  the  same  reasons,  now 
that  they  are  proposed  by  a  group  of 
Democrats  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I 
am  against  them  more  emphatically,  be¬ 
cause,  to  give  Ezra  Benson  due  credit, 
when  he  proposed  his  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports,  he  at  least  provided  some  safe¬ 
guards,  some  criteria,  some  measuring 
rods  which  gave  his  suggestion  more 
protective  power  for  the  farmer  than  the 
present  measure  would  provide.  The 
Ellender  proposal  would  strip  away 
what  little  protection  was  contained  in 
the  program  originated  by  Secretary 
Benson. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Insofar  as  the  Ben¬ 
son  plan  is  at  issue,  how  would  a  Sen¬ 
ator  have  to  vote  in  order  to  show  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Benson  plan? 


Mr.  MUNDT.  I  suspect  if  one  were 
a  dedicated  follower  of  the  Benson  con¬ 
cept  of  farm  economics,  he  would  vote 
for  the  Ellender  amendment,  because  it 
out-Bensons  Benson.  It  would  take 
those  things  about  the  Benson  program 
which  I  think  are  bad  for  the  farmer, 
and  it  make  them  even  worse. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  make 
an  observation  and  see  if  the  Senator 
agrees  with  me  in  connection  with  the 
statement  that  the  Ellender  amendment 
would  out-Benson  Benson.  I  would  be 
inclined  to  go  along  with  him  for  the 
following  reason,  among  others:  There 
is  another  factor  that  enters  into  the 
whole  picture,  or  will  shortly  enter  into 
it.  That  is  the  factor  of  the  export 
volume  of  our  feed  grains,  including 
com.  Very  shortly  there  will  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  trade  bill.  In  his 
message  to  the  Congress,  the  President 
pointed  out  that  one  reason  for  the  trade 
bill  as  drafted  by  his  advisers  was  to  as¬ 
sure  a  continuation  of  the  export  of  our 
agricultural  commodities. 

Unfortunately,  about  a  week  after  the 
President’s  message  to  Congress,  the 
Common  Market  adopted  a  policy  of 
self-sufficiency  in  agriculture,  a  policy 
with  which  I  know  the  Senator  is  famil¬ 
iar.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  should 
give  the  President  a  trade  bill  with  the 
powers  for  which  he  has  asked,  and  a 
hard  bargaining  position  were  arrived  at, 
the  question  might  arise  as  to  whether 
we  are  going  to  continue  the  agriculture 
export  switch  envisioned  at  the  time  the 
President  submitted  the  bill  to  us.  Per¬ 
haps  the  hard  bargaining  might  become 
a  little  softer  if  the  proposed  legislation 
were  on  the  books,  because  the  farmers, 
and  not  the  Government,  would  pay  the 
price.  The  farmers  would  suffer  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  soft  bargaining  with  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  on  the  part  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  Am  I  correct  in  that 
observation? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  In  other  words,  in  bar¬ 
gaining  to  protect  itself,  to  recapture 
its  investment,  and  get  rid  of  the  com 
which  it  now  owns,  the  Government 
would  merely  act  as  an  agent  of  the 
farmer,  who  would  be  the  owner  of  the 
com? 

Mi*.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  suggest  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  even  more  vicious  in  its  potential 
impact  upon  our  farmers  than  any  of 
the  policies  attributed  to  the  former  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  Benson. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
In  addition  to  the  reasons  I  previously 
stated,  the  measure  would  eliminate  any 
price  support  whatever  for  the  farmer. 
Secretary  Benson  was  willing  to  settle 
for  a  pretty  low  support  price  of  60  to 
65  percent;  he  never  contemplated  push¬ 
ing  it  down  to  zero. 

It  would  eliminate  the  criteria  under 
which  the  Benson  formula  gave  direction 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  to  the 
level  at  which  he  had  to  fix  price  sup- 
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ports  and  the  conditions  under  which 
they  would  prevail. 

It  would  put  an  impossible  compunc¬ 
tion  upon  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
by  telling  him,  “You  must  establish  price 
supports  for  com  low  enough  so  that 
not  a  bushel  of  com  wall  be  added  to 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  sur¬ 
plus.”  That  is  merely  a  longwinded  Sen¬ 
atorial  filibusterer’s  way  of  saying,  “You 
must  establish  price  supports  for  corn 
under  prevailing  conditions  at  zero.” 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  would  be  the 
situation  regardless  of  how  soft  the  bar¬ 
gaining  position  might  be  with  respect 
to  agricultural  exports  in  the  Common 
Market. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Precisely,  because  the 
measuring  rod  is  how  much  corn  is 
there  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  asked  about  the 
amendment  position.  I  should  like 
to  respond,  by  stating  what  I  believe  the 
amendment  would  do. 

During  World  War  II,  and  until  the 
Aiken  bill  was  passed  in  1948,  and  later 
the  Anderson  bill  in  1949,  corn  as  one 
of  the  basic  crops  was  supported  at  90 
percent  of  parity.  When  the  Aiken  bill 
was  passed,  corn  was  supported  at  75 
to  90  percent  of  parity.  Under 
the  Anderson  bill  of  1949,  corn  was  sup¬ 
ported  at  75  to  90  percent. 

In  1958,  when  the  present  provision  of 
law  was  passed,  corn  was  supported  at 
65  percent  of  parity,  or  90  percent  of 
the  average  of  the  market  price  in  the 
3  preceding  years,  whichever  is  higher. 

There  has  been  a  floor  for  corn,  since 
World  War  II. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  remove  the  floor.  The 
support  would  be  from  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent.  It  could  be  fixed  at  any  point  be¬ 
tween  0  and  90  percent.  For  the  first 
time  since  World  War  II,  the  price  sup¬ 
port  floor  would  be  removed  from  corn. 

A  second  point,  which  I  raised  regard¬ 
ing  the  amendment,  goes  to  the  effect  it 
might  have  on  a  change  in  the  feed 
grain  program.  I  believe  there  should  be 
a  change  in  the  1958  act,  relating  to 
corn  and  feed  grains.  I  do  not  favor 
the  compulsory  program.  It  may  be  that 
farmers  at  some  later  date  will 
want  a  compulsory  feed  grain  program. 
They  do  not  want  one  today.  If ,  the 
farmers  are  given  an  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  the  compulsory  proposal  and  all 
reasonable  alternatives,  and  make  their 
choice — it  is  all  right.  But  they  are 
the  ones  concerned,  and  they  ought  to  be 
given  full  opportunity  to  make  the  deci¬ 
sion  in  this  matter  and  fair  alternatives. 

I  object  to  the  administration’s  at¬ 
tempt  to  stuff  down  the  throats  of  farm¬ 
ers  and  of  the  Congress  the  compulsory 
feed  grain  program,  until  there  has  been 
full  opportunity  for  farmers  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  study  it,  and  a  chance  to  see 
whether  an  alternative  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  adopted. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  contribution.  He 
has  put  the  alternative  before  the  Sen¬ 


ate  very  clearly.  I  can  see  how  the  El- 
lender  proposal  would  have  the  support 
of  two  groups  Of  Senators.  The  first 
group  consists  of  those  who  believe  in 
the  compulsory  program,  known  as  the 
Kennedy-Cochrane-Freeman  compul¬ 
sory  program,  which  we  have  before  us 
and  which  was  rejected  by  the  House. 
Anyone  who  believes  in  that  program,  I 
suspect,  would  be  in  favor  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  because  this  loads  the  gun  and 
cocks  the  trigger  and  holds  it  to  the 
head  of  the  farmer  and  says,  “You  are 
on  the  way  to  bankruptcy.  You  can¬ 
not  live  with  zero  price  supports. 
Therefore,  to  survive  you  must  accept 
our  program  of  compulsory  controls  and 
fanning  operations  directed  from  Wash¬ 
ington.” 

The  other  group  consists  of  the  dedi¬ 
cated  disciples  of  the  Benson  flexible 
price  support  policy,  some  of  whom  it 
seems  have  been  masquerading  behind 
false  faces  for  many  years,  because  they 
have  been  attacking  it  on  the  Senate 
floor  and  on  the  political  hustings,  but 
who  now  seem  to  be  in  the  vanguard  of 
those  who  are  supporting  his  flexible 
price  support  philosophy  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  today. 

Now  that  we  know  who  they  are,  I 
suspect  that  they  also  would  support  the 
Ellender  proposal,  as,  of  course,  will  any 
in  this  body  who  favor  no  farm  program 
at  all. 

I  do  not  understand  how  anyone  else 
could  support  it. 

If  the  amendment  stays  in  the  bill  I 
certainly  will  vote  against  the  bill  on 
final  passage,  and  do  everything  I  can 
to  get  every  additional  Senator  to  vote 
against  it,  because  I  believe  it  sounds 
the  death  knell  to  farm  opportunity  in 
America.  I  believe  it  is  the  beginning 
of  the  end  of  the  family  farmer  and  his 
capacity  to  succeed.  After  25  years  of 
working  with  the  concept  of  price  sup¬ 
port,  we  now,  in  one  fell  swoop,  would 
change  it  to  a  minimum  price  support 
of  zero. 

I  hope  that  the  leadership  on  the 
other  side  will  permit  this  vote  to  occur 
on  the  motion  to  reconsider,  so  we  can 
have  an  adequate  discussion  of  it  and 
so  we  can  have  debate  on  the  merits  of 
it.  I  hope  that  the  Democratic  leader¬ 
ship  does  not  make  it  official  Democratic 
policy  that  they  support  the  Ellender 
amendment  by  offering  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table,  which  everyone  in  the 
Senate  know  is  always  used  as  an  ex¬ 
pression  of  the  official  policy  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  party.  Let  us  have  free  and  open 
discussion.  Let  us  have  a  chance  to 
argue  the  issue  on  its  merits.  Let  us 
find  out,  if  we  can,  where  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  stands  on  this  revolution¬ 
ary  approach  that  would  alter  the  whole 
concept  of  agricultural  legislation  after 
a  quarter  of  a  century  of  working  with 
it  and  trying  to  improve  it  and  refine 
it. 

If  we  do  reconsider  it,  let  us  try  to 
write  something  which  is  adeqate  and 
honest.  All  of  us  recognize  that  the  ex¬ 
isting  legislation  needs  refinement  and 
needs  changes  and  needs  modification. 
Let  us  not  put  ourselves  in  the  strait- 
jacket  where  there  is  no  choice  except 
to  watch  the  farmers  go  broke  and  stay 


free,  or  let  the  farmers  become  enslaved 
and  entrapped  by  a  compulsory  program 
which  can  never  make  the  farmers  pros¬ 
perous,  but  which  at  best  might  prevent 
them  from  dying  in  the  poorhouse. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  this  debate 
could  not  have  occurred  at  the  time  the 
amendment  was  introduced.  I  trust 
the  Democratic  leadership  will  exercise 
forbearance  and  not  make  it  a  party 
issue  and  a  party  position  and  a  party 
policy  by  offering  a  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table  and  thereby  stultify  the  debate. 
I  believe  that  if  we  can  have  the  issues 
ventilated  and  the  Ellender  amendment 
reconsidered  the  Senate  will  have  a  sec¬ 
ond  choice  to  register  its  will  and  ex¬ 
press  its  attitude  on  this  new  adventure 
which  is  now  being  proposed  for  the 
farmers  of  America  by  using  them  as 
guinea  pigs,  but  which  will  have  a  dev- 
asting  effect  on  the  producer  of  every 
feed  grain  and  ultimately  will  have  its 
worst  impact  on  dairymen  and  cattle¬ 
men  and  people  engaged  in  the  livestock 
production  in  America. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER  obtained  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  understand 
that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  must 
go  to  a  committee  meeting,  and  that  he 
would  like  to  make  a  brief  statement.  I 
therefore  ask  that  I  may  yield  to  him 
for  that  purpose,  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  for  his  unfailing 
courtesy. 

I  rise  to  support  the  position  of  those 
who  have  spoken  against  the  Ellender 
amendment  and  in  favor  of  the  motion  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  it  was 
adopted.  I  say  to  my  colleague  that 
there  is  more  involved  here  than  simply 
the  reconsideration  of  an  amendment. 
There  is  more  involved  here  than  simply 
the  removal  of  the  65 -percent  floor  on 
price  supports  for  com.  What  is  in¬ 
volved  here  is  a  matter  of  far-reaching 
impact  as  if  ultimately  will  involve  not 
only  the  com  farmers  but  also  the  feed 
grain  farmers  and  livestock  farmers  and 
poultrymen — in  short,  the  producers  of 
all  agricultural  products. 

I  say  this  because  the  amendment 
would  place  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  a  bludgeoning  tool  that 
would  put  him  in  a  position  to  force 
the  adoption  and  approval  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  of  a  plan  which  would  pretty 
much  follow  the  plan  turned  down  by  the 
House  and  defeated  there.  It  calls  for 
compulsory  controls  on  feed  grains. 
There  is  no  question  about  it.  The 
amendment,  if  adopted  and  eventually 
becomes  the  law,  will  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  put  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  such  a  low  level  that  the  com 
farmers  of  this  country  will  literally 
crawl  on  their  hands  and  knees  to  Con¬ 
gress  to  ask  for  what  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  wants  and  what  the  White 
House  wants  and  what  the  leadership  of 
the  House  and  the  leadership  of  the 
Senate  want;  namely,  a  compulsory  feed 
grain  program. 
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We  do  not  need  to  belabor  the  point. 
The  position  of  those  who  have  advo¬ 
cated  the  compulsory  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  altered  one  iota.  They 
are  still  firmly  holding  to  their  original 
position.  Yesterday  we  heard  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  state  repeatedly  that  it  is 
his  belief  that  we  ought  to  adopt  the 
compulsory  feed  grain  program. 

That  is  enunciated  notwithstanding 
the  defeat  of  the  program  by  the  House. 
It  is  offered  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
House  bill,  now  before  us,  and  as  passed 
by  the  House  not  long  ago,  does  not 
provide  for  wheat. 

Irrespective  .of  those  facts,  the  House 
leadership,  the  Senate  leadership,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  White 
House  still  want  the  supply  management 
concept  of  compulsory  feed  grain  con¬ 
trol.  They  are  still  working  for  it.  Why 
this  concern  about  it?  Is  only  corn  in¬ 
volved?  Of  course  not.  As  soon  as 
compulsory  controls  are  forced  upon  the 
corn  farmers  of  the  Nation,  we  would 
find  soon  afterward  the  same  type  of 
program  applied  to  other  feed  grains. 

That  would  be  followed  in  short  order 
by  placing  livestock  under  similar  pro¬ 
duction  controls.  In  turn,  poultry, 
dairy  products,  and  all  other  products 
of  agriculture  would  be  placed  under 
production  controls.  That  pattern  would 
inevitably  unfold. 

The  designation  of  the  feed  grains 
program  as  compulsory — which  the  Ken- 
nedy-Cochrane-Freeman  program  is — 
is  logical  and  accurate.  It  was  concocted 
in  the  mind  of  Dr.  Willard  Cochrane, 
Chief  Economic  Adviser  to  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman. 

In  November  1959,  Dr.  Cochrane  first 
advocated  this  theory  of  supply  manage¬ 
ment  of  feed  grains  and  other  products. 
As  long  ago  as  that  he  contended,  in  an 
article  published  in  the  Journal  of  Farm 
Economics,  that  livestock  would  come 
under  this  program.  It  was  not  men¬ 
tioned  specifically,  nor  was  it  expressly 
provided  for  in  the  omnibus  farm  bill 
of  1961.  His  statement  is  as  follows: 

It  is  possible  that  the  longrun  price 
elasticity  of  beef  at  retail  is  greater  than 
one,  and  some  remote  possibility  that  this 
price  elasticity  at  the  farm  price  level  is 
greater  than  one.  For  these  reasons,  beef 
producers  probably  would  not  want  to  ini¬ 
tiate  supply  control,  and  they  would  be 
justified  in  sitting  out  any  early  moves 
toward  supply  control. 

It  is  probably  the  case,  however,  that  beef 
producers  would  be  forced  to  accept  supply 
control  if  producers  in  the  above  aggregate 
of  animal  products  adopted  supply  control. 

I  remind  the  Senate  that  in  my  State 
roughly  50  percent  of  the  agricultural 
income  is  derived  from  livestock  sources. 
That  means  a  great  deal  to  the  people 
who  live  in  Nebraska  and  in  neighboring 
States. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  shared  the  concern 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  over 
the  manner  in  which  the  present  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  the  present  ad¬ 
ministration  have  beaten  a  retreat  from 


programs  designed  to  provide  adequate 
farm  income  almost  since  the  day  they 
took  the  oath  of  office.  Since  1938,  when 
farm  legislation  was  first  written  in  this 
direction,  parity  prices  have  been  the 
lodestone.  We  have  always  tried  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  farmer  full  parity,  if  pos¬ 
sible — and  either  90  percent  of  parity  or 
65  percent  of  parity  or  70  percent  of 
parity  as  a  minimum  floor — throughout 
the  farm  belt.  For  well  over  25  years 
we  have  been  interested  in  providing 
parity  for  the  farmer. 

I  have  noticed  that  two  or  three  times 
in  public  meetings  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  been  steering  away  from 
talking  about  parity  and  is  now  speak¬ 
ing  about  net  income  for  farmers.  I  sup¬ 
pose  he  has  been  discouraged  or  em¬ 
barrassed  by  the  fact  that  parity  has 
been  dropping  under  his  administration; 
that  the  farmer  has  been  receiving  a 
smaller  percentage  of  parity  under  the 
Democrats  than  he  got  under  the  Re¬ 
publicans.  Under  the  Republicans,  it 
was  not  good  enough;  but  when  parity 
dropped  from  81  to  78  percent  and  79 
percent  the  Secretary  began  to  say  that 
parity  is  not  so  important;  that  what  we 
ought  to  talk  about  is  net  income  for 
the  farmers. 

It  was  quickly  pointed  out  that  net 
income  to  the  farmer  is  a  meaningless 
figure,  depending  on  the  caprice  of 
weather.  Sometimes  there  is  big  pro¬ 
duction  and  big  net  income;  in  some 
years  there  is  low  production  and  low 
income.  But  if  we  merely  talk  about 
net  income,  without  relating  it  to  the 
costs  to  the  farmer  for  the  maintenance 
of  his  family,  for  the  education  of  his 
children,  and  for  his  livelihood  in  gen¬ 
eral,  it  is  a  meaningless  figure. 

But  now  they  have  abandoned  both 
parity  and  net  income;  and  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  relate  the  price  supports  to  the 
amount  of  stocks  of  the  various  com¬ 
modities  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  This  has  no  relationship  to 
the  economy  of  the  farmer  ;  it  has  no 
relationship  to  his  capacity  to  survive. 
Merely  to  say  that  we  will  pay  the  farm¬ 
er  in  conformity  with  whatever  amount 
of  commodities  we  find  in  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  sad  retreat  from  the  position  which 
was  announced  to  us  when  Mr.  Free¬ 
man  and  Mr.  Kennedy  took  office,  when 
they  were  committed  by  the  promise 
to  provide  the  farmer  with  a  greater 
degree  of  parity.  But  now  they  say  to 
the  farmer,  “We  will  pay  you  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  amount,  in  reverse  pro¬ 
portion,  of  the  commodities  we  find  in 
the  Government  storehouse.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct  in  pointing  out  these  facts. 
I  can  recall  the  years  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  was  in  office,  when  members  of 
the  present  administration  made  speech 
after  speech  and  quotation  after  quota¬ 
tion  from  their  party  platform,  to  the 
effect  that  price  supports  should  be  at 
least  100  percent  of  parity.  They  were 
pleading,  “Send  us  in,  coach;  we  will  do 
the  job.  We  will  hit  the  line  hard  and 
see  to  it  that  you  get  100  percent  of 
parity.” 

For  some  reason,  with  a  clear  2-to-l 
majority  in  the  Senate,  and  with  an 


85  margin  in  the  House,  the  party  now 
controlling  the  White  House  and  all  the 
executive  departments  is  retreating 
from  these  programs,  pledges,  and  prom¬ 
ises.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Let  us  consider  the 
farm  program  as  a  whole.  There  are 
Government  price  support  programs  not 
only  for  com,  but  also  for  wheat,  oats, 
and  other  feed  grains.  There  are  also 
price  support  programs  for  cotton,  to¬ 
bacco,  rice,  and  peanuts.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  believe  that  if  Con¬ 
gress  '  in  its  wisdom  should  decide  to 
destroy  the  price  support  program  for 
corn  and  substitute  some  kind  of  com¬ 
pulsory  program  for  wheat,  before  long 
we  would  have  a  price  support  progi'am 
operating  in  the  case  of  a  few  selected 
crops  in  the  South?  Important  as  our 
southern  comrades  are,  acting  together 
as  they  vote,  they  are  only  24  out  of  100. 
If  they  succeed  in  having  imposed  upon 
the  corn  and  feed  grains  farm  economy 
the  concept  that  price  supports  should 
run  down  to  zero,  no  doubt  there  would 
be  a  demand  upon  the  Senate  and  the 
House  that  southern  farmers  also  be 
subjected  to  the  same  reductions  as 
have  been  put  upon  the  rest  of  the 
farmers. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  would  not  be  very 
long. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Since  this  proposal 
is  being  tied  into  the  stockpile  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
deals  exclusively  with  com  at  the  mo¬ 
ment,  I  find  that  1,650  million  bushels 
of  com  are  in  surplus  or  in  the  stock¬ 
pile.  Since  the  new  proposal  is  to  be 
based  upon  the  support  price  that  the 
Secretary  decides  upon,  and  will  be 
based  upon  the  stockpile  of  corn,  plus 
what  the  Secretary  anticipates  the 
farmers  will  grow,  why  would  not  a  bet¬ 
ter  plan  be  to  freeze  the  1,650  million 
bushels,  or  a  big  portion  of  it,  and  take 
it  completely  out  of  competition  with 
what  the  fanner  will  grow  beginning 
next  January  1?  Then  there  would  be 
a  free  and  open  market  for  com  at  a 
much  higher  price  than  now  exists,  and 
the  farmers  would  be  prosperous. 

That  is  my  opinion  of  what  should  be 
considered.  The  stockpile  is  a  liability, 
not  an  asset.  It  has  a  tendency  to  de¬ 
press  the  prices  which  are  received  by 
the  fanners,  and  it  costs  the  American 
taxpayers  many  millions  of  dollars  to 
store  the  stockpile.  It  cost  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  acquire  it  in  the 
first  place.  So  why  is  not  this  a  good 
time  to  freeze  a  large  portion  of  it  and 
get  the  Government  out  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  business?  I  am  in 
favor  of  doing  that,  both  in  regard  to 
corn  and  in  regard  to  other  businesses. 
Then  we  could  use  the  corn  to  feed 
hungry  people  in  the  United  States  and 
hungry  people  elsewhere  in  the  world, 
and  we  would  get  the  Government  out  of 
the  corn  business,  and  we  would  place 
the  farmers  in  a  position  in  which  they 
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would  grow  for  the  open  market,  and 
would  get  a  much  higher  price,  in  my 
opinion,  than  the  one  they  ai-e  getting 
now. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  for  that  alter¬ 
native  suggestion.  It  is  a  much  better 
proposal  than  the  one  being  made  by  the 
authors  of  this  amendment. 

To  show  the  tendency,  I  should  like  to 
read  again  from  the  Farm  Quarterly  for 
the  summer  of  1960,  where  Dr.  Cochrane 
was  interviewed  by  the  managing  editor, 
Chai'les  R.  Koch.  Here  is  Dr.  Cochrane’s 
answer  to  a  question  posed  by  Mr.  Koch: 

It  would  not  be  a  matter  of  encourage¬ 
ment:  some  of  them  would  be  forced  in.  If 
you  bad  a  control  on  hogs,  for  example, 
none  on  eggs,  growers  would  transfer  their 
corn  into  the  production  of  more  poultry 
and  more  eggs.  It  would  be  this  old  transfer 
of  resources  devil  all  over  again.  The  feed 
resources  released  from  hogs  would  be  put 
through  chickens  to  produce  eggs;  and  eggs 
happen  to  be  inelastic  in  demand,  and  in 
just  a  little  bit  they’d  be  in  real  trouble. 
The  feed  grain  would  also  be  transferred  to 
beef,  and  beef  producers  would  feel  some 
pressure. 

So,  Mr.  President,  that  is  the  basis  for 
my  suggestion  and  contention  that  more 
is  involved  than  the  mere  elimination  of 
the  65 -percent  price  support  as  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  producers  of  corn.  The  im¬ 
pact  would  ultimately  be  felt  in  all  facets 
of  agriculture  and  in  all  areas  of  the 
country.  That  consideration  is  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  argument  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota.  If  this  program 
were  to  be  required  as  regards  corn,  feed 
grains,  and  livestock,  it  would  not  be 
long  before  it  would  be  transferred  to 
other  basic  crops  which  are  now  under 
price  supports. 

For  these  reasons,  I  suggest  that  the 
motion  to  reconsider  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  concedes  that  in  order  to  carry 
through  what  he  now  suggests,  Congress 
would  have  to  act  upon  a  law  which 
would  give  that  power,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  true.  But  the 
point  is  that  if  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  given  those  tools  to  prepare 
the  political  climate  among  the  feed 
grain  farmers  and  the  com  farmers,  they 
will  be  confronted  with  the  prospects  of 
accepting  either  an  inordinately  low 
price  support  for  corn  or  accepting  the 
compulsory  feed  grains  program  or  com¬ 
pulsory  com  program.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  will  have  the  means 
within  his  command  to  operate  on  a 
“rule  or  ruin”  basis.  I  say  we  are  doing 
agriculture  a  disservice  if  we  eliminate 
from  the  present  law  the  65-percent 
floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  fur¬ 
ther? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  well  knows,  as  chairman 
of  the  committee  I  advocated  that  re¬ 
tention  of  the  65  percent  of  parity  sup¬ 
port  price  or  90  percent  of  the  aver¬ 
age  market  price  for  the  last  3  years,  but 
on  condition  that  there  be  acreage  con¬ 


trol.  But  what  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  is  now  advocating  is  that  we  con¬ 
tinue  the  old  law — the  1958  act,  which 
means  the  planting  and  cultivation  and 
production  of  all  the  com  and  other 
feed  grains  a  farmer  desires  to  plant, 
with  Uncle  Sam  holding  the  bag. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do  not  know  that  I 
am  advocating  the  1958  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram.  But  it  is  preferable  to  the  com¬ 
pulsory  program  which  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  has  in  his  hat  and  would  like  to 
impose  on  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  voted 
against  the  proposal,  as  submitted  in 
May,  to  retain  the  supports  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  levels,  with  acreage  controls. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  There  are  many  alter¬ 
natives  to  the  situation  which  faces  us; 
and  they  are  not  confined  to  the  1958 
act  alone. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator. from  Nebraska  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pell 
in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  can  name  one  of  the 
alternatives,  namely,  continuation  for 
another  year  of  the  present  corn  pro¬ 
gram,  as  was  recommended  by  Secretary 
Freeman  before  he  read  the  Cochrane 
book.  He  brought  that  program  before 
the  committee  last  year,  and  we  adopted 
it.  It  did  cut  down  the  surplus  of  corn — 
not  to  the  extent  he  thought  it  would,  but 
it  did  cut  it  down,  even  though  it  did  not 
cut  it  down  to  the  extent  we  would  wish. 
But  before  Secretary  Freeman  read  the 
Cochrane  book,  that  is  what  he  sug¬ 
gested. 

What  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  says 
is  quite  true.  He  says  that  before  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  institute 
a  compulsory  program — the  one  which 
he  and  Freeman  and  Dr.  Cochrane 
want — and  before  he  could  have  com¬ 
plete  controls  over  the  farmers  under 
that  concept,  Congress  would  have  to 
pass  such  a  law.  Of  course  that  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

But  does  not  the  Senator  agree  that 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  Members  of 
the  House  should  be  entitled  to  consider 
reasonable  alternative  programs  for  the 
farmers,  and  then  be  confronted  with 
a  new  administration  suggestion  next 
year,  rather  than  be  confronted  now  with 
a  program  which  is  driving  farmers  to 
bankruptcy  and  is  bringing  chaos  to  the 
livestock  industry  and  is  forcing  the  feed- 
grain  producers  to  shut  down  their  oper¬ 
ations?  Instead  of  subjecting  the 
farmers  to  such  desperate  conditions, 
should  we  not  be  able  to  consider  the 
program  and  debate  it  during  a  period 
of  calmness  when  a  good  program  is 
being  followed? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  We  should,  indeed. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper] 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  been  very  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  He  has  given 
a  very  lucid  explanation,  as  did  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  . 


My  remarks  will  be  very  brief,  and 
will  be  in  the  nature  of  canvassing  the 
agricultural  situation  with  respect  to 
the  general  posture  not  only  of  this 
amendment  but  also  of  the  entire  bill. 

Because  so  much  has  been  said  on  the 
farm  issue,  both  in  and  out  of  Congress, 
during  the  current  session,  I  feel  there  is 
a  real  need  to  try  to  set  the  record 
straight  as  regards  to  the  situation  in 
which  we  find  ourselves  today. 

First,  let  me  make  it  perfectly  clear 
that  I  intend  to  vote  against  the  current 
farm  bill — H.R.  12391 — before  this  body. 
The  record  will  show  that  I  voted  against 
S.  3225  when  it  was  passed  by  a  very  nar- 
now  margin  in  the  Senate  several  weeks 
ago.  The  record  also  shows  that  the 
House  on  a  bipartisan  basis  would  not  ac¬ 
cept  a  similar  version  of  this  original 
Senate  bill.  The  record  also  shows  that 
the  House  Agricultural  Committee 
tabled — or  killed — S.  3225  when  it  was 
considered  by  that  body.  Now  we  have 
the  spectacle  of  another  version  of  this 
effort  before  this  body  in  connection  with 
H.R.  12391. 

It  is  my  desire  to  explain  briefly  why 
I  must  vote  against  this  current  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  Next,  I  want  to  set  the 
record  straight  regarding  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1958.  Finally,  I  want  to 
point  out  that  it  would  be  far  better  to 
have  no  new  farm  legislation  rather  than 
to  pass  the  bill  that  is  before  us. 

My  greatest  objections  to  H.R.  12391 
are  in  connection  with  title  HI.  This 
title  deals  with  wheat  and  feed  grains. 

This  bill  contains  the  latest  and  most 
unworkable  version  of  the  costly  multi¬ 
ple-price  plan  for  wheat.  The  proposed 
plan  is  by  far  the  most  objectionable 
version  of  any  multiple-price  plan  which 
has  been  considered  by  the  Senate  since  I 
have  been  here. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  the 
multiple -price  wheat  plan  in  H.R.  12391 
would  be  bad  for  farmers,  consumers, 
taxpayers,  and  for  our  international  re¬ 
lations.  I  shall  list  and  discuss  several 
of  these  reasons. 

This  multiple -price  wheat  plan  if  en¬ 
acted  into  law  would : 

First.  Guarantee  a  shortage  of 
needed  types  of  wheat  production  for 
the  future,  because  it  proposes  to  cut 
back  all  wheat  producers  the  same 
amount  even  though  the  wheat  they  pro¬ 
duce  may  be  in  short  supply.  It  does 
this  as  a  permanent  thing  by  issuing 
certificates  to  all  producers  on  a  pro 
rata  basis.  This  will  result  in  ineffi¬ 
ciency  and  higher  costs  all  the  way  from 
the  producer  to  the  consumer. 

Second.  Insure  that  growers  of  poor 
quality  milling  wheat  will  continue  to 
produce  all  the  wheat  they  can,  because 
they,  too,  will  get  their  certificates  on  a 
prorata  basis.  Thus  we  will  continue  to 
pile  up  unwanted  wheat. 

Third.  Permits  all  export  wheat — in¬ 
cluding  Public  Law  480  and  other  give¬ 
away  wheat — in  the  “primary  market,” 
along  with  domestic  food  wheat.  This  is 
an  insult  to  the  intelligence  of  American 
taxpayers.  This  move  is  an  inexcusable 
affront  to  those  who  would  like  to  see  an 
honest,  fair,  and  reasonable  program 
worked  out  for  wheat  that  has  some  hope 
of  solving  the  surplus  problem. 
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Fourth.  Be  most  unfair  to  all  feed 
grain  growers  because  of  its  Government 
rigged  pricing  mechanism,  guaranteeing 
a  high  price  for  all  domestic  food  and  ex¬ 
port  wheat — including  giveaway  wheat — 
and  a  feed  price  for  all  the  surplus.  It 
is  unfair  because  it  permits,  by  Govern¬ 
ment  rigging  of  prices,  a  high  net  blend 
price  for  wheat,  and  thus  dumping  of 
feed  wheat  in  an  already  glutted  feed 
grain  market.  Feed  grain  growers  have 
always  been  willing  to  compete  with 
wheat  growers  on  a  basis  of  the  same 
rules,  but  never  on  a  basis  of  rigged 
rules.  This  kind  of  a  jumping  opera¬ 
tion  would  disrupt  feed  grain — livestock 
ratios  to  the  detriment  of  livestock,  dairy, 
and  poultry  producers. 

Fifth.  Raise  the  price  of  flour  and 
bread  to  consumers.  The  proponents  of 
the  bill  say  the  increase  in  cost  of  a  sack 
of  flour  or  a  loaf  of  bread  will  be  small, 
and  the  users  of  flour,  including  the 
bakers,  say  it  will  be  considerable.  My 
judgment  would  be  that  the  users  of 
flour  and  bakers  of  bread  are  in  a  much 
better  position  to  know  what  the  effect 
on  costs  in  their  operations  will  be.  Suf¬ 
fice  it  to  say,  however,  the  larger  con¬ 
sumers  of  flour  and  bread — many  in  the 
lower  income  bracket — will  resent  their 
Government  being  a  part  of  a  rigged 
program  that  will  increase  their  basic 
food  costs  through  a  flour  or  bread  tax, 
even  if.  it  should  be  only  1  cent  on  a  loaf 
of  bread. 

Sixth.  Permit  unlimited  discretionary 
authority  to  be  exercised  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  If  Senators  do  not  believe  this, 
read  the  original  bill  carefully  and  count 
the  number  of  important  areas  where  the 
Secretary  is  granted  almost  unlimited 
authority.  No  industry  as  important  as 
wheat  should  be  subject  to  the  possibil¬ 
ity  of  some  Secretary  making  political 
decisions  that  might  be  unwise  for  the 
whole  future  of  the  industry.  _ 

Seventh.  Cause  serious  international 
complications.  The  President  has  ex¬ 
pressed  interest  in  a  high  level  of  inter¬ 
national  trade.  I  agree  with  this  objec¬ 
tive.  The  President  has  also  expressed 
concern  about  our  balance  of  payment 
problems  and  potential  Common  Market 
restrictions,  especially  as  they  relate  to 
agriculture.  I  am  greatly  concerned 
with  these  problems.  But  how  can  we 
expect  to  put  into  effect  the  rigged  mul¬ 
tiple  price  plan  for  wheat  and  not  have 
repercussions,  not  only  in  the  Common 
Market  countries,  but  also  in  other  ex¬ 
porting  competitor  countries  such  as 
Canada  and  Australia? 

Eighth.  Provide  by  means  of  certifi¬ 
cates  a  complicated  and  little  under¬ 
stood  plan.  It  really  is  a  processing  tax 
done  up  in  a  new  sack.  Farmers  and 
others  interested  in  wheat  will  resist 
this  program  because  of  its  complica¬ 
tions,  uncertainties,  and  added  costs. 
Bootlegging  will  be  on  its  way  back,  not 
in  bottles  and  jugs,  but  in  sacks  and 
bulk.  Whenever  the  opportunity  for  a 
quick  buck  is  available,  one  will  always 
find  some  takers.  As  proof  of  this,  just 
look  at  the  penalty  provisions  the  pro¬ 
ponents  have  written  into  the  bill.  This 
was  also  true  with  prohibition  laws,  as 
Senators  well  remember — and  Senators 
also  remember  they  failed.  The  door 


would  be  wide  open  for  Estes  type  scan¬ 
dals  when  people  start  dealing  in  cer¬ 
tificates. 

Ninth.  Finally,  and  most  important, 
this  multiple  price  wheat  plan  would  not 
solve  the  wheat  surplus  problem.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  would  create  many  new 
areas  of  confusion  in  the  entire  wheat 
industry. 

The  bill  before  us  also  contains  a  pro¬ 
vision  to  extend  the  present  emergency 
feed  grain  program  for  1  more  year — 
that  is,  through  1963. 

There  is  serious  doubt  that  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  this  present  stopgap  feed  grain 
legislation  would  save  money. 

The  emergency  program  now  in  effect 
is  the  most  expensive  farm  program  ever 
enacted  by  the  Congress.  This  program 
was  abandoned  by  the  administration 
earlier  this  year  in  favor  of  an  approach 
which  has  now  been  rejected  by  the 
House. 

Under  the  1961  feed  grain  program,  the 
output  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  was 
reduced  421  million  bushels;  but  this  was 
partially  offset  by  an  increase  of  138  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  in  soybean  production.  In 
terms  of  corn  equivalent,  the  combined 
1961  output  of  com,  grain  sorghums,  and 
soybeans  was  down  only  4.3  percent  from 
1960.  Furthermore,  the  support  price — 
and  consequently  the  potential  cost  of 
price  support  operations — is  almost  twice 
as  high  per  bushel  for  soybeans  as  for 
corn. 

There  is  considerable  disagreement  as 
to  whether  the  1961  feed  grain  program 
saved  money.  The  answer  depends  on 
the  assumptions  that  are  made.  As¬ 
sumptions  can  be  selected  to  yield  any 
desired  answer.  Those  who  argue  that 
money  was  saved  are  largely  relying  on 
unproved  estimates  of  what  might  have 
been.”  For  example,  in  its  analysis  of 
the  1961  program,  the  USDA  assumed 
that  only  2.4  bushels  of  a  7.3-bushel  in¬ 
crease  in  corn  yields  and  0.8  bushels  of  a 
4-bushel  increase  in  grain  sorghum  yields 
resulted  from  the  program,  and  disre¬ 
garded  an  increase  of  138  million  bushels 
in  soybean  production.  Even  so,  it  was 
able  to  show  savings  in  comparison 
with  the  program  previously  in  effect 
only  by  assuming  that  the  grain  that 
allegedly  would  have  been  produced 
without  the  1961  program  would  have 
been  stored  for  9  years  in  the  case  of 
corn  and  11  years  in  the  case  of  grain 
sorghums.  These  assumptions  are  high¬ 
ly  unlikely  in  light  of  current  upward 
trend  in  feed  grain  consumption. 

The  July  1,  1962,  crop  report  has  been 
cited  as  evidence  that  the  emergency 
program  is  accomplishing  its  objective. 
This  report  showed  a  reduction  of  3  per¬ 
cent  for  1962  production  from  the  final 
1961  estimate  of  corn  production,  but 
it  should  be  compared  with  the  July  1961 
estimate.  On  the  basis  of  July  1  crop 
reports,  estimated  com  production  is  up 
almost  11  percent  this  year  over  1961. 

Furthermore,  the  “emergency”  feed 
grain  program  and  the  method  in  which 
it  has  been  administered  has  been  dev¬ 
astating  to  the  market  system  for  corn 
and  other  feed  grains.  Under  the  1961 
feed  grain  program,  the  CCC  sold  over 
600  million  bushels  of  corn  at  an  average 
price  of  $1.02  per  bushel.  At  the  same 


time  it  was  selling  this  corn  and  de¬ 
pressing  the  market,  a  total  of  658  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  1961  corn  was  placed  un¬ 
der  price  support  loans  and  purchase 
agreements.  This  was  an  all-time  high 
and  in  excess  of  the  amount  put  under 
loan  during  1959  and  1960  when  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958  was  in  opera¬ 
tion.  There  is  a  good  chance  that  all  of 
the  corn  sold  under  the  1961  program 
will  be  replaced  with  new  “takeovers” 
at  a  support  price  of  $1.20  per  bushel. 
If  this  happens,  the  direct  added  cost 
of  this  manipulation  of  CCC  stocks  will 
be  in  excess  of  $100  million.  Additional 
losses  were  incurred  by  selling  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  for  less  than  the  support  price. 

In  addition,  during  the  first  9 
months  of  the  1961-62  marketing  year, 
which  began  last  October  1,  the  farm 
price  of  corn  averaged  98.1  cents  per 
bushel  in  comparison  with  the  1960-61 
season  average  of  99.6  cents  per  bushel. 
This  happened  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
the  support  price  was  raised  for  the  1961 
crop  from  $1.06  to  $1.20. 

It  has  obviously  been  the  intent  of  the 
administration  in  administering  the 
“emergency”  feed  grain  program  to  de¬ 
press  market  prices  for  corn  and  other 
feed  grains.  This  has  been  done  by  sell¬ 
ing  CCC  corn  to  honor  the  certificates 
issued  in  connection  with  the  program. 
This  was  done  early  in  the  marketing 
season  in  order  to  hold  down  market 
prices  and  penalize  the  noncooperators. 
Such  Government  action  is  incompre¬ 
hensible  if  one  believes  in  the  market 
system,  as  I  do.  If  this  kind  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  continues,  we  obviously  will  not 
only  disrupt  the  market  system  for  corn 
and  feed  grains,  but  also  the  market 
prices  of  livestock,  dairy  products,  and 
poultry  and  eggs.  All  that  is  needed  is 
a  little  more  time  and  this  surely  will 
happen. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  cost  in 
the  form  of  direct  payments  for  the  1961 
feed  grain  program  approximated  $800 
million.  The  best  information  I  have 
available  at  the  moment  with  respect 
to  the  1962  feed  grain  program  is  that 
it  will  cost  in  excess  of  $900  million. 
What  a  price  for  taxpayers  to  pay  with 
so  little  accomplishment. 

Now  I  would  like  to  go  back  and  re¬ 
view  briefly  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958 
known  as  Public  Law  85-835.  This  act 
was  passed  by  a  Democratic  Congress 
on  a  bipartisan  basis  with  a  Republican 
in  the  White  House. 

That  is  the  act  of  1958,  which  has 
been  cendemned  by  many.  I  repeat  that 
this  act  was  passed  by  a  Democratic 
Congress  on  a  bipartisan  basis  with  a 
Republican  in  the  White  House.  To  be 
sure  that  Members  of  this  body  recall 
how  unanimously  this  bill  originally 
moved  through  the  Senate,  I  remind 
Senators  that  on  July  25,  1958,  it  passed 
the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  62  to  11. 

Contrary  to  some  statements  being 
made  by  people  that  should  know  better, 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958  covered  not 
only  corn  and  feed  grains  but  also  two 
other  very  important  basic  commodi¬ 
ties — cotton  and  rice.  I  well  recall  that 
one  of  the  reasons  there  was  so  much 
support  for  this  act  was  the  fact  that 
rice  farmers  were  faced  with  an  acreage 
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cut  of  about  40  percent  and  cotton  farm¬ 
ers  about  a  25-percent  cut,  if  no  new 
legislation  were  passed.  Farmers  had 
also  demonstrated  by  their  own  action 
that  they  were,  by  a  high  majority,  ig¬ 
noring  corn  allotments.  Marketing 
quotas  on  corn  had  been  removed  from 
the  law  by  the  Congress  in  1954  because 
the  Congress  knew  the  impossibility  of 
such  a  program  ever  being  adopted  and 
enforced  on  feed  grain  farmers  and  live¬ 
stock  producers.  Primarily  because  feed 
grain  farmers,  cotton  farmers,  and  rice 
farmers  all  were  faced  with  real  diffi¬ 
culty,  there  was  tremendous  support  for 
the  1958  act. 

In  my  judgment,  this  act  has  not  been 
wisely  administered  since  the  current 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  took  office.  As 
my  southern  friends  in  the  body  well  un¬ 
derstand,  the  support  prices  were  lifted 
on  both  cotton  and  rice  in  1961  and  for 
1962 — and,  more  important,  were  moved 
in  the  opposite  direction  from  that  in¬ 
tended  by  the  Congress  when  it  passed 
the  1958  act.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  one 
reason  why  cotton  is  now  in  real  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  also  the  reason  why  both  the 
cotton  and  rice  programs  have  become 
excessively  expensive  when  one  takes  into 
consideration  the  high  export  subsidy 
and  the  lavish  use  of  Public  Law  480  give¬ 
away  funds  in  moving  these  two  com¬ 
modities  into  export. 

As  far  as  feed  grains  were  concerned, 
Secretary  Freeman  decided  to  raise  the 
price  support  on  corn  and  all  other  feed 
grains  including  oilseeds  and  was,  along 
with  the  Congress,  also  responsible  for 
the  enactment  of  the  1961  emergency 
feed  grain  program  which,  of  course, 
temporarily  set  aside  the  1958  act. 

As  I  said  earlier,  I  voted  against  this 
legislation,  and  I  am  more  convinced 
today  than  I  was  a  year  ago  that  it  will 
not  solve  the  problem.  In  my  judgment, 
if  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958  for  feed 
grains  had  been  permitted  to  operate 
during  1961-62 — with  the  terrific  in¬ 
crease  we  have  had  in  corn  consumption 
in  this  country — we  would  have  been 
well  on  our  way  to  a  permanent  solution 
of  the  feed  grain  problem.  Corn  price 
supports  would  have  been  reduced  and 
other  feed  grains  reduced  similarly, 
which  would  have  helped  increase  still 
further  the  disappearance  of  feed  grains 
by  livestick  producers.  The  USDA  esti¬ 
mates  the  1961-62  utilization  of  corn  at 
3,933  million  bushels,  which  is  more  than 
the  3,908  million  bushels  produced  by  the 
record  1960  crop.  We  now  are  consuming 
and  exporting  more  corn  than  we  have 
ever  produced  in  a  single  year,  including 
the  years  1959  and  1960,  in  which  corn 
was  supported  without  any  acreage 
limitation. 

In  conclusion,  I  state  again  very 
bluntly  that  what  we  need  is  proper 
administration  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1958  as  far  as  cotton,  rice  and  feed  grains 
are  concerned.  If  this  is  done,  we  have 
no  need  for  the  expensive  temporary 
programs  we  have  had  on  the  statute 
books  in  1961  and  1962. 

One  other  word  in  order  to  set  the 
record  straight  as  regards  wheat.  Many 
people  have  erroneously  indicated  that 
our  wheat  problem  was  brought  about  by 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958.  The  truth 


is  that  wheat  is  not  dealt  with  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958.  The  basic 
wheat  program  we  will  revert  back  to — 
if  the  temporary,  expensive,  and  ineffec¬ 
tive  1962  “emergency”  wheat  program  is 
not  extended — is  the  1938  basic  law  as 
far  as  acreage  is  concerned  and  the  1949 
law  as  far  as  price  supports  are  con¬ 
cerned.  Under  this  law  the  Secretary 
has  already  announced  a  reduced  price 
support  of  $1.82  per  bushel  for  1963. 
This  move  alone  means  a  saving  of  18 
cents  a  bushel  on  every  bushel  of  wheat 
exported.  At  the  1961-62  level  of 
exports — 710  million  bushels — such  a 
reduction  in  export  subsidy  costs  would 
result  in  a  saving  of  $128  million.  In 
my  judgment,  this  basic  legislation  is 
much  to  be  preferred  to  the  complicated 
and  costly  multiple  price  plan  proposed 
in  H.R.  12391. 

Most  members  of  the  Senate  realize 
that  earlier  in  this  session  I  introduced 
a  bill,  S.  2822,  along  with  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett!  and  my  col¬ 
league  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  known 
as  the  cropland  retirement  program. 
This  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  would  move 
further  in  the  direction  of  freedom  for 
individual  fanners  to  make  their  own 
decisions  in  what  they  plant  on  their 
crop  acres.  It  would  relate  support 
prices  to  recent  average  market  prices 
and  would  help  eliminate  much  of  the 
cost  of  current  farm  programs.  In  my 
judgment,  such  action,  together  with  an 
extension  of  the  expiring  conservation 
reserve  contracts,  would  help  us  on  our 
way  to  a  solution  of  not  only  the  so- 
called  feed  grain  and  wheat  problem  but 
also — if  used  in  connection  with  proper 
administration  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1958 — would  go  a  long  way  toward 
solving  our  problems  in  the  whole  agri¬ 
cultural  field  in  a  way  that  would  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income.  I  realize  it  is  too  late 
in  this  session  of  Congress  to  expect  this 
program  of  mine  to  be  enacted  this  year. 
I  would  suggest,  however,  that  we  not 
muddy  up  the  water  further  by  passing 
the  current  bill  before  us,  H.R.  12391, 
but  rather  vote  it  down.  We  would  then 
revert  back  to  the  basic  legislation,  and, 
in  my  judgment,  would  be  much  better 
off  than  if  we  adopted  this  costly,  in¬ 
effective  bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  President,  in  connection  with  the 
proposal  to  reconsider  the  amendment 
which  was  made  awhile  ago,  which  has 
been  previously  discussed,  a  great  many 
Senators  were  absent  from  the  Cham¬ 
ber  at  the  time  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to.  I  earnestly  hope,  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  satisfactory  procedure,  since 
this  has  been  done  time  and  time  again 
in  the  Senate  procedure,  because  there 
were  so  few  Senators  present  at  the  time 
the  amendment  was  adopted,  that  we 
can  avoid  any  long  controversy  about 
reconsideration  of  the  amendment,  about 
tabling  a  motion  to  reconsider,  or  pro¬ 
cedural  matters  of  that  kind.  I  appeal 
to  my  friends  in  charge  of  the  bill  to 
.  see  if  they  cannot  voluntarily — in  the 
interests  of  permitting  every  Senator  to 
know  about  this  issue  and  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  it — consent  to  a 
reconsideration  of  the  vote  on  the 
amendment,  without  going  through  the 
mechanics  of  repeated  voting,  so  that 


all  Senators  will  be  satisfied  and  be  put 
on  notice  as  to  the  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Burdick  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  my  purpose  to  detain  the  Senate 
very  long.  Yesterday  I  delivered  a 
speech  which  emphasized  the  reason  for 
the  adoption  of  such  an  amendment  as 
was  adopted  by  the  Senate. 

I  was  not  too  well  impressed  by  the 
arguments  made  by  my  good  friends 
from  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska. 
They  admit  that,  in  order  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  a  position 
to  do  the  evil  things  they  contend  he 
might  do,  he  would  have  to  come  to 
Congress  and  ask  Congress  to  give  him 
such  power. 

The  sole  purpose  of  the  amendment 
is  merely  to  remove  that  portion  of  the 
1958  act  which  makes  it  obligatory  on 
the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  support  the  prices  of  com,  sorghum, 
and  other  feed  grains  at  65  percent  of 
parity  or  at  90  percent  of  the  average 
price  for  the  previous  3  years,  without 
any  limitation  as  to  quantity  to  be  pro¬ 
duced.  That  is  the  purpose  of  it.  I  so 
stated  when  it  was  submitted.  I  am 
glad  that  my  good  friend  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  favors  the 
amendment  that  I  offered. 

In  the  meantime,  if  the  farmers  of  the 
country  desire  legislation,  they  can  have 
it.  They  can  appeal  to  their  Senators 
and  Representatives.  But  I  emphasize 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be 
unable  in  any  manner  to  control  the 
acreage  to  be  planted  to  corn  and  other 
feed  grains  unless  Congress  gives  him 
the  authority  to  do  so  in  the  future. 

Before  the  amendment  was  agreed  to 
there  was  a  quorum  call.  I  think  the 
measure  has  been  sufficiently  debated. 
I  am  sure  every  Senator  knows  what 
it  is  all  about,  and  there  would  be  no 
point  in  rehashing  it.  Therefore,  I  move 
to  table  the  motion  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  motion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
withhold  the  motion. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  have  any  alarm  at  the  thought 
of  placing  in  one  man,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  great  power  of  deter¬ 
mining,  within  the  range  of  0  to  90 
percent,  what  amount  shall  be  paid  to 
the  farmers?  I  cannot  conclude  that 
we  ought  to  assign  to  one  individual,  re¬ 
gardless  of  how  good  he  may  be  and  how 
genuine  his  motives,  the  great  power  of 
telling  the  farmers  of  the  Nation,  “I  will 
determine  what  price  support  you  shall 
get.  I  will  determine,  if  I  deem  it  ad¬ 
visable,  to  give  you  nothing.  I  will  have 
to  do  so  especially  if  price  supports  would 
increase  the  amount  of  corn  and  thus 
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add  to  the  quantity  of  corn  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.” 

Should  we  give  to  one  man  who  is 
politically  minded,  as  I  am,  such  great 
power? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  that 
power  has  been  given  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  in  the  past.  It  was  given 
in  the  1949  act.  The  Secretary  now  has 
the  power  to  fix  the  price  supports  on 
soybeans  as  well  as  other  commodities. 
He  has  that  power  now.  What  I  wish 
again  to  emphasize  to  the  Senate  is  that 
corn  producers  seem  to  get  the  best  of 
everything  by  way  of  price  supports 
without  limitation.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  there  should  be  no  objec¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  producers  of  corn 
to  curtailing  their  acreage  in  order  to 
get  a  fair  price  support.  It  would  do 
for  corn  the  same  as  we  do  for  cotton 
and  other  commodities. 

We  are  told  that  we  cannot  deal  with 
corn  as  we  deal  with  cotton  and  other 
commodities  because  85  percent  of  the 
corn  is  fed  on  the  farm.  I  have  heard 
that  argument  ever  since  I  first  came  to 
the  Senate.  Yet  we  have  in  storage 
more  than  2V2  billion  bushels  of  corn 
and  other  feed  grains,  at  great  cost  to  the 
taxpayer. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  change 
the  law  which  forces  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  provide  price  supports  on 
unlimited  production  when  we  have 
those  products  running  out  of  our  ears 
at  present.  That  is  the  whole  issue. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  recognize  the  cost 
of  this  farm  program.  But  I  also  rec¬ 
ognize  that  throughout  the  years  changes 
have  been  made  in  attempts  to  cure  what 
was  wrong  only  to  find  that  with  every 
wrong  cured,  two  or  three  new  problems 
were  created. 

I  now  get  to  the  basic  proposition.  Re¬ 
gardless  of  what  is  contained  in  other 
laws,  is  it  wise  to  give  to  one  man,  with 
political  concepts  or  without  them,  the 
great  power  of  determining,  without  any 
floor  or  ceiling,  what  he  may  do  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  farmers  of  the  Nation? 
That  is  the  problem  that  confronts  me. 
Based  upon  what  I  have  seen  of  the  use 
of  power  in  high  public  office,  I  am  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  impressed  with 
the  precept  that  I  heard  years  ago:  Put 
a  leash  on  your  public  officials.  Give 
them  only  limited  power.  Do  not  allow 
them,  according  to  their  whims,  caprices 
and  fancies,  to  determine  what  laws 
should  be.  The  Constitution  has  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  Congress  shall  pass  the  law 
and  fix  the  ceiling  and  floor  of  price 
support. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  the 
Congress  is  doing  in  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  Someone  must  administer  the 
program.  We  give  the  power  to  the  head 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program,  as  we  have  in  the 
past. 

In  the  case  of  wheat  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  cannot  say  what  price  shall 
be  offered.  It  is  fixed  in  the  act  from  75 
to  90  percent  of  parity,  and  depending  on 
the  supply  on  hand,  he  can  vary  the  sup¬ 
port  price.  But  the  yardstick  is  spelled 


out.  It  is  fixed  in  the  law.  I  wish  to  be 
perfectly  frank  with  Senators.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  will  be  absolutely 
and  positively  powerless  to  control  in  any 
manner  the  production  of  corn  and  other 
feed  grains  if  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  agree  with  the  last 
statement  of  the  Senator.  However, 
that  does  not  mean  that  Congress  cannot 
do  something  about  the  problem. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  have  to  be 
done  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  correct.  It  is 
said  that  the  Secretary  would  really  be 
powerless.  That  is  true,  but  that  is  one 
reason  why  we  have  the  Congress  to 
do  something  about  it.  I  cannot  see  the 
purpose  of  the  Senator’s  argument.  It  is 
still  the  responsibility  of  Congress  to  do 
something  about  the  situation. 

Under  the  1958  act,  x-oughly,  the  sup¬ 
port  pi’ice  for  corn  would  be  ai-ound  $1.04 
to  $1.06.  If  we  take  65  percent  of  pai'ity, 
which  is  $1.60,  we  would  get  $1.04;  at  90 
percent  of  the  average  for  the  last  3 
years  we  would  get  $1 .06.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  think  that  that  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  is  unreasonable? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Without  production 
controls  yes.  Farmers  produce  in 
abundance.  As  I  pointed  out  yesterday, 
in  1960,  before  the  emergency  programs 
were  placed  on  the  statute  books,  we  had 
accumulated  84.7  million  tons  of  corn 
and  other  feed  grains. 

Thi-ough  the  first  emergency  program, 
in  1961,  we  reduce  it  to  73  million  tons. 
In  1962,  this  year,  we  expect  to  reduce 
it  to  61.3  million  tons,  and  about  1963, 
if  the  bill  goes  through  and  the  emer¬ 
gency  program  is  reinstated,  there  will 
be  in  my  opinion  a  fui-ther  reduction  to 
49.6  million  tons,  about  the  amount  we 
had  on  hand  in  1956,  which  may  be  more 
nearly  a  normal  carryover. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
tonnage  figui’es  are,  but  I  believe  the 
Senator’s  tonnage  figures  related  to  feed 
grains.  His  present  amendment  relates 
to  corn.  That  is  what  I  am  really  in¬ 
terested  in.  As  I  understand  the  situa¬ 
tion  from  our  colloquy  of  yesterday,  we 
now  have  on  hand  about  1.6  billion 
bushels  of  corn. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  also  have  on 
hand  700  million  bushels  of  sorghums, 
276  million- bushels  of  oats,  and  122  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  barley. 

Mr.  MILLER.  My  point  is  that  we 
are  talking  about  corn. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  interested  in  the 
corn  farmer.  What  the  Senator  is  say¬ 
ing  is  that  we  now  have  on  hand  1.6 
billion  bushels  of  corn. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  about  a  5- 
month  supply,  according  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agi'icultui’e.  I  tried  to 
elicit  this  information  from  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yesterday.  What  I  am  ti’ying  to 
find  out  is  whether  he,  the  Secretary 
of  Agi'iculture,  or  the  President,  has  a 
target  with  respect  to  the  amount  that 
we  should  have  on  hand.  From  all  the 
arguments  I  have  heard  thus  far  on  this 
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subject,  I  did  not  know  but  that  1.6  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  might  be  exactly  the  right 
amount.  There  are  some  in  the  Defense 
Department  who  feel  that  we  ought  to 
have  a  5-  or  6-month  reserve  of  feed  on 
hand. 

So  I  come  back  to  my  oi'iginal  ques¬ 
tion  of  yesterday:  What  are  we  trying 
to  do?  What  does  the  Senator  want  to 
do?  He  is  talking  about  surpluses.  I 
recognize  that  we  have  surpluses.  The 
question  is,  Should  we  reduce  the  sur¬ 
plus  of  corn  below  1.6  billion  bushels,  or 
is  it  all  right?  If  we  should  reduce  it, 
by  how  much  should  we  reduce  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
pointed  out  yesterday  to  my  good  friend 
from  Iowa,  in  1950  the  amount  of  corn 
on  hand  was  844  million  bushels,  with 
nearly  60  million  bushels  of  grain 
sorghums  on  hand.  Today  we  have  on 
hand  1,650  million  bushels  of  corn  and 
grain  sorghums.  To  me  that  is  exces¬ 
sive.  We  must  keep  on  hand  all  of  this 
excess  at  a  great  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  As  I  pointed  out  in  the  Record — 
and  I  placed  a  great  many  tables  in  the 
Record  yesterday — corn  and  other  feed 
grains  and  wheat  cost  the  taxpayers  $900 
million  a  year  to  store. 

Mr.  WILEY.  For  storage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  storage.  I  am 
trying  to  get  rid  of  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Will  the  Senator 
please  tell  us,  when  he  uses  the  word 
“excessive,”  how  excessive  he  thinks  it 
is?  Is  the  excess  1  bushel  or  what? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Has  the  Senator 
any  idea  what  it  ought  to  be? 

Mr.  MILLER.  There  are  some  in  the 
Defense  Department  who  think  there 
should  be  a  6-month  reserve. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  case  of  war,  that 
is  coiTect.  What  I  should  like  to  do  is 
to  have  the  Senate  adopt  this  pi-oposal, 
and  then  return  in  January  and  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  Let  me  again  emphasize 
that  3  years  ago,  when  we  tided  to  deal 
with  com  and  wheat,  we  adopted  an 
emergency  program,  so  that  in  the 
meantime  we  could  draft  suitable  legis¬ 
lation.  We  have  had  to  renew  the  emer¬ 
gency  programs  from  year  to  year.  Up 
to  the  present  we  have  not  provided 
pei'manent  legislation.  That  is  what  I 
hope  to  do  by  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  will  never 
again  vote  for  these  emergency  pro¬ 
grams  unless  at  the  end  of  the  emer¬ 
gency  there  is  permanent  legislation. 
That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  provide.  I 
tried  to  do  it  in  May  by  offering  a  per¬ 
manent  program,  and  I  was  successful. 
The  Senate  voted  for  it.  However,  we 
were  stymied  in  the  House.  I  wish  the 
Senate  to  go  along  with  me  now,  and 
adopt  the  same  kind  of  program  that  I 
advocated  last  May.  However,  I  am  a 
realist,  as  I  said  yesterday.  Although  I 
would  like  such  a  provision,  I  know 
what  we  are  confronted  with  in  the 
House,  and  I  know  it  would  encounter 
severe  opposition  there  and  we  could 
not  enact  a  bill  containing  such  a  pro¬ 
vision. 

However,  by  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  the  emergency  program 
would  be  extended  for  another  year  and 
we  would  reduce  the  carryover  to  about 
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49.6  million  tons  of  corn  and  other  feed 
grains,  which  might  be  normal,  and 
might  represent  a  4Vfc-  or  5 -month 
carryover. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Is  the  Senator  answer¬ 
ing  my  question  regarding  the  objective? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  would  leave  it 
in  the  hands  of  the  farmers  or  producers 
to  keep  the  production  in  line  with  what 
the  needs  are,  and  not  let  Uncle  Sam 
carry  the  expense,  as  he  is  now  doing. 
We  must  consider  not  only  the  farmers, 
but  also  the  taxpayers.  As  I  pointed 
out  yesterday,  the  Record  is  replete  with 
tables  that  were  placed  in  it,  which  indi¬ 
cate  the  great  cost  of  this  program  to 
the  taxpayers.  It  is  time  now  to  stop  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  completely  sym¬ 
pathetic  with  the  Senator’s  concern 
about  so-called  emergency  legislation. 
I  do  not  like  the  word  “emergency.”  I 
would  like  to  see  us  get  some  permanent 
legislation  on  the  books.  However,  that 
does  not  necessarily  mean  that  we  must 
adopt  this  particular  amendment.  There 
are  other  ways  of  handling  it.  One  is 
to  have  no  bill  and  go  back  to  the  1958 
law.  What  I  am  still  trying  to  find  out, 
and  what  I  believe  other  Members  of  the 
Senate  are  still  trying  to  find  out,  is  what 
the  President,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  say  is 
the  proper  objective  with  respect  to 
surpluses? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  will  find  it  out 
for  the  Senator  in  January  when  hear¬ 
ings  are  held  on  the  program.  I  do  not 
know.  The  Senator  knows  as  well  as  I 
do  what  the  carryover  ought  to  be.  I 
do  not  know,  of  course. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
know - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  pointed  out 
the  other  day,  under  the  law  when  the 
corn  provision  was  enacted,  it  was 
thought  that  a  reasonable  carryover  was 
15  percent  of  our  domestic  consumption 
and  our  exports.  In  the  case  of  rice  it 
was  10  percent  of  our  exports  and  domes¬ 
tic  consumption.  In  the  case  of  cotton, 
it  was  30  percent.  It  may  be  that  if  and 
when  wfe  consider  permanent  legislation 
for  corn  we  may  raise  the  limitation  of 
15  percent  to  perhaps  20  percent  or  25 
percent.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  the  Senator  does 
not  know — and  I  certainly  do  not  know 
either — it  seems  to  me  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  ought  at  least  to  give  us 
his  recommendation  before  we  start 
operating  on  such  drastic  legislation  as 
that  now  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  the  amendment 
we  propose  we  ask  the  Secretary  to  get 
in  touch  with  the  farmers  and  with  all 
those  engaged  in  agriculture  and  try  to 
find  out  for  us  what  legislation  would 
best  suit  their  purposes. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  a  question  for  the  purpose  of  clari¬ 
fication.  His  amendment  has  two  para¬ 
graphs,  (a)  and  (b).  The  first  para¬ 
graph  relates  to  the  permanent  support 
provisions  for  corn.  The  second  para¬ 
graph  reads: 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  di¬ 
rected  to  consult  and  advise  with  farmers. 


farm  organization,  and  such  other  persons 
or  groups  of  persons  as  he  determines  con¬ 
cerning  the  need  for  new  legislation  for  feed 
grains,  to  the  extent  he  deems  such  con¬ 
sultation  and  advice  necessary  or  desirable, 
and  to  make  specific  recommendations  for 
feed  grains  in  the  form  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  which  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  soon  as  practicable  during  the  next 
session  of  Congress. 

Inasmuch  as  paragraph  (a)  provides 
what  might  be  considered  to  be  perma¬ 
nent  legislation  with  respect  to  the  price 
support  level  for  corn,  am  I  correct  in 
assuming  that  paragraph  (b)  relates 
primarily  to  other  feed  grains,  such  as 
sorghum,  oats,  and  barley? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  deals  with  all  the 
feed  grains. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  their  relation  to 
corn? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen- 
der]  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  On  the  motion  to 
table,  a  vote  “yea”  is  a  vote  to  refuse  to 
reconsider  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  A  vote  “nay”  is  a  vote 
to  reconsider  the  amendment  on  its 
merits? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  ,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son],  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Carroll]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  the  Senator 
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from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hickey],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  I  Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs  and  Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton], 
the  Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Murphy],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  are 
necessarily  absent.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams  and  Mr.  Boggs]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  . 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
If  present  and  voting  ,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  California  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  58, 
nays  23,  as  follows: 

[No.  209  Leg.] 

*  YEAS— 58 


Aiken 

Hill 

Monroney 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Morse 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Moss 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Neuberger 

Cannon 

Johnston 

PeU 

Case 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Cbavez 

Keating 

Randolph 

Dodd 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Russell 

Eastland 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith,  Mass. 

Ellender 

Long,  Hawaii 

Smith,  Maine 

Engle 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Fong 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Hart 

McGee 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

McNamara 

Hayden 

Metcalf 

NAYS— 23 

Beall 

Dirksen 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Proxmire 

Bottum 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Bush 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Capehart 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Tower 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Wiley 

Cooper 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Curtis 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Allott 

Clark 

Pastore 

Anderson 

Cotton 

Scott 

Bible 

Gruening 

Smathers 

Boggs 

Hickey 

Symington 

Butler 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Carroll 

Morton 

. 

Church 

Murphy 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on 
agreed  to. 

the  table  was 

1962 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  to  the 
committee  amendment,  as  amended,  I 
submit  the  amendment  which  I  send  to 
the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair) .  The  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  as  amended,  will  be 
stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  In  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended,  on  page  55, 
after  line  19,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  304.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  not  sell  corn  or  other  feed  grains 
in  CCC  stocks  for  unrestricted  use  at  a  price 
less  than  the  1962  price-support  level  plus 
all  carrying  charges. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  very  simple.  It  merely 
hobbles  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  price  at  which 
it  may  put  corn  and  feed  grains  on  the 
market.  It  provides,  in  the  case  of  corn 
or  its  equivalent  in  feed  grains,  a  price 
of  $1.20,  plus  carrying  charges.  $1.20 
happens  to  be  the  1962  price  support 
price.  So  I  want  all  Senators  to  know 
precisely  what  the  amendment  does. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  reason  for  the 
amendment.  When  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  appeared  before  the  House 
committee  in  February,  he  there  un¬ 
furled  the  so-called  ABCD  program, 
which  was  the  program  for  abundance, 
balance,  conservation,  and  development; 
and  in  connection  with  that  program,  the 
Secretary  made  a  statement.  I  now  read 
from  pages  16  and  17  of  his  statement, 
as  follows: 

Under  our  recommended  program  for 
wheat,  as  for  feed  grains,  marketing  quotas 
and  acreage  allotments  would  be  established, 
land  would  be  diverted  to  conservation 
usage,  quotas  would  not  go  into  effect  until 
approved  by  two-thirds  of  the  producers,  and 
supports  would  be  available  only  if  quotas 
are  approved.  The  reduction  of  stocks  held 
by  the  Government  would  be  reduced  by 
the  producers  themselves  if  they  approve 
the  quota.  If  they  did  not  approve  such 
quota  any  stock  reduction  would  have  to 
depend  on  Government  action,  and  the  CCC 
would  therefore  be  authorized  to  sell  up  to 
10  million  tons  in  the  case  of  feed  grains 
and  up  to  200  million  bushels  in  the  case  of 
wheat. 

Mr.  President,  those  are  not  my  words; 
that  is  what  Secretary  Freeman  stated 
on  February  7,  when  he  was  testifying 
before  the  House  committee,  and  that  is 
what  he  stated  at  the  time  when  he 
said  that  “unless  it  is  democratically  ap¬ 
proved  by  two-thirds  of  the  producers,” 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  have  authority  under  that  original 
bill  to  dump  10  million  tons  of  feed 
grains  and  200  million  bushels  of  wheat. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  imagine  a 
greater  bludgeon  to  be  put  into  the  hands 
of  any  administrative  officer  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  than  the  right  to  dump  upon 
the  market,  without  restraint,  whatever 
we  had  in  stocks,  at  a  price  which  he 
might  determine,  a  price  which  in  his 
opinion  was  best  suited  to  the  situation 
confronting  him. 

All  this  amendment  does  is  to  say,  “Do 
not  sell  for  less  than  the  1962  support 
price”;  and  that  equates  at  $1.20  a 


bushel,  plus  the  carrying  charge,  on  corn. 
Without  this  amendment,  a  sword  of 
Damocles  would  hang  over  the  produc¬ 
ers.  They  would  be  confronted  with  a 
bludgeon  or  a  threat.  They  would  be 
told,  “Either  two-thirds  of  you  vote  for 
this” — under  what  the  Secretary  calls 
“the  democratic  process” — “or  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  dump  this  stuff  on  the  market, 
and  I  am  going  to  beat  down  the  price 
level,  and  you  will  wish  to  your  dying 
day  you  had  accepted  my  proposition.” 

That  is  the  thing  that  has  affronted 
the  producers  of  the  country.  To  take 
that  kind  of  approach  reminds  me  of  the 
ditty  we  heard  back  in  1898.  When  we 
were  having  trouble  with  Aguinaldo  in 
the  Philippines,  somebody  wrote  a  little 
ditty.  I  have  forgotten  most  of  it,  but 
one  line  I  have  never  forgotten,  because 
it  went,  “And  civilize  them  with  a  Krag.” 

A  Krag  was  one  of  the  most  modern 
rifles  at  that  time.  That  was  the  way 
to  civilize  them.  Either  get  rid  of  the 
surpluses  by  the  “democratic”  process 
and  enslave  themselves  by  a  two-thirds 
vote,  or  else  the  Department  wants  au¬ 
thority  to  dump  up  to  10  million  bushels 
of  feed  grains  and  2  million  bushels  of 
wheat.  What  a  weapon  in  the  hands  of 
an  administrative  officer  in  a  free  land. 

I  want  to  say,  with  respect  to  the 
amendment,  if  the  Secretary  or  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  going  to  sell 
the  commodities,  then  he  or  it  will  have 
to  sell  them  at  not  less  than  the  support 
price  for  1962,  which  is  $1.20  a  bushel, 
plus  carrying  charges.  It  is  very  simple. 

On  the  amendment,  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  may  not  have  to 
have  a  rollcall,  because  I  am  going  to 
offer  a  substitute  which  may  be  accept¬ 
able  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  quite  as  accept¬ 
able  as  some  of  my  colleagues  may  think 
for  things  are  not  always  what  they 
seem.  I  must  say,  after  the  last  vote, 
I  think  anyone  will  be  excused  for  being 
a  bit  confused,  because  I  never  expected 
to  see  a  vote  in  which  all  but  two  Demo¬ 
crats  voted  for  flexible  supports  from  0 
to  90  percent  of  parity  and  all  but  seven 
Republicans  voted  for  a  high  minimum 
support  price,  which  our  leadership  has 
opposed  for  the  last  20  years.  Never¬ 
theless,  we  have  seen  it. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  be  to  raise 
corn  prices  to  the  highest  level  they  have 
reached  in  recent  years.  Much  of  the 
corn  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  on  hand  was  acquired  at 
$1.06  a  bushel,  which  was  the  support 
price  up  to  last  year.  Then  Secretary 
Freeman,  unwisely,  raised  the  support 
price  to  $1.20  a  bushel. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  prohibit  sales  of  corn,  re¬ 
gardless  of  when  acquired,  at  less  than 
$1.20  plus  carrying  charges.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  the  farmer  for  years  has  not  re¬ 
ceived  support  prices  for  his  com.  All 
last  fall,  farmers  were  selling  corn  at  90 


cents  to  a  dollar  a  bushel,  just  as  they 
had  the  previous  year.  After  it  got  out 
of  the  farmer’s  hands,  the  price  got  up 
to  $1.12  or  $1.15.  Dealers  cannot  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  handle  it  for  nothing.  The 
latest  price  is  $1.13  a  bushel. 

I  am  afraid  that,  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  the 
price  would  go  up  to  nearly  $1.40  a 
bushel. 

I  do  not  approve  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  or  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  breaking  the  market  for  corn 
growers  or  other  farm  producers,  but  I 
believe  if  they  were  prohibited  from  sell¬ 
ing  corn  on  hand  for  less  that  $1.20  plus 
carrying  charges,  the  price  of  corn  would 
skyrocket.  It  would  be  felt  by  every 
poultryman,  every  livestock  grower, 
every  dairyman  in  the  country,  and  the 
increased  cost  would  have  to  come  out  of 
his  pocket  or  it  would  have  to  be  added 
to  the  price  to  the  consumer. 

While  I  have  felt  the  Department  has 
abused  its  authority  from  time  to  time, 
yet  we  do  not  want  to  legislate ,  such 
abuses — or  perhaps  I  should  call  them 
advantages — into  the  law.  It  certainly 
would  have  no  other  effect  than  to  in¬ 
crease  the  consumer’s  cost  and  the  cost 
of  the  livestock  grower,  the  dairymen  and 
the  poultry  growers  of  America. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thought  I  had  given 
up  the  floor. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  making  sure  what  the  legislative 
intent  is,  whether  the  price  support  he 
refers  to  means  the  support  price  for  No. 
1  corn.  For  example,  would  it  be  $1.20 
for  No.  1  com,  but  would  the  support 
price  for  older  corn  be  less?  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  that  would  be  the  basis,  rather  than 
$1.20  on  all  corn? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  would  be  worked 
out  on  a  formula  basis  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  But  it  would  definitely 
be  based  on  the  grade  of  corn. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President.  I 
anticipated  that  such  an  amendment 
would  be  offered.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
would  have  attempted  to  offer  it  myself. 
I  see  what  could  happen  to  the  market 
price  of  corn  and  feed  grains  if  the 
carryover  was  such  a  large  amount  and 
the  Secretary  could  sell  at  his  will,  what¬ 
ever  the  market  value  was. 

I  am  going  to  suggest  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  that  he  modify  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  conform  with  my  own.  Other¬ 
wise,  I  will  offer  it.  It  would  read  as 
follows: 

Effective  with  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  the  1964  crop  of  such  com¬ 
modity,  the  minimum  sales  price  for  sales 
of  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums 
from  stocks  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  for  such  commodity  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year,  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Will  the  Senator  ex¬ 
press  it  in  terms  of  prices? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  would  be  about 
$1.04  or  $1.06  a  bushel. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  did  not  pick  this 
figure  out  of  the  air.  I  geared  it  to  the 
price  support  level  for  1962.  I  did  not 
determine  the  level.  It  was  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  a  special 
price  in  order  to  have  some  acres 
diverted.  It  was  just  a  little  honey  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  extended  in 
order  to  encourage  more  diverted  acres. 

I  believe  65  percent  would  be  fair,  since 
most  of  the  corn  now  on  hand  was  taken 
at  a  figure  of  65  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  must  say  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  Louisiana  uses  a 
most  engaging  term  when  he  uses  the 
word  “honey.”  That  club  had  to  have 
a  lot  of  honey  on  it  when  it  was  being 
gotten  ready  to  be  used  as  a  bludgeon. 
But  what  about  the  carrying  charge? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  there. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  suggest  the  Senator 
read  it  again  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  reads: 

Effective  with  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  the  1964  crop  of  such  com¬ 
modity,  the  minimum  sales  price  for  sales 
of  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  from  stocks  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  for  such  commodity  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year,  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  gives  the  Secre¬ 
tary  some  latitude  about  what  the  carry¬ 
ing  charge  is,  because  we  envision  the 
carrying  charge  as  a  charge  including 
storage.  He  may  well  say,  “i  do  not 
propose  to  pay  out  that  much.  I  think 
so  much  per  bushel  should  be  paid.”  Yet 
it  might  be  an  unreasonable  concept  be¬ 
cause  the  actual  cost  might  be  more 
than  that. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  legislative 
record  made,  to  see  how  this  equates  in 
terms  of  dollars  and  cents. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  65  percent 
would  be  about  $1.04,  or  $1.06.  Then 
there  would  be  added  the  “reasonable 
carrying  charges.” 

All  I  did  was  to  copy  what  is  now  in 
the  law.  The  Senator  well  knows  that 
a  good  deal  of  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
have  been  in  storage  4  or  5  years.  If  one 
were  to  add  all  of  those  charges,  it  would 
make  the  price  of  corn  go  up  consid¬ 
erably.  That  is  why  we  have  in  the  law 
the  word  “reasonable,”  so  that  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  can  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  did  not  think  that 
club  Mr.  Freeman  was  going  to  wield  all 
around  the  place  was  very  reasonable, 
because  I  could  not  see  sweet  reason  in 
getting  bashed  over  the  head  with  a  club 
when  he  dumped  the  feed  grains  and 
corn  on  the  market  and  said,  “Take  that 
or  leave  it.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  the  utmost 
of  faith  in  my  good  friend  Orville  Free¬ 
man.  I  think  he  wants  to  do  a  good  job. 
I  think  he  wants  to  assist  the  farmers. 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  question 
about  it.  I  believe  his  effort  is  to  try  to 
educate  the  public. 

After  all,  the  farmer  does  not  get  all 
of  the  profits  which  come  from  these 
high  prices.  The  middlemen  are  getting 
a  lot  of  them. 


I  am  willing  to  trust  the  Secretary-  to 
do  a  good  job  under  this  provision. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  feel  my  own  spirit 
is  a  little  wanting,  and  I  may  be  charged 
as  a  sinner  whose  faith  quotient  is  not 
quite  so  high,  when  it  comes  to  Brother 
Freeman.  That  is  not  personal.  That 
is  only  in  respect  to  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  he  takes  and  in  respect  to  pro¬ 
posals  he  advances  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  quarrel  about 
it.  I  am  willing  to  accept  this  language 
as  a  substitute,  in  the  hope  that  if  it 
needs  some  further  tinkering,  that  can 
be  done,  probably,  in  conference,  if  the 
bill  gets  to  conference,  or  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  ask  if 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  would  cover 
grain  out  of  condition  or  threatening 
to  go  out  of  condition? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  even  the  proposed  modification 
of  the  amendment,  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  would  have  the  effect  of  rais¬ 
ing  the  price  of  corn  something  like  10 
cents  a  bushel  above  the  present  market 
price.  I  wish  to  have  the  Record  show 
that  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  wise  to 
raise  the  price  of  corn  above  the  present 
market  price.  I  have  received  no  com¬ 
plaint  from  farmers  about  the  price  of 
corn,  which  is,  I  think,  $1.13  a  bushel 
today.  This  proposal  would  make  it  $1.05 
a  bushel  plus  carrying  charges,  which 
would  be  perhaps  another  15  or  20  cents. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
cur  in  the  substitute  and  I  withdraw 
my  own  amendment,  and  I  ask  that  the 
order  for  the  yeas  and  nays  be  with¬ 
drawn. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  the  amendment,  which 
is  now  the  result  of  some  conciliation 
and  deliberation  among  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  the  Senator  from  Vermont, 
and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  is  much 
needed,  particularly  with  the  extension 
of  the  voluntary  program,  because  if 
there  should  be  dumping,  it  could  be  very 
injurious  to  the  market  and  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers. 

The  amendment  is  a  reasonable  one. 
I  am  hopeful  that  it  will  be  accepted  by 
the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  to  withdraw  the 
order  for  the  yeas  and  nays?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  send  forward  the 
amendment,  as  a  substitute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  55,  after 
line  19,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows : 

Sec.  304.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
third  sentence  of  section  407  the  following: 
“Effective  with  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  the  1964  crop  of  such  com¬ 


modity,  the  minimum  sales  price  for  sales 
of  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums 
from  the  stocks  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  for  such  commodity  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year,  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges.” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  would 
not  take  effect  for  2  years,  it  would  be 
more  acceptable  than  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
which  had  no  effective  date.  It  is  a  cer¬ 
tainty  that  we  shall  have  at  least  two 
more  farm  bills  presented  to  Congress 
before  1964.  It  is  also  probable,  con¬ 
sidering  the  shrinking  supply  of  feed 
grains  in  this  country  and  the  intent  to 
shrink  them  still  further,  that  the  mar¬ 
ket  price  might  increase  by  1964  to  the 
amount  which  is  designated  in  the  mod¬ 
ification  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

While  I  would  not  wish  to  have  the 
Record  show  I  am  voting  for  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  is  not  so  harmful  as  it  appeared 
at  first  glance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Hli- 
nois,  as  modified,  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
there  are  several  other  amendments  to 
be  offered.  I  visited  with  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  ,  who 
wishes  to  offer  a  key  amendment,  a  very 
important  amendment. 

I  should  like  to  propound  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  that  upon  the 
Mundt  amendment,  to  be  offered,  there 
be  1  hour  of  time,  the  time  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
and,  of  course,  that  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request  carry  with  it  the  rule  of 
germaneness,  as  is  typical  in  unanimous- 
consent  requests. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  agreed 
with  the  acting  majority  leader  as  to 
the  limitation  of  time  on  my  amend¬ 
ment.  The  Senator  did  not  identify  the 
amendment  in  question,  but  the  amend¬ 
ment  he  had  in  mind,  I  am  sure — and 
the  amendment  I  had  in  mind — was  my 
amendment  8-17-62 — H. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  send  the  amendment  to  the 
desk? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes.  But  before  send¬ 
ing  amendment  H  to  the  desk,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  8-17-62 — G. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 
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The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  52,  line  19, 
after  the  word  “from”  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  “erosion,”. 

On  page  72,  between  lines  8  and  9,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following:  “in¬ 
cluding  provision  for  the  control  of 
erosion,”. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  have  called  up  is  not  the 
amendment  on  which  there  has  been  an 
agreement  to  limit  the  time  for  debate. 
The  amendment  before  us  now  would 
provide  that,  with  respect  to  the  retired 
acres,  among  the  other  considerations 
which  the  owner  or  the  operator  of  the 
land  shall  undertake  to  fulfill,  along  with 
insect  control,  weed  control,  and  so 
forth,  would  be  erosion  control.  The 
amendment  would  add  the  words  “in¬ 
cluding  provision  for  the  control  of 
erosion.” 

The  Senate  accepted  that  in  the  bill 
previously  considered.  I  think  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  is  willing  to 
accept  it  now.  If  so,  we  will  not  have 
need  for  further  discussion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  the  amendment,  it  is  the 
same  one  the  Senate  adopted  when  the 
Senate  considered  S.  3225. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Precisely. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  no  objection, 
Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mundt]  . 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
call  up  my  amendment  8-17-62 — H. 
This  is  the  amendment  on  which  there 
is  a  limitation  of  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  56,  be¬ 
tween  lines  3  and  4,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  first  alternate  program — sections 
310  through  325. 

On  page  66,  between  lines  21  and  22,' 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

(b)  In  the  referendum  held  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  on  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  proclaimed  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  shall  also 
submit  the  question  whether  farmers  favor  a 
two-year  extension  of  the  program  in  effect 
for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  in  lieu  of  the 
program  for  wheat  provided  by  sections  310 
through  325  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962.  If  a  majority  of  the  farmers  voting 
on  such  question  favor  such  two-year  ex¬ 
tension,  (1)  the  provisions  of  sections  310 
through  325  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  shall  thereupon  become  inoper¬ 
ative,  (2)  the  provisions  of  sections  326 
through  329  of  such  Act  shall  be  in  effect  for  / 
the  1963  and  1964  crops,  and  (3)  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  in  effect  without  regard  to 
the  amendments  contained  in  such  Act  shall 
be  in  effect  for  the  1965  and  subsequent 
crops  of  wheat. 

On  page  91,  between  lines  7  and  8, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  second  alter¬ 
nate  program — sections  326  through  329 
as  follows: 

Sec.  326.  (a)  If  a  majority  of  the  farmers 
voting  on  the  question  submitted  pursuant 
to  section  336(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  added  by 
section  316  of  this  Act,  favor  a  two-year 


extension  of  the  program  in  effect  for  the 

1962  crop  of  wheat,  the  provisions  of  sections 
326  through  329  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect 
in  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  sections  310 
through  325. 

(b)  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (3) 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1963  and  1964  crops  of  wheat 
as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  mil¬ 
lion  acres  shall  be  reduced  by  10  per 
centum.” 

Sec.  327.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(1)), 
the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the 

1963  and  1964  crops  of  wheat: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  the  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such 
crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual 
production  is  so  established,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  shall  be  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  less'  the  actual  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm:  Provided,  however, 
That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 
be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the 
actual  production,  so  established,  exceeds 
the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2) ) ,  the 
rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1963  and 

1964  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (3)),  the. 
following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
and  1964  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If 
the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is 
adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  twice 
the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on 
•actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  ad¬ 
justment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer 
elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm 
shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon 
failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary, 
the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time 
as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  com¬ 
puted  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  pro¬ 


ducer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of 
the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by 
the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the 
United  States  for  friendly  foreign  countries 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  deter¬ 
mine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels 
of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(7)),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not 
exceed  fifteen  acres:  Provided,  however,  That 
a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1962,  1963, 
and  1964  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable 
to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat 
exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  thirteen  and  five- 
tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of 
acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959, 
1960,  or  1961.” 

(e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1336) ,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  hereof,  (1)  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  on  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  held  pursuant  to  section  336 
(a)  of  this  Act,  as  amended  by  section  416 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1932,  ap¬ 
prove  marketing  quotas  for  the  1963  crop 
of  wheat,  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect 
for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat,  and  (2)  farmers 
who  have  not  produced  in  excess  of  thirteen 
and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least 
one  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  shall  not 
be  eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum  con¬ 
ducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  be¬ 
ginning  July  1,  1964.” 

Sec.  328.  Price  support  for  the  1963  and 
1964  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  made  available 
as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  only  to  co- 
operators,  only  in  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area,  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such 
crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only 
if  the  producers  on  the  farm  on  which  the 
wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  329.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect  for  the  1963  or  1964  crop  of  wheat,  pro¬ 
ducers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm  on  which 
a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established 
for  the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat -pro¬ 
ducing  area  shall  be  entitled  to  payments 
determined  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) 
upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  here¬ 
inafter  prescribed: 

(1)  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the 
production  of  wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  either  (i)  10  per  centum  of  the 
highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years 
1959,  1960,  or  1961 :  Provided,  That  such  acre¬ 
age  in  each  of  such  years  did  not  exceed 
fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
which  would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  re¬ 
duction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c) 
(3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted 
to  conservation  uses  including  summer  fal¬ 
low,  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  such 
measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acre¬ 
age  free  from  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents:  Provided,  That  such  diverted  acre¬ 
age  may  be  devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar, 
safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  designated 
by  the  Secretary,  subject  to  the  condition 
that  no  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
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to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  com¬ 
modity. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided 
above  and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special 
program  for  feed  grains,  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  total  average  acreage  of  cropland 
devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including 
summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm 
in  1959  and  I960.  Certification  by  the  pro¬ 
ducer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the 
foregoing  provision.  The  total  average  acre¬ 
age  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 
1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the 
extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other 
factors  affecting  production,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  changes 
in  the  constitution  of  the  farm,  participa¬ 
tion  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating 
to  release  and  reapportionment  or  preserva¬ 
tion  of  history. 

(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (i)  of  this 
subsection  (a),  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this 
subsection  (a),  the  farm  shall  be  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

(b) (1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  condi¬ 
tions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers 
on  the  farm  shall  be  entitled  to  payments 
which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45 
per  centum  of  the  value,  at  the  estimated 
basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for 
Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which 
the  farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for 
the  administration  of  farm  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels  equal 
to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for 
the  farm,  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
diverted  acres  other  than  acres  devoted  to 
castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or 
sesame. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjust¬ 
ments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  correct 
for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer 
proves  the  actual  yields  for  the  farm  for  the 
1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  yields  shall 
be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  sharing  of  payments  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equit¬ 
able  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments 
are  made  in  wheat,  the  value  of  the  pay¬ 
ments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Wheat 
received  as  payment-in-kind  may  be  mar¬ 
keted  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  price  support. 

(c) (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on 
the  farm  under  subsection  (a)  may  divert 
additional  acreage  on  the  farm  not  in  excess 
of  the  larger  of  three  times  the  amount 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acre¬ 
age  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted 
to  ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the  total  acre¬ 
age  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this 
subsection  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of 
(1)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed 


ten  acres  or  (il)  the  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

(2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  the  acreage  diverted  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a) : 
Provided,  That  (1)  60  per  centum  shall  be 
substituted  for  45  per  centum  in  computing 
the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be 
added  to  and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (a)  for  the  purposes  of 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
and  (iil)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection 
(a)  is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (i)  of  said  sub¬ 
section,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by  the  total 
amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection 
(a)  and  this  subsection  (c),  or,  if  the  diver¬ 
sion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made  pursuant 
to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c)  below 
whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the 
larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the 
crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in 
section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of 
the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  but  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  fifteen  acres. 

(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in 
addition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under 
any  other  Federal  program  except  that  the 
foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of 
cost-sharing  payments  under  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  or  the  Great 
Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses  under  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjust¬ 
ing  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  this  section 
may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
this  section  may  include  such  terms  and 
conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically 
provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

(h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a 
marketing  quota  penalty  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released  from 
storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acre¬ 
age  diverted  under  subsection  (c)  above,  and 
in  determining  production  of  the  crop  of 
wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat 
from  storage  on  account  of  underproduc¬ 
tion  the  normal  yield  of  the  acres  diverted 
from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

(i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
promulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying 
out  this  section  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to  be 
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appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relat¬ 
ing  to  increased  allotments  for  durum 
wheat,  is  amended — 

(l)  by  striking  out  “after  reduction  in  the 
case  of  the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section 
334(c)(2)”  and  inserting  the  following: 
“after  reduction  as  required  by  section  334 
(c)  (2)  or  (3)  ”,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “the  special  1962 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961”  and  in¬ 
serting  the  following:  "the  special  wheat 
program  for  such  crop  formulated  under 
section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961 
or  section  329  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural 
Act  of  1962”. 

(1)  Section  334(i)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating 
to  increased  allotments  in  the  Tulelake  area 
in  California,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  the  following  sentence 
immediately  following  the  seventh  sentence 
thereof:  “The  special  wheat  program  formu¬ 
lated  under  section  329  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be  applica¬ 
ble  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  al¬ 
lotment  under  this  subsection.”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence 
the  following:  “or  1963”. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  deals 
exclusively  with  the  wheat  section  of  the 
bill.  It  is  exactly  the  same  as  the 
amendment  which  I  offered  when  the 
Senate  had  before  it  the  farm  bill  sev¬ 
eral  months  ago,  at  which  time  the  com¬ 
mittee  reported  the  proposed  legislation 
to  the  Senate  with  my  so-called  free 
choice  amendment  included.  However, 
on  motion  in  the  Senate  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  the  Senate  subsequently 
knocked  the  amendment  from  the  bill. 
I  offer  the  amendment  now  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  is  one  of  the 
crucial  and  key  issues  which  confront  us. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order  so  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  may  proceed? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Young  of  Ohio  in  the  chair) .  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  my  so- 
called  free  choice  amendment  would 
give  the  wheat  farmers  of  America  a 
right  in  their  referendum  to  determine 
which  of  two  wheat  programs  they  pre¬ 
fer.  H.R.  12391,  now  before  the  Senate, 
contains  an  entirely  new  wheat  program 
which  has  never  been  tried  or  tested  by 
the  farmers  of  America.  It  is  a  wheat 
program  which  has  been  discussed  from 
time  to  time  as  far  back  as  the  early 
1920’s.  It  is  a  modification  of  what  used 
to  be  called  a  two-price  system.  The 
proposal  is  actually  a  three-  or  four- 
price  system.  But  it  is  based  upon  the 
fundamentals  conceived  at  the  time  two- 
price  legislation  was  discussed  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

There  has  never  been  a  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  as  coercive  in  nature  and  as  man¬ 
datory  in  purpose  as  the  proposals  con¬ 
tained  in  H.R.  12391.  The  proposal  has 
considerable  support  in  the  Wheat  Belt, 
and  it  has  considerable  opposition  in  the 
Wheat  Belt.  However,  there  is  consider- 
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able  confusion  and  misunderstanding  on 
the  part  of  both  supporters  and  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  proposal.  There  is  con¬ 
siderable  apprehension  as  to  what  will 
actually  eventuate  from  the  standpoint 
of  price  supports  for  wheat  if  we  ex¬ 
periment  with  the  proposed  new  concept. 

My  amendment  proposes  now,  as  it 
proposed  earlier,  and  as  it  was  approved 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  in  January  or  February, 
when  the  bill  was  first  brought  out,  to 
provide  that  in  the  referendum  which  the 
wheat  farmers  vote  upon,  they  shall  have 
an  opportunity  to  elect  as  between  the 
proposed  new  concept — a  multiple  price 
compulsory  wheat  program — and  a  con¬ 
tinuation  for  2  years  of  the  program 
which  is  in  operation  today. 

When  a  piece  of  proposed  legislation 
vitally  affects  the  income  and  perhaps 
the  survival  of  the  wheat  farmers  of 
America,  it  makes  good  sense  to  consult 
with  the  wheat  farmers  themselves  to 
determine  whether  they  wish  to  depart 
from  the  traditions  of  the  past  and  ex¬ 
periment  with  something  which  is  en¬ 
tirely  unexplored,  new  and  visionary  so 
far  as  they  are  concerned. 

This  is  the  centennial  year  of  agricul- 
|  ture.  All  of  us  are  interested  in  making 
sure  that  we  can  develop  as  sound,  sane, 
and  enduring  a  farm  program  as  possible. 
I  think  it  is  essential  that  those  in  the 
Wheat  Belt  understand  what  is  placed 
before  them,  which  they  do  not  now 
understand.  Whether  my  amendment  is 
agreed  to  or  not,  ultimately  the  farmers 
of  America  will  confront  a  referendum 
by  which  they  will  have  to  decide  between 
the  program  of  their  choice  and  virtually 
no  program  and  no  price  supports  for 
wheat.  So  instead  of  confronting  them 
with  the  proposed  multiple-price  system 
in  a  referendum,  without  having  had  it 
fully  explained,  without  fully  under¬ 
standing  the  alternatives,  my  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  that  in  the  initial  referen¬ 
dum  the  wheat  farmers  themselves  would 
decide  which  of  the  two  farming  pro¬ 
posals  for  wheat  producers  they  wish 
to  vote  on  in  the  final  referendum. 
That  would  be  decided  by  majority  vote. 
The  final  referendum  would  then  oper- 
|  ate  precisely  as  it  does  now:  If  two- 
thirds  of  the  farmers  voting  approved  the 
program,  it  would  become  compulsory 
and  mandatory. 

Mr.  President,  agriculture,  as  our 
largest  industry,  employs  12  times  the 
number  of  people  as  in  the  steel  indus¬ 
try — for  example,  9  times  the  number  in 
the  automobile  industry  and  twice  the 
number  in  the  transportation  and  public 
utilities  industry.  The  farming  industry 
supports  directly  another  10  percent  of 
our  nonfarm  population  which  supplies 
the  farmer  with  his  needs  and  processes 
and  markets  his  products. 

Agriculture  is  the  principle  source  of 
all  new  wealth.  Reliable  estimates  in¬ 
dicate  that  each  dollar  of  wealth  taken 
from  the  soil  generates  $7  of  income 
throughout  the  rest  of  the  economy. 

Agriculture  is  a  major  market  for  the 
products  of  other  industries.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  it  uses  more  steel  in  a  year  than  is 
used  for  a  year’s  output  of  passenger 
cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum  products 
than  any  other  industry  in  the  country. 


It  uses  more  rubber  each  year  than  is  re¬ 
quired  to  produce  tires  for  6  million 
automobiles.  Its  inventory  of  machinery 
and  equipment  exceeds  the  assets  of  the 
steel  industry,  and  is  five  times  that  of 
the  automobile  industry.  Agriculture,  as 
an  industry,  is  made  up  of  many  small 
business  enterprises — namely,  each  in¬ 
dividual  farm.  These  small  business 
enterprises  and  small  entrepreneurs 
manage  their  own  businesses,  market 
their  own  products,  plan  their  opera¬ 
tions  for  the  future  with  meticulous  care 
and  with  one  eye  on  the  constant  threat 
of  a  natural  disaster  which  can  wipe  out 
a  year’s  income  overnight. 

American  agriculture  is  at  the  cross¬ 
roads  today,  Mr.  President.  It  faces  an¬ 
other  important  development  in  the  com¬ 
ing  years  in  the  growth  of  the  Common 
Market  in  Europe.  In  1960,  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  share  of  total  U.S.  farm 
exports  amounted  to  22  percent,  of  our 
total  exports.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  estimates  that  one  out  of  every 
six  acres  harvested  goes  into  export 
trade.  The  possible  exclusion  of  the 
U.S.  from  the  European  market  for  cer¬ 
tain  commodities  or  even  a  decrease  in 
U.S.  imports  into  this  area  could  force 
a  serious  reduction  in  U.S.  production 
for  this  country. 

Just  last  Wednesday,  August  15,  Sec- 
retary  of  Agriculture  Freeman,  in  testi¬ 
fying  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  admitted  that  the  Common 
Market  negotiations  in  the  agriculture 
field  confronted  us  with  new  problems. 
He  testified  that  the  administration  is 
hopeful  of  finding  new  ways  to  gain  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  Common  Market  and  other 
foreign  outlets. 

In  view  of  the  everchanging  economy 
of  agriculture  and  because  of  the  diffuse 
thinking  among  the  farmers  of  America 
on  the  type  of  program  which  they  would 
like,  I  feel  that  this  Congress  can  best 
serve  the  farmers  of  America  by  giving 
them  an  opportunity  to  make  a  choice 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  desire  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  present  wheat  program  for  the 
years  1963  and  1964  or  whether  they 
desire  to  have  the  mandatory  control 
program  of  the  administration  placed 
in  effect.  It  appears  to  me  that  in  view 
of  the  Secretary’s  glowing  reports  of  the 
accomplishments  of  the  present  program 
and  also  his  glowing  espousal  of  the  man¬ 
datory  programs,  he  should  be  more  than 
willing  to  permit  the  farmers  to  make 
a  free  choice  in  a  democratic  election 
between  these  two  programs.  I  believed 
the  Secretary  when  he  wrote  in  a  letter 
to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Proxmire]  earlier  this  year: 

I  have  great  confidence  in  the  judgment 
of  the  American  farmers. 

So  does  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota.  I  wish  to  give  the  farmers  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  express  their  judgment  in 
a  free  referendum.  While  Secretary 
Freeman  was  speaking  of  feed  grains  and 
feed-grain  farmers,  I  hope  he  would  have 
the  same  confidence  in  wheat  farmers. 

We  may  disagree  with  their  choice,  but  we 
should  not  deny  them  the  right  to  make  it. 

I  support  that  position  of  Secretary 
Freeman.  If  it  is  sound  for  feed  grain 
farmers,  it  is  sound  for  wheat  farm¬ 


ers.  We  should  not  deny  the  wheat 
farmers  of  America  the  right  to  make 
the  choice  between  two  programs- — on 
the  one  hand,  the  existing  program, 
about  which  they  know  the  full  import 
and  full  impact,  and  on  the  other,  a 
wheat  certificate  program  which  is  at¬ 
tractive  in  many  ways  and  which  has 
strong  opponents  and  strong  proponents, 
but  which  is  unnecessarily  confusing 
and  complicated. 

Secondly,  I  raise  the  question.  Why 
are  we  rushing  pellmell  and  headlong 
through  the  legislative  processes  with  a 
mandatory  program,  with  no  choice  for 
the  wheat  farmer  but  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram  or  economic  chaos,  whereas  we 
have  an  alternative  available  to  let  the 
farmers  decide  which  of  the  two  pro¬ 
grams  they  prefer?  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  another  effort  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  President  to  give  lip  service  to 
the  farmer  for  a  free  choice,  while  on 
the  other  hand  recommending  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  wheat  farmer  a  man¬ 
datory  program  of  rigid  controls  from 
which  they  cannot  escape  once  two- 
thirds  of  the  farmers  have  voted  in  the 
affirmative. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  late  in  August. 
Already  many  wheat  farmers  are  in  the 
fields  planting  next  year’s  crop,  or  are 
about  to  plant  it. 

Let  us  in  fairness  to  the  wheat  farmer 
take  him  from  the  depths  of  confusion 
and  give  him  a  chance  to  vote  on  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  his  choice  rather  than  using 
the  late  days  of  the  congressional  session 
to  enact  a  farm  bill  which  jams  down 
his  throat  a  program  he  does  not  under¬ 
stand  or  because  of  changing  conditions 
he  may  not  need  or  want,  or  which,  if 
Common  Market  negotiations  fail,  will 
not  meet  his  problem. 

The  committee  in  its  wisdom  did  not 
see  fit  to  impose  a  program  of  mandatory 
controls  on  the  feed  grain  producers.  I 
noted  a  press  release  last  week  announc¬ 
ing  that  the  Senate  leadership  would  not 
try  to  amend  this  section  of  the  bill. 
Since  the  leadership  believes  that  the 
feed  grain  section  should  not  be  made 
mandatory  and  compulsory,  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  an  additional  reason  why 
we  should  not  select  the  wheat  farmer 
for  a  special  course  of  strong-arm  treat¬ 
ment.  I  fully  agree  that  we  should  give 
him  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  the  pro¬ 
posals  as  they  are  outlined  in  H.R.  12391, 
as  amended  by  the  Senate  committee. 

I  fully  agree  that  we  should  also  give 
him  an  opportunity  to  discuss  and  un¬ 
derstand  and  express  his  preference  with 
respect  to  the  so-called  multiple  price 
system.  I  do  not  believe  that  we  should 
limit  his  choice  to  that  one  program,  or 
that  we  should  try  to  predetermine  his 
judgment  by  putting  him  at  the  end  of 
a  pistol  and  telling  him,  “Either  you  buy 
the  multiple  choice,  wheat  certificate 
compulsory  program,  with  its  multiple 
price  system  and  its  comprehensive  and 
confusing  proposals,  or  else  you  go  with¬ 
out  any  wheat  program  at  all.” 

In  simple  words,  I  want  to  give  the 
farmer  the  right  to  say  by  referendum 
vote  that  he  proposes  to  accept  as  his 
choice  for  a  wheat  program  either  the 
multiple  choice  program  or  a  continua¬ 
tion  for  2  more  years  of  the  program 
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which  he  now  has  and  which  he  fully 
understands,  and  which  slowly  but  surely 
is  beginning  to  cut  back  the  wheat  sur¬ 
pluses  of  America. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 

from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Yesterday  in  collo¬ 
quy  with  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  and  I  en¬ 
gaged  in  colloquy  in  which  we  discussed 
the  offering  of  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
which  would  provide  that  the  wheat 
farmer,  for  the  1963  crop,  have  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  for  another  year.  Do  I  un¬ 
derstand  from  the  statement  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  referendum  to  which  he 
has  made  reference  on  the  two  programs 
will  be  for  the  1964  crop,  to  be  voted  on 
in  1963? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  For  1963  and  1964,  both 
if  time  permits.  It  would  extend  the 
present  program  to  1963  and  1964. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  would  be  voted 
on  at  the  end-  of  the  crop  season? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Before  he  planted  the 
1963  crop  if  possible. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Before  the  planting 
of  the  1963  crop.  Normally  I  would  not 
support  the  Senator  on  this  amendment. 
I  have  for  many  years  urged  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  what  I  called  the  domestic  parity 
program  for  wheat.  I  believe  that  a  per¬ 
manent  program  is  needed.  That  pro¬ 
gram  had  many  advantages.  The  cer¬ 
tificate  plan  in  the  pending  bill  was  in 
the  previous  bill  and  was  patterned  after 
that  measure,  but  it  has  many  compli¬ 
cating  features.  It  is  a  very  compli¬ 
cated  piece  of  legislation.  I  was  hope¬ 
ful  that  we  would  not  act  on  it  at  this 
session,  but  that  we  would  give  Con¬ 
gress  another  year  to  look  at  it  and  try 
to  iron  out  some  of  the  problems. 

When  this  question  is  presented  to  the 
wheatgrowers  of  the  Nation,  if  there  is 
not  a  very  substantial  educational  pro¬ 
gram  they  will  not  understand  it,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  difficult  to  understand. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  exactly  the 
trouble.  They  are  likely  to  vote  against 
it  out  of  fear  of  the  unknown,  leaving 
them  with  no  wheat  program  at  all  un¬ 
less  my  amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  shall  support  the 
amendment  on  that  ground.  I  am  not 
happy  about  the  certificate  plan  as  it  is 
presented.  I  have  always  sponsored 
that  type  of  program,  but  not  as  com¬ 
plicated  as  the  one  in  the  bill.  It  is  one 
which  I  believe  the  fanners  may  not 
understand.  I  am  hopeful  that  if  the 
pending  legislation  provides  for  the  cer¬ 
tificate  plan  for  wheat,  we  shall  have  an 
opportunity  to  look  at  it  next  year  and 
try  to  iron  out  some  of  the  difficulties 
which  I  believe  complicate  this  bill  un¬ 
necessarily.  I  shall  support  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  deeply  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  contribution.  It  is  generally 
known  that  the  Senator  from  Kansas  is 
really  the  father  of  the  wheat  certificate 
plan  or  multiple  price  proposal.  So  far 
as  agricultural  legislation  with  respect  to 
wheat  is  concerned.  On  various  occa¬ 
sions  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 


culture  and  Forestry  I  have  voted  to  sup¬ 
port  that  program.  I  believe  it  has 
considerable  merit.  The  Senator  has 
put  his  finger  on  the  problem  which  we 
now  confront  in  legislating  this  late  in 
the  session  on  a  bill  that  is  as  confusing 
as  this  one.  I  dare  say  that  there  are  not 
three  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry  who  fully  under¬ 
stand  the  impact  and  consequences  of 
this  proposal.  It  is  complicated  and 
confusing.  I  think  it  is  unnecessarily 
complicated  and  confusing. 

I  believe  that  if  we  had  some  time  for 
additional  hearings  on  the  wheat  section 
of  the  bill  alone  we  could  devise  a  certifi¬ 
cate  plan  much  less  confusing,  much 
less  complicated,  much  easier  to  under¬ 
stand,  and  much  more  acceptable  and 
useful  to  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

I  share  the  fear  of  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  that  if  we  present  the  farmers 
with  this  alternative  as  it  is  now  written, 
H.R.  12391,  as  amended,  so  that  they  do 
not  understand  it,  so  that  we  cannot 
give  them  firm  answers  to  honest  ques¬ 
tions,  in  despair  and  out  of  an  abundance 
of  caution  and  through  reluctance  to 
step  into  the  unknown,  they  are  likely  to 
vote  “no,”  and  find  themselves  with  no 
wheat  program  at  all.  That  would  be 
disastrous  to  the  wheat  farmers  and  to 
the  American  farm  economy. 

What  does  my  amendment  propose? 
It  leaves  the  program  in  the  bill  as  it  is, 
but  instead  of  compelling  the  farmer  now 
to  make  up  his  mind  about  something  as 
complicated  and  as  novel  as  this  multiple 
price  certificate  plan,  it  gives  him  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  decide  whether  he  wants 
that  plan  or  a  continuation  of  the  present 
plan  to  be  presented  to  him  when  he 
finally  selects  his  own  farm  program  by 
referendum. 

If  we  give  him  an  opportunity  of 
getting  the  explanation,  and  if  we  can 
bring  about  an  understanding,  and 
create  a  meeting  of  minds,  I  am  sure 
the  result  will  be  much  better  farm  legis¬ 
lation  than  would  result  from  having 
politicians  on  the  Senate  floor  decide 
that  they  do  not  trust  the  farmers;  that 
they  know  more  than  do  the  farmers, 
who  may  decide  that  the  program  is  so 
unattractive  that  they  may  as  well  vote 
it  down,  and  thereby  decide  to  leave 
the  bill  as  it  is,  presenting  to  the  farmer, 
at  the  end  of  a  shotgun  or  a  pitchfork, 
the  ugly  alternative  between  buying  a 
program  he  does  not  understand,  a  pro¬ 
gram  about  which  there  is  confusion 
and  conflicting  testimony,  a  program 
representing  a  speculative  step  into  the 
dark;  or  having  no  program  at  all. 

My  amendment  gives  the  farmer  the 
alternative  of  falling  back  upon  a  tested 
program,  a  program  which  has  served 
him  well  in  the  past,  although  not  ade¬ 
quately.  It  is  not  the  final  answer  to  the 
problem;  it  needs  refinement.  It  is 
slowly  but  surely  being  refined.  In  the 
past  year  or  two  it  has  helped  the  farmer 
in  the  Wheat  Belt,  while  at  the  same  time 
reducing  the  surplus  storage. 

It  seems  to  me  that  since  the  Secretary 
has  stated  that  he  has  confidence  in  the 
small  grain  farmers  and  the  feed  grain 
farmers  of  America,  the  Senate  might 
well  state  that  it  has  confidence  in  all 
the  farmers  of  America.  We  have  con- 
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fidence  in  the  wheat  farmers  of  America; 
and  we  want  to  submit  to  their  judgment 
the  decision  as  to  which  of  the  two  farm 
programs  they  wish  to  have. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  When  it  was  suggested 
that  the  referendum  would  apply  to  the 
1963  crop,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
wondered  whether  there  would  be  time 
to  hold  a  referendum  which  would  apply 
to  the  1963  crop,  in  view  of  the  lateness 
of  the  season. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Some  kind  of  referen¬ 
dum  will  have  to  be  held  in  the  very  early 
future.  It  has  already  been  delayed 
and  pushed  back,  because  the  Senate 
was  slow  in  acting  on  legislation,  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  rightly 
and  understandably,  hoped  we  would  act 
in  time  to  enable  them  to  incorporate 
the  legislation.  At  least,  the  question 
will  be  acted  upon  the  first  time  a  refer¬ 
endum  can  be  presented  to  the  wheat 
farmers  of  America. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  As  I  understand,  a 
referendum  is  scheduled  for  August  30. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Does  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  think  that  that  referen¬ 
dum  may  have  to  be  postponed? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  will  depend  on 
the  dispatch  and  expedition  with  which 
the  legislation  is  passed,  sent  to  confer¬ 
ence,  and  reported  to  the  House.  It  is 
entirely  possible  that  the  August  30  ref¬ 
erendum  will  have  to  be  postponed,  as¬ 
suming  that  new  legislation  will  be 
passed.  It  might  be  that  this  particular 
referendum  could  be  held  separately  and 
at  a  later  date. 

The  Senate  has  written  some  astound¬ 
ing  agricultural  history  today.  We  have 
approved  programs  and  policies  of  price 
supports  which  the  Democratic  Party 
has  consistently  opposed  when  thy  were 
recommended  under  Eisenhower  and 
Benson.  Members  of  the  Democratic 
Party  have  today  voted  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  by  an  almost  unanimous  vote.  I 
think  only  two  members  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  voted  against  the  concept 
of  flexible  price  supports  today.  We 
have  seen  a  switch  from  the  position  of 
the  administration,  which,,  upon  seeking 
support  from  the  voters,  went  so  far  as 
to  say  that  the  farmers  are  entitled  to 
100  percent  price  parity,  100  percent 
support,  to  a  position  of  going  downhill 
to  zero.  When  they  get  the  farmer  there, 
they  will  present  him  with  the  alterna¬ 
tive  of  a  compulsory  straitjacket  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  force  the  farmer  to 
operate  according  to  the  dictates  of  the 
bureaucrats  in  Washington.  That  is  a 
long  retreat  from  parity  prices.  It  is  a 
complete  reversal  of  their  preelection 
position.  That  is  a  long  retreat,  even, 
from  using  net  income  as  an  adequate 
criterion  for  the  farmer.  It  is  pinning 
the  farmers’  hope  to  the  number  of 
bushels  of  corn,  wheat,  or  other  grain 
stored  somewhere  in  Government  ware¬ 
houses.  There  is  no  rhyme  or  reason  or 
economic  concept  to  justify  treating 
farmers  with  that  kind  of  disregard. 

Having  done  that  for  the  corn  farm¬ 
ers,  I  hope  the  Senate,  on  the  same  day, 
with  the  same  type  of  partisan  major- 
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ity,  will  not  now  try  to  trap  the  wheat 
farmer  and  deny  him  his  freedom  of 
choice.  I  hope  the  Senate,  when  it  votes 
on  my  amendment,  will  vote  to  give  the 
wheat  farmers  of  America  the  same  kind 
of  franchise,  the  same  kind  of  choice, 
that  Members  of  the  Senate  insist  on 
having  for  themselves  as  they  made  up 
their  minds  how  to  vote  on  the  various 
issues. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  have  I 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  5  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  having  to  oppose  my  genial  friend 
from  South  Dakota,  but  the  issues  which 
are  now  before  the  Senate  are  the  same 
as  those  which  were  before  it  in  May, 
when  S.  3225  was  being  considered.  It 
will  be  recalled  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  reported  the 
wheat  provision  which  contained  the  op¬ 
tion  which  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  now  seeks  to  incorporate  in  the  bill 
reported  from  the  committee. 

As  I  have  many  times  stated  to  the 
\  Senate,  the  wheat  program  has  been  a 
costly  one.  I  have  placed  in  the  Record 
figures  which  indicate  what  the  costs 
have  been  since  the  inception  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  They  amount  to  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  Of  course,  that  includes  gifts  which 
have  been  made  abroad;  it  includes  sub¬ 
sidies  which  were  paid  in  the  wheat 
agreement,  and  also  the  price  support 
program.  The  cost  of  Public  Law  480 
was  $3.8  billion. 

It  is  true  that  from  the  sale  of  the 
wheat  we  received,  in  many  instances, 
soft  currencies.  We  may  redeem  some 
of  them.  But  actual  price  support 
losses  amount  to  almost  $2  billion.  The 
cost  of  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  aggregated  about  $1.3  billion.  All 
that  is  water  under  the  bridge.  All  this 
resulted  from  the  present  laws  affecting 
wheat. 

In  1938,  a  minimum  acreage  of  55  mil¬ 
lion  was  placed  in  the  bill.  At  the  time 
that  minimum  acreage  was  placed  in  the 
I  bill,  production  was  about  13.2  bushels 
an  acre.  Today  the  production  is  almost 
double  that  amount;  yet  the  minimum 
acreage  still  remains  at  55  million. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  seeks 
to  provide  the  farmer  an  opportunity  to 
vote  for  the  two -price  system,  which 
would  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
authority  to  fix  the  production  of  wheat 
somewhat  in  keeping  with  our  require¬ 
ments,  which  are  approximately  1  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  a  year. 

The  option  which  my  good  friend 
would  give  to  the  farmer  would  permit 
him  to  have  an  emergency  program  for 
2  years,  but  at  the  end  of  that  emergency 
period  we  would  revert  to  the  same  old 
law  which  has  given  us  so  much  trouble, 
and  that  is  the  law  which  is  now  on  the 
statute  books.  If  that  proposal  were 
submitted  to  the  farmers,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  they  would  vote  for  the  2-year  emer¬ 
gency  program,  which,  by  the  way,  is 
very  expensive;  and  at  the  end  of  that 
time  we  would  be  confronted  with  the 
present  law,  which  has  in  it  a  provision 


for  a  minimum  of  55  million  acres.  As 
I  have  pointed  out  on  many  occasions, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  unable 
to  reduce  the  acreage  below  55  million, 
and  he  is  compelled  to  support  prices 
of  wheat  at  the  rate  of  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity. 

For  the  past  5  or  6  years,  a  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  I  have  tried  many  times  to 
submit  proposed  legislation  which  would 
reduce  the  minimum  acreage,  so  that 
production  could  be  in  keeping  with  our 
requirements.  The  Senate  passed  two 
bills  which  would  have  had  such  an  ef¬ 
fect.  One  of  those  bills  was  vetoed  by 
the  President.  The  second  bill  was  en¬ 
acted  by  both  Houses,  and  went  to  con¬ 
ference.  The  Senate  adopted  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  but  the  House  refused  to 
do  so.  So  we  were  put  back  to  the  old 
law — the  1938  act — which  has  caused 
so  much  expense,  as  I  pointed  out  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago. 

The  amendment  proposed  by  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mtjndt]  ,  would  provide — as  I  stated 
a  few  minutes  ago — an  opportunity  to 
vote  in  the  referendum  for  either  of  the 
two  options.  In  May  of  this  year,  the 
Senate  voted  to  strike  that  provision  from 
the  bill.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  a  similar 
vote  will  be  cast  at  this  time. 

I  could  say  much  more  on  this  sub¬ 
ject;  but  I  believe  Senators  are  familiar 
with  the  proposal.  It  is  very  simple. 
However,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment,  I  fear  that  within  2  years  we  would 
have  expended  in  excess  of  $700  million, 
and  then  we  would  have  to  revert  to  the 
1938  act — which,  I  repeat,  has  caused  us 
great  expense. 

I  fear  that  if  existing  programs  were 
to  be  continued  for  wheat,  milk,  corn, 
and  other  feed  grains,  it  would  jeopardize 
the  rest  of  the  farm  program;  and  I  am 
sure  no  Senator  would  wish  to  see  that 
occur. 

I  am  willing  at  any  time  to  yield  time 
to  any  Senator  who  desires  to  speak  on 
the  amendment,  or  to  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  under  my  control,  if 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  will¬ 
ing  to  do  likewise. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield  briefly  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Burdick  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  assured  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt  ] 
that  I  would  do  the  best  I  could  to  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  ordered  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  agreeing  to  his  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment.  So,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  order  to  expedite  the  procedure, 
I  ask  that  the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered 
on  the  question  of  agreeing  to  the  Mundt 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  If  I  may 
proceed  for  about  3  minutes,  in  order  to 
conclude  my  remarks,  I  shall  be  ready  for 
the  vote. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Very  well. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sure  that  the  previous  yea-and-nay  vote, 
by  which  the  Senate  voted  to  end  price 
supports  for  the  producers  of  corn,  will 
be  discussed  for  many  years  by  agri¬ 
cultural  experts  and  by  writers  on  the 
farm  economy.  Inasmuch  as  that  vote 
involves  a  change  of  position  by  many 
prominent  Senators,  all  of  whom  are 
dear  friends  of  mine,  I  shall  not  em¬ 
barrass  any  of  them  by  quoting  state¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  in  previous 
debates  on  these  issues.  However,  for 
the  aid  of  researchers,  students,  and  edi¬ 
torial  writers,  I  point  out  that  if  they 
will  refer  to  volume  102  of  the  bound 
Congressional  Record,  part  3,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  2d  session,  including  the  debates 
from  February  20,  1956,  to  March  7,  1956, 
and  will  read  the  debates  which  occurred 
at  that  time,  and  will  study  the  rollcall 
votes  which  were  taken,  beginning  on 
page  3128  and  continuing  to  page  4150, 
they  will  conclude  that  the  one  who 
wrote  the  axiom  “There  is  nothing  new 
under  the  sun,”  was  a  second  cousin  of 
Ananias,  because  when  we  come  to  deal 
with  agriculture,  there  are  many  new 
things  under  the  sun.  These  include  the 
way  Senators  vote — and  their  reasons  for 
such  votes. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  be  brief.  I 
merely  wish  to  point  out  that  I  believe 
it  exceedingly  unfortunate  that  on  the 
last  yea-and-nay  vote  the  Senate  de¬ 
cided  to  deny  the  farmers  of  America  a 
free  choice  between  the  two  programs. 
I  am  glad,  however,  to  hear  statements 
in  favor  of  economy  by  Senators  on  the. 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  However,  econ¬ 
omy  should  be  an  across-the-board  per¬ 
formance;  it  should  be  a  consistent  oper¬ 
ation.  I  dislike  to  think  that  the  only 
place  where  this  session  of  Congress  will 
do  any  economizing  will  be  on  the  scalp 
of  the  American  farmer,  by  cutting  his 
price  supports  for  corn  down  to  zero,  and 
by  putting  him  into  a  new  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  so  complicated  that  no 
one  knows  with  certainty  whether  it  will 
help  or  will  hurt  the  farmer.  But  all  of 
us  know  it  will  cut  back  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  sharply,  will  result  in  the  retire¬ 
ment  from  production  of  additional 
acres  of  land,  and  will  eliminate  the  55- 
million-acre  base  which  has  been  so  im¬ 
portant  to  the  wheat  farmers. 

However,  as  I  have  said,  some  strange 
things  are  happening  these  days  in  agri¬ 
cultural  legislation.  It  seems  to  me  we 
get  our  economics  and  our  politics  badly 
confused. 

I  have  made  my  case  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  believe  in  freedom  of  choice  for 
the  wheat  farmers;  and  that  is  all  my 
amendment  proposes. 

If  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  decides  that  we  have  debated 
this  issue  long  enough,  inasmuch  as  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  already  been  ordered, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  available  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Then,  Mr.  President, 
obviously  I  have  concluded. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  a  question  in  regard  to  section 
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379(b)(1)  which  can  be  found  on  page 
33  of  the  bill  and  reads,  as  follows: 

All  persons  engaged  in  the  processing  of 
wheat  into  food  products  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing 
any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the 
United  States,  acquire  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  of 
wheat  contained  in  such  product. 

Most  wheat  used  in  this  country  is 
processed  into  flour,  but  not  all  flour  is 
used  as  human  food  in  this  country.  A 
substantial  portion  of  the  flour  is  used 
in  industrial  processing.  The  end  prod¬ 
uct  of  the  industrial  process  may  or  may 
not  consist  of  food  products.  In  one 
particular  process  a  portion  of  the  re¬ 
sultant  product  is  used  for  food  pur¬ 
poses  and  the  remainder  is  not.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  a  certain  amount  of  the  flour  is 
lost  in  processing. 

I  would  like  to  know  if  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  will  be  required  for  all  of  the 
wheat  milled  into  flour  used  in  such 
industrial  processes  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  all  or  part  of  such  wheat  is  finally 
used  for  nonfood  purposes,  or  lost  in 
processing. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  this 
particular  question  was  brought  to  my 
attention  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  some  time 
ago,  and  I  have  requested  a  clarification 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
have  been  assured  by  the  Department 
that  in  such  cases  a  price  adjustment 
will  be  arranged  either  with  the  millers 
or  the  industrial  processors  of  flour  in 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  not  all  of 
the  end  product  is  to  be  used  for  human 
food  purposes. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time  un¬ 
der  my  control;  and  I  am  ready  for  the 
vote  to  be  taken. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mundt]  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  ,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  l  Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Carroll],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Hickey]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senators  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 


Robertson],  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Carroll]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Murphy].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs 
and  Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Murphy],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Allott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton.]  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car- 
roll],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  would  vote  “nay.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  29, 
nays  50,  as  follows: 

[No.  210  Leg.] 

YEAS— 29 


Aiken 

Eastland 

Pearson 

Beall 

Fong 

Prouty 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Russell 

Bottum 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Bush 

Hruska 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Javits 

Thurmond 

Carlson 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Tower 

Case 

Keating 

Wiley 

Curtis 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Dirksen 

Mundt 

NAYS— 50 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Metcalf 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Monroney 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Morse 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Johnston 

Moss 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Muskie 

Cooper 

Kefauver 

Neuberger 

Dodd 

Kerr 

Pell 

Douglas 

Lausche 

Proxmire 

EUender 

Long,  Mo. 

Randolph 

Engle 

Long,  Hawaii 

Smith,  Mass. 

Ervin 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Fulbright 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Gore 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Hart 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hartke 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Hayden 

McGee 

Young,  Ohio 

Hill 

McNamara 

NOT  VOTING— 21 

Allott 

Church 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Clark 

Pastore 

Bible 

Cotton 

Robertson 

Boggs 

Gruening 

Scott 

Butler 

Hickey 

Smathers 

CarroU 

Kuchel 

Symington 

Chavez 

Morton 

Williams,  Del. 

So  Mr.  Mundt's  amendment,  to  the 
committee  amendment,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  designated  “8-20- 
62 — G,”  on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senators 
Javits,  Scott,  Case,  and  Saltonstall. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page 
46,  line  11,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following: 

Sec.  104.  No  agreement  or  payment  shall 
be  made  under  this  title  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  any  ppblic  facilities 
which  may  be  developed  with  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  will  be  available  to  all  persons  with¬ 
out  discrimination  on  account  of  race. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield] 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  believe  I  should 
notify  the  Senator  from  New  York  that 
it  is  my  intention  to  move  to  table  his 
amendment.  I  wish  to  notify  him  ahead 
of  time. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  appreciate  his  usual 
courtesy.  I  understand  that  will  be  his 
motion.  It  is  my  understanding  that,  fol¬ 
lowing  my  presentation,  some  of  the  co¬ 
sponsors  of  the  amendment  and  other 
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Senators  may  wish  to  speak.  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Montana  will  withhold  his 
motion. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  make  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  Would  it  be  proper 
and  appropriate  for  me  at  this  time  to 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion 
to  table,  or  must  I  wait  until  the  motion 
is  made? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  can 
ask  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  now  make 
a  request  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
motion  to  table. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  that  request? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  happy  to  with- 
hold  it. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  AND  OI 

DER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL'' 

11  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  will  permit,  I 
should  like  to  query  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  concerning  the  program 
for  the  remainder  of  today  and  also  for 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  it  was  our 
hope  that  the  Senate  could  remain  in 
session  long  enough  tonight  to  have  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill.  It  is  our  un¬ 
derstanding  that  it  is  desired  to  have 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill  tonight, 
which  might  require  remaining  in  ses¬ 
sion  a  little  longer.  When  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York  is  disposed  of,  one  way  or  another, 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
intends  to  offer  an  amendment,  on  which 
he  would  like  to  have  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  certain  Sena¬ 
tors  are  absent  from  the  Chamber  due  to 
unavoidable  circumstances,  it  was  hoped 
that  we  could  obtain  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  to  have  a  vote  on  the 
question  of  passage  of  the  bill  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  morning  business  tomorrow. 

It  is  anticipated  that  following  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill,  the  Senate  Will 
consider  S.  1552,  a  bill  to  amend/and 
supplement  the  antitrust  laws  wiKn  re¬ 
spect  to  the  manufacture  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Following  consideration  oy  the  drug 
bill,  the  Senate  will  considei/H.R.  10743, 
a  bill  to  amend  title  38,  limited  States 
Code,  to  provide  increasesan  rates  of  dis¬ 
ability  compensation,  a;*a  for  other  pur¬ 
poses* 

Following  consideration  of  that  bill, 
the  Senate  will  consider  H.R.  11721,  a  bill 
to  authorize  the  payment  of  the  balance 
of  awards  for  win-  damage  compensation 
made  by  the /Philippine  War  Damage 
Commission  /nd  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of/$73  million  for  that  purpose. 

Following  consideration  of  that  bill, 
the  Senate  will  consider  H.R.  10650,  a 
bill  to^mend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1904  to  provide  a  credit  for  investment 
in  oertain  depreciable  property,  to  elimi¬ 
nate  certain  defects  and  inequities,  and 
>r  other  purposes. 

No.  148 - 8 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
11  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  concludes  its  deliberations  to¬ 
night  it  stand  in  adjournment  until  11 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  by  the  Senator 
from  Montana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


to  compel  Senators  to  stand  up'  and  be 
counted  on  the  resolution. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KEATING  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  me  for 
a  couple  of  minutes? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

COCKTAIL  LOUNGE  IN  THE 
CAPITOL? 

[r.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  jvfst 
reaA  an  interesting  note  from  the  tipker, 
whic\  says : 

Cocktail  Lounge? 

Washington. — If  there’s  a  cockyfil  lounge 
in  the  Catoitol,  it’s  being  hidden  from  J. 
George  Stewart,  the  big  building’s  architect 
and  custodial 

Stewart  has\been  deluged'  recently  with 
inquiries  about\the  existence  of  a  formal 
drinking  room  ii\the  Capitol,  especially  in 
the  new  multimiinpn-<Jollar  east  front  ex¬ 
tension. 

Somehow  or  otherAJie  told  a  reporter,  a 
rumor  got  arouncL' tnkt  a  fancy  cocktail 
lounge  was  hiddeis  awa\  in  the  new  front. 
Members  of  Congress  hai\  been  relaying  to 
Stewart  the  indignant  letters  from  constitu¬ 
ents  asking  toy  an  explanatiof 

“You  havaAny  personal  assfirance,”  Stew¬ 
art  said,  “jfnat  there  is  no  cook  tail  lounge 
in  the  exjrended  east  front  of  th\  Capitol  or 
in  any  yther  part  of  the  building^  No  con¬ 
sideration  was  ever  given  to  the  installation 
of  a  oocktail  lounge.’1 

)f  course,  Mr.  President,  Mr.  Skew¬ 
’s  omissions  speak  louder  than  'his 
/ords.  He  owes  to  the  people  who  wrfl 
to  him,  or  who  write  to  Members  oi 
Congress  and  whose  letters  are  relayed  or 
“bucked  over”  to  him  for  an  answer  to 
letters  of  indignation,  an  answer  to  the 
effect  that  in  the  conference  room  of  the 
Senate  from  time  to  time  cocktails  are 
served,  and  they  are  served  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  official  Senate  affairs. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  has  made 
his  position  very  clear  in  that  regard. 
His  resolution  seeking  to  prevent  the 
desecration  of  that  room,  and  thereby 
the  Capitol,  because  of  the  serving  of 
cocktails  at  various  affairs  in  that  room, 
is  still  languishing  in  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  wrote  to  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  and  Administration  about 
this  resolution  several  weeks  ago,  but 
never  received  the  courtesy  of  a  reply 
from  a  single  member  of  the  committee. 

I  want  Senators  to  bear  in  mind  that 
Congress  has  not  yet  adjourned.  That 
resolution  will  be  used  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  at  an  appropriate  time  as 
a  rider  on  proposed  legislation,  before 
Congress  adjourns!  I  will  do  my  best 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com- 
modies  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  my : 
amendment  provides  that  no  agreement 
or  payment  shall  be  made  under  the  title 
■  I  provisions  of  this  bill  unless  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  has  determined 
that  any  public  facilities  which  may  be 
developed  with  Federal  assistance  or 
funds  be  open  to  all  persons  without  dis¬ 
crimination  on  account  of  race. 

There  really  should  be  no  need  for 
such  an  amendment.  In  my  judgment, 
Federal  funds  cannot  be  lawfully  ap¬ 
propriated  for  any  programs  which  dis¬ 
criminate  against  Americans  because  of 
their  race.  A  Federal  subsidy  for  segre¬ 
gated  facilities  of  any  kind  is  not  only 
unfair  and"  unjust,  but  in  my  judgment, 
illegal. 

The  rather  inconsistent  and  confused 
position  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
on  this  important  matter  is  very  disap¬ 
pointing.  Earlier  in  the  session  when 
the  Senate  first  considered  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  Department  assured  me  orally 
that  no  money  would  be  allocated  for 
projects  which  would  not  be  open  to 
citizens  of  all  races. 

This  assurance  was  given  to  me  by 
the  General  Counsel  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  who  has  been  in  the  news 
of  late.  It  was  made  to  me  in  the  midst 
of  the  debate  on  the  farm  bill  in  May 
when  I  first  proposed  this  amendment. 
The  General  Counsel  stated  that  no 
Federal  funds  would  be  allotted  under 
title  I  for  segregated  recreation  facilities. 
A  letter  confirming  these  assurances  was 
promised. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  may  remember 
that  after  the  defeat  of  the  amendment 
by  a  narrow  margin  of  three  votes,  in 
fairness  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
I  announced  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  I  had  received  that  assurance  and 
that  I  would  be  getting  a  letter  backing 
it  up. 

There  were  reports,  thereafter,  con¬ 
tradicting  these  assurances.  I  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  contact  both  the  General 
Counsel  and  the  Secretary  repeatedly 
with  the  hope  of  having  their  viewpoint 
clarified.  I  regret  to  announce  that  I 
have  not  yet  received  the  promised  writ¬ 
ten  statement  or  any  other  confirmation 
of  the  Department’s  position.  At  the 
same  time,  there  have  been  other  reports 
that  the  Department  now  refuses  to  give 
any  promise  that  funds  will  not  be 
granted  for  segregated  recreational  fa- 
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cilities  under  this  legislation.  This 
vacillating  attitude  of  the  Department 
on  such  a  vital  issue  is  very  disturbing. 
It  is  reminiscent  of  the  difficulty  we  en¬ 
countered  in  getting  a  clear  statement  on 
the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  from 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  .as  to  whether  that  De¬ 
partment’s  funds  would  be  used  to  fi¬ 
nance  segregated  hospitals  and  schools. 
A  clear  and  unequivocal  statement  of 
the  administration’s  position  on  these 
issues  is  long  overdue.  On  the  record 
to  date  we  have  no  choice  but  to  write 
into  this  bill  an  explicit  provision  re¬ 
quiring  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
make  certain  that  no  Federal  tax  funds 
are  going  to  be  spent  for  racially  seg¬ 
regated  parks,  picnic  areas,  and  other 
recreational  facilities — and  I  find  the 
program  under  title  I  to  be  one  of  the 
better  parts  of  the  bill. 

Adoption  of  this  amendment  will  pre¬ 
vent  an  otherwise  desirable  program  for 
converting  marginal  and  unneeded  farm 
lands  into  recreational  areas  from  being 
tainted  by  racial  prejudice.  It  is  far  bet¬ 
ter  that  we  make  our  position  crystal 
clear  at  the  inception  of  the  program 
instead  of  waiting  until  there  are  in¬ 
cidents,  infringements  of  rights  and  pro¬ 
longed  litigation.  If  we  allow  recreation 
facilities  to  be  set  aside  from  surplus 
lands  on  a  segregated  basis,  we  may  be 
certain  that  it  will  only  be  a  matter 
of  time  before  our  courts  are  faced  with 
dozens  of  cases  demanding  equal  rights 
under  the  Constitution.  It  is  much  more 
constructive  and  desirable  to  take  our 
stand  now  and  to  avoid  later  complica¬ 
tions  and  embarrassments. 

Very  few  Members  of  this  body  have 
objection  to  title  I  of  this  bill.  The  idea 
of  converting  surplus  land  and  land  that 
has  proved  to  be  uneconomic  into  rec- 
recreational  areas  is  a  good  one.  Not  only 
will  it  in  a  small  way  help  to  curb  ex¬ 
cess  agricultural  production,  but  it  will 
also  provide  areas  for  recreation  for 
many  persons  who  now  have  no  such 
parks  and  water  areas.  Many  of  us 
strongly  endorse  any  program  that  will 
work  to  alleviate  farm  surplus  and  any 
idea  that  will  at  the  same  time  provide 
benefits  to  such  a  large  portion  of  our 
population.  My  amendment  is  designed 
to  invigorate  title  I  by  making  certain 
that  its  benefits  will  flow  to  all  our  citi¬ 
zens.  The  tax  money  from  which  this 
appropriation  comes  was  collected  with¬ 
out  any  racial  classifications,  and  it 
should  be  disbursed  on  the  same  basis. 

It  makes  no  difference  if  this  Federal 
assistance  is  on  the  basis  of  loans  ox- 
grants  or  whether  the  area  is  to  be  man¬ 
aged  by  Federal,  State,  or  local  authori¬ 
ties.  If  the  Federal  Government  is  to  be 
a  partner  in  these  ventures,  their  the 
facilities  should  be  open  to  all  Americans 
without  regard  to  race.  We  should 
guarantee  that  all  irew  parks  and  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  will  be  places  that  any  Ameri¬ 
can  can  go  with  his  family  without  fear 
of  being  turned  away.  Far  too  many 
times  of  late  the  Congress  has  passed 
legislation  which  can  aggravate  our 
counti-y’s  race  problem.  Here  is  a  good 
chance  to  reverse  the  trend. 

I  wish  to  refer  briefly  to  what  took 
place  last  Thursday  when  an  amendment 


was  offered  to  the  space  communications 
bill  that  would  prohibit  discrimination  in 
employment  by  any  corporation  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program. 

A  strong  appeal  was  made  at  that  time 
by  the  proponents  of  that  amendment, 
including  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  who  took  a  leading- 
part  in  the  debate. 

A  strong  argument  was  made  at  that 
time  by  the  proponents  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  to  live  up  to  the  platforms  of  both 
pai-ties  pledging  action  along  those  lines. 
We  were  forcefully  reminded  of  the 
solemn  px-omises  that  were  made  at  the 
conventions  and  repeated  throughout  the 
campaign.  The  distinguished  Senator 
fi'om  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  urged 
the  Senate  “not  to  resort  to  parliamen- 
tary  tactics  in  order  to  prevent  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  for  the  first  time  this  session,  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  merits  of  a  civil  rights 
amendment.” 

I  might  say,  parenthetically,  that  that 
was  not  the  first  time,  but  the  second, 
because  the  first  time  was  when  this 
amendment  was  offered  to  the  last  farm 
bill  which  was  before  the  Senate.  It  was 
the  second  time.  Both  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mi-.  Clark]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  argued 
eloquently  for  the  redemption  of  our 
clear,  unequivocal,  unqualified,  unmis¬ 
takable  assurances  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  that  both  our  political  parties  would 
work  for  abolition  of  discrimination  on 
the  ground  of  race,  creed,  color,  or  na¬ 
tional  origin. 

At  that  time,  although  I  differed  with 
Senators  Douglas,  Morse,  and  Clark  on 
the  merits  of  the  satellite  communica¬ 
tions  bill,  and  strongly  supported  that 
bill  on  its  merits,  because  of  my  deep 
conviction  that  the  principle  which  the 
Senators  from  Pennsylvania  and  Illinois 
and  others  were  espousing  was  right,  I 
gave  this  nondiscrimination  amendment 
to  the  space  bill  my  wholehearted 
support. 

I  do  not  believe  progress  will  ever  be 
made  in  the  field  of  civil  rights  by  mak¬ 
ing  tactical  withdrawals  and  retreats. 
Whenver  civil  rights  measui-es  are  of¬ 
fered  in  the  Senate,  tactical  reasons  are 
given  for  not  pressing  them.  We  are 
told  to  wait  for  another  day,  which 
somehow  never  arrives.  We  are  always 
urged  to  postpone  the  question  to  a 
more  convenient  time,  but  that  conven¬ 
ient  time  is  never  now. 

We  have  l-etreated  long  enough.  We 
have  compi-omised  long  enough.  We 
should  have  learned  by  now  that  the 
only  way  we  can  progress  in  this  field 
is  by  pressing  foi-ward  at  every  oppor¬ 
tunity  with  the  conviction  and  determi¬ 
nation  that  a  just  cause  should  not  be 
postponed  to  another  day. 

The  American  people  will  not  be 
fooled  by  tactical  explanations  of  votes 
against  civil  rights.  They  will  not  be 
misled  by  a  pretext  for  saying  no  to 
principles  which  we  should  be  warmly 
embracing  and  which  both  parties  have 
promised  to  the  American  people. 

If  the  day  comes  when  any  Negro 
father  or  mother  has  to  tell  a  small  child 


that  a  picnic  in  a  Government-financed 
pai-k  area  is  off  limits  to  Americans  of 
their  color,  all  these  pretexts  and  ex-  * 
cuses  will  quickly  evaporate. 

This  is  another  challenge  to  our 
convictions.  Let  us  not  shun  this  test. 

It  is  time  for  those  of  us  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  believe  in  civil  rights 
to  work  as  forcibly  to  achieve  our  ob¬ 
jectives  as  those  who  oppose  civil  rights 
work  to  defeat  them. 

Today  will  be  the  payoff  as  tp  whether 
we  believe  in  the  platform  and  principles 
we  have  advocated  before  the  country,  or  . 
whether  they  are  simply  for  campaign  pur-  t 
poses. 

Those  are  not  my  words ;  those  are  the 
woi-ds  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  last  week.  The 
distinguished  Senator  fi-om  Illinois  has’' 
been  a  strong  and  persistent  warrior  for 
civil  l-ights,  and  I  have  considered  it  a  • 
privilege  to  join  with  him  and  others  in 
both  pai-ties  for  goals  which  we  mutually 
sought. 

Today  I  make  the  same  plea.  When 
this  identical  amendment  was  before 
the  Senate  in  May,  a  motion  to  table 
carried  by  a  max-gin  of  only  three  votes. 

A  change  in  only  two  votes  would  have 
led  to  specific  recognition  in  one  of  the  1 
laws  of  this  Congress  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  no  right  to  use  tax 
funds  for  i-acially  segregated  pi-ojects. 

I  hope  that  today  will  be  the  occasion  for 
declaring  that  simple  but  vital  pi-inci- 
ple. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  J  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  join  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fx-om  New  York  in  his  amendment 
because,  if  we  are  to  create  areas  for 
youths,  I  consider  it  a  perfectly  logical 
basis  on  which  to  act  to  make  it  clear 
that  we  intend  that  all  people  may  enjoy 
them,  no  matter  who  they  may  be. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  statement.  I  appreciate  his 
cosponsorship  of  the  amendment.  I 
know  of  his  sincere  and  honest  dedica¬ 
tion  to  the  cause  of  civil  rights.  It  is  an 
honor  to  be  associated  with  him  in  this 
effort.  4 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  ’ 
suppox-t  of  the  amendment,  of  which  I 
have  the  honor  to  be  a  cosponsor.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  necessity  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  arises  from  what  may  properly  be 
called  de  facto  segregation.  Perhaps 
the  situation  which  we  find  in  places 
like  Albany,  Ga.,  is  the  best  example  of 
that. 

When  we  look  into  these  situations 
and  take  the  cover  off  them,  we  find 
that  what  is  supposedly  provided  by  our 
national  statutes  as  representing  lawful 
management  does  not  necessarily  obtain 
in  practice. 

Senators  will  recall  that  I  have  tried 
on  previous  occasions  to  reach  the  . 
ai-chaic  rule  in  the  Hill-Burton  Act,  un¬ 
der  which  Federal  funds  are  gi-anted  to 
hospitals  which  are  in  essence  segregated 
establishments  because  of  the  archaic 
definition  in  the  law  respecting  separate 
but  equal  facilities,  although  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  everyone  else  • 
knows  that  that  definition  would  not 
stand  up  for  5  minutes  in  a  court  of  law, 
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that  the  Supreme  Court  has  decided 
precisely  to  the  contrary,  and  that  the 
concept  of  separate  but  equal  facilities  is 
unconstitutional. 

Nonetheless,  the  Government  con¬ 
tinues  to  issue  regulations  in  hospital 
situations  premised  upon  the  separate 
but  equal  idea. 

There  is  such  a  thing  as  local  custom, 
which  is  pertinent  to  this  amendment. 
The  quality  and  nature  of  social  organ¬ 
ization,  as  one  of  our  Members  is  wont 
to  call  it,  is  such  that  the  community 
tolerates  segregation,  which  is  contrary 
to  the  Constitution,  but  is  not  expressly 
contrary  to  any  law.  A  lawsuit  may  be 
started,  which  is  a  very  expensive  and 
tough  undertaking. 

Therefore,  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating] 
is  sponsoring  and  in  which  many  of  us 
join,  should  be  adopted.  It  will  be  re¬ 
membered  that  I  had  a  similar  fight  with 
respect  to  segregation  at  airport  term¬ 
inals,  in  which  a  couple  of  years  were  re¬ 
quired  before  the  practice  caught  up 
with  the  law,  again,  because  the  law  did 
not  specifically  spell  out  in  so  many 
words  what  is  sought  to  be  spelled  out 
here. 

The  new  approach  involves  the  idea  of 
recreation  areas  which  are  developed 
from  reserve  lands,  as  conducive  to  the 
development  of  a  more  mature  and  more 
advisable  farm  program.  In  my  view,  it 
is  important  that  when  a  new  program 
is  started,  the  de  facto  segregation  and 
customs  of  local  communities  should  be 
laid  aside  and  we  should  return  to  the 
fundamental  proposals  involved. 

In  connection  with  the  bill,  about 
which  there  has  been  some  discussion 
in  the  Government  Operations  Commit¬ 
tee,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  specific 
instances  and  examples  have  been  cited 
in  which  for  years,  in  national  parks  and 
national  forests  in  Southern  States  seg¬ 
regation  has  been  practiced  de  facto,  in¬ 
dicating  that  unless  there  is  a  specific 
regulation  on  the  subject  we  get  into  dif¬ 
ficulties.  Examples  go  back  to  1959  and 
1960.  They  are  very  specific  with  respect 
to  what  took  place  at  places  like  Chat¬ 
tahoochee  National  Forest  in  Georgia, 
the  De  Soto  National  Park  in  Mississippi, 
and  a  naval  housing  reservation  in  Nor¬ 
folk,  Va.  These  are  specific  examples  of 
de  facto  segregation  being  practiced. 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  there  is  good 
reason  for  an  amendment  of  this  char¬ 
acter,  spelling  out  in  precise  terms  what 
we  have  in  mind  in  creating  a  national 
benefit  through  a  new  park.  We  should 
see  to  it  that  the  situation  of  which  we 
may  later  properly  complain  may  be 
avoided,  because  we  state  what  we  mean, 
what  we  intend,  and  what  we  desire, 
without  any  nonsense  or  doubt  about  it, 
and  without  letting  local  customs  pre¬ 
vail  for  years  and  years,  and  without  the 
requirement  that  there  be  lawsuits  or 
battles  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  bring 
about  our  manifest  intention  in  the  law. 

So  anticipating  the  argument  which  is 
at  the  root  of  the  motion  to  table — and 
I  say  this  with  all  respect  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader;  I  understand  his  problem — 
namely,  that  the  Federal  Government, 
through  the  Federal  departments,  will 


administer  lands  of  this  character  in  a 
nondiscriminatory  way,  it  has  been  our 
experience  that  in  every  case,  unless  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  in  unmistakable  terms, 
and  there  is  a  law  to  tie  to,  there  will 
be  no  compliance.  We  have  sought  to 
amend  appropriation  bills,  but  have  been 
unable  to  do  so  because  our  proposals 
are  considered  to  be  substantive  law. 
Now  we  have  an  opportunity  to  legislate 
in  accordance  with  what  I  deem  to  be 
the  views  of  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  this  body. 

If  the  motion  to  table  prevails,  it  will 
carry,  in  my  view,  not  in  accord  with  the 
best  judgment  on  this  issue,  whatever 
may  be  the  overriding  considerations  as' 
to  the  farm  bill.  In  my  judgment,  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  table,  if  carried,  would  not  be  in 
accordance  with  the  views  expressed  time 
and  time  again  by  a  majority  of  the 
Members  of  this  body. 

I  hope  we  will  be  true  to  ourselves  on 
this  subject  and  take  the  opportunity 
offered  to  us  by  this  amendment  to  vote 
to  reject  the  motion  to  table,  and  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment. 


ANNO> 


TCEMENT  OF  HEARINGS  ON 
ARTS  BILLS 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
give  notice  to  the  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  othersinterested  parties  that  the 
Special  Subcommittee  on  the  Arts  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
of  which  I  have  ohe  honor  to  serve  as 
chairman,  will  holX  hearings  on  three 
pending  bills  affecting  the  arts,  begin¬ 
ning  August  29,  1962,  and  continuing  on 
August  30  and,  if  neede\  on  September/ 
7, 1962. 

The  three  bills  under  bonsideratiq 
will  be:  x  /  , 

S.  741,  introduced  by  Mr.  Humpm/ey, 
for  himself,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Douglas;  Mr. 
Morse,  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersw,  Mr. 
Cooper,  Mr.  Javits,  and  Mr.  Long  /rsMis- 
souri,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
a  Federal  Advisory  Council  on  fhe  Art 
S.  785,  introduced  by  Mr.  Clark,  fol 
himself,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr,  Pell,  to 
establish  a  program  of  grams  to  States 
for  the  development  of  programs  and 
projects  in  the  arts;  and 

S.  1250,  introduced  by/ Mr.  Javits,  to 
establish  the  U.S.  Arts  Foundation. 

The  hearings  will  be/held  in  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  hearing  room/  4232,  New  Senate 
Office  Building,  and^ill  begin  at  10  a.m. 
on  each  day. 

Serving  with  mi  on  the  subcommittee 
are  Senators  Yajusorough,  Williams  of 
New  Jersey,  Cla/k,  Javits,  and  Prouty. 

A  special  effort  will  be  made  to  obtain 
testimony  on  Community  cultural  activi¬ 
ties  and  ne/ds  in  cities  and  States  in 
various  pants  of  the  country. 

Those  who  wish  to  appear  before  the 
subcommittee  to  present  testimony  on 
these  bills,  or  to  submit  statements  for 
the  record,  should  make  arrangements 
with  Mr.  Stewart  E.  McClure,  chief  clerk 
of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare,  extension  5375. 

r.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  when  I 
r/quested  the  appointment  of  a  subcom- 
ittee  and  hearings  in  the  Committee  on 


Labor  and  Public  Welfare  on  bills  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  national  cultural  establishment,/ 
for  the  Nation,  I  did  so  in  full  recognition 
of  the  fact  that  Federal  participation , 
a  program  to  help  the  development  of  /our 
Nation’s  resources  in  the  performing/and 
visual  arts  is  vital  to  our  morale  at  Lome 
and  to  our  leadership  irf  the  co)a  war 
struggle. 

I  express  my  appreciation  to/Senator 
Lister  Hill,  my  distinguished  /hairman, 
for  granting  this  request,  and' congratu¬ 
late  Senator  Pell  on  being  named  as 
chairman. 

The  image  that  we  p/oject  abroad 
among  the  peoples  of  theyaeveloping  na¬ 
tions  becomes  an  important  factor  in 
helping  them  resist  Communist  infiltra¬ 
tion  and  aggression; /and  our  cultural 
posture  makes  up  a  very  essential  part  of 
our  total  position  aj/d  prestige  in  West¬ 
ern  civilization.  We  can  ignore  only  at 
our  own  peril  the  need  for  a  cultural  base 
in  depth  within  our  borders. 

Some  of  the  greatest  long-range  bene¬ 
fits  to  the  Umted  States  abroad  have 
come  from  our  cultural  exchange  agree¬ 
ments  in  which  American  artists  of  note 
have  rendered  magnificent  service  as  ex¬ 
ponents  of  our  country’s  culture  and  in 
promotii)g  good  relations  with  other  na¬ 
tions. 

In  the  forthcoming  hearings  which 
have  /ust  been  announced  we  shall  have 
an  opportunity  to  get  at  all  sides  of  this 
problem  and  also  to  make  it  clear  that 
thp  principal  source  of  assistance  to  the 
^•forming  and  visual  arts  will  continue 
fo  be  private  and  philanthropic  sources 
ras  it  has  been  always.  It  is  important  to 
emphasize  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  position  will  not  in  any  way  en¬ 
danger  the  traditional  freedom  of  the 
artist  and  his  form  of  expression  and 
that  the  legislation  before  the  Senate 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Subcommittee 
does  not  in  any  way  infringe  upon  this 
time-honored  prerogative  of  the  artist. 

Federal  participation  and  encourage¬ 
ment  of  the  arts  is  not  a  new  thing,  and 
has  been  expressed  in  many  ways  for 
)ver  100  years.  My  own  activity  in  the 
mgress  goes  back  to  1949  when  as  a 
iber  of  the  House,  I  introduced  a 
resolution  calling  for  the  establishment 
of  anSAmerican  National  Theater  estab¬ 
lishment.  The  legislation  which  I  have 
sponsored  in  this  Congress  calls  for  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  U.S.  Arts  Foundation 
to  help  brine  about  wider  dissemination 
of  the  arts  and  within  the  framework  of 
free  enterpriseNmd  voluntary  association 
to  help  in  the  development  of  new  talent 
and  expose  more  people  and  more  places 
to  the  best  in  American  culture  than  any 
other  proposal  now  nefore  the  Congress. 

Federal  assistance  fov  expansion  of  the 
arts  is  an  urgent  necessity,  and  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  the  forthcoming  hearings  will 
result  in  a  bill  which  th\  Senate  can 
adopt. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  and  congratulate  thK  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  who 
once  again  has  shown  the  initiative  wiich 
has  made  him  so  valued  a  Members,  of 
this  body.  I  know  that,  as  always, 
will  render  outstanding  service. 
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OJI  THE  JUDICIARY  TO  FILE  RE¬ 
PORT  FOLLOWING  ADJOURNMENT 

OF  SENATE  TODAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  be  permitted 
to  file,  duringNhe  adjournment  of  the 
Senate  followingSoday’s  session  a  report 
and  certain  additional  amendments  to 
the  bill,  (S.  1552) ,  ts  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  antitrust  laws  with  respect 
to  the  manufacture  anosdistribution  of 
drugs,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  orderet 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391) ,  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable 
and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating]  be  laid 
on  the  table. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  on  that 
motion,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana  to  lay  on  the 
table  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  (when  his  name  was 
called ) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr, 
Smathers].  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  Were  I  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  ,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator  from. 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car- 
roll],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mi-. 
Church],  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
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New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefau¬ 
ver],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Carroll]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  vote  "yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],' 
the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs 
and  Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Murphy],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  37,  as  follows: 

[No.  211  Leg.] 

YEAS— 40 


Bartlett 

Jackson 

Moss 

Burdick 

Johnston 

Muskie 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Ken- 

Robertson 

Cannon 

Long,  Hawaii 

Russell 

Eastland 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tower 

Gore 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Hayden 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hill 

Monroney 

Holland 

Morse 

NAYS— 37 

Aiken 

Fong 

Pearson 

Beall 

Goldwater 

Pell 

Bennett 

Hart 

Prouty 

Bottum 

Hartke 

Proxmire 

Bush 

Hickenlooper 

Randolph 

Capehart 

Hruska 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Javlts 

Smith,  Mass. 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Smith,  Maine 

Cooper 

Keating 

Wiley 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dirksen 

Long,  Mo. 

Young,  Ohio- 

Dodd 

Miller 

Douglas 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-23 

Allott 

Clark 

Morton 

Anderson 

Cotton 

Murphy 

Bible 

Gruening 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Hickey 

Scott 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Smathers 

Carroll 

Kefauver 

Symington 

Chavez 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Church 

McGee 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  was  agreed  to  be 
reconsidered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendment  is  open  to  fur¬ 
ther  amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
intend  to  call  up  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  farm  bill, 
which  I  have  had  printed  and  laid  on 
the  table;  instead,  I  offer  it  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment.  I 
send  the  amendment  to  the  desk,  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated.  It  is  offered  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  In  the  committee 
amendment  it  is  proposed  to  add  a  new 
title,  as  follows: 

PLAN  TO  TERMINATE  ALL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

MARKETING  QUOTAS,  AND  PRICE  SUPPORTS 

In  order  that  the  farmers  of  this  country 
may  carry  on  their  farming  operations  in 
the  tradition  of  the  free  enterprise  system 
unhampered  by  needless  Federal  controls, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  formulate  and  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress,  within  one  hundred 
and  twenty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  proposals  for  legislation  the  aim 
and  effect  of  which  will  be  .to  ( 1 )  increase 
the  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
annually  on  all  agricultural  commodities 
subject  to  such  controls  until  such  controls 
have  been  removed  entirely,  and  (2)  reduce 
the  levels  of  price  support  annually  on  all 
agricultural  commodities  for  which  such 
support  is  provided  until  such  support  has 
been  removed  entirely.  The  period  of  time 
within  which  all  acreage  allotments,  mar¬ 
keting  quotas,  and  price  support  shall  be 
terminated  under  any  proposals  for  legisla¬ 
tion  submitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  shall  not  be  more  than  six  years  nor 
less  than  four  years  from  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act. 

Mr'.  TOWER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  If  I  may  have  the 
attention  of  the  Senate,  I  wish  to  say 
that  I  have  discussed  this  matter  with 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower], 
the  minority  leader,  and  other  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  on  both  sides,  and  I  wish  at 
this  time  to  propound  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request;  namely,  that  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  1  Vz  hours  be  allowed,  45 
minutes  to  a  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  listened  atten¬ 
tively  to  the  reading  of  the  amendment. 
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As  the  Senator  knows,  I  asked  for  order 
so  we  might  hear  the  amendment  read. 
The  amendment  is  different  from  the  one 
now  at  the  desk.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  differs  only  in  that 
it  is  an  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  to  the  bill,  and  not  a  sub¬ 
stitute. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  amend¬ 
ment  include  ultimate  elimination  of 
marketing  orders  on  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  and  milk,  as  well? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  does,  but  it  only 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
propound  a  plan  for  the  phasing  out  of 
agricultural  controls,  subsidies,  p,nd  so 
forth.  It  is  not  in  itself  farm  legisla¬ 
tion;  it  is  simply  a  directive  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  propose  a  plan, 
which,  of  course,  would  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  that  plan 
would  also  include  elimination  of  mar¬ 
keting  orders,  as  I  have  mentioned,  on 
fruits  and  vegetables  and  milk  products? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  would  include  those, 
yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Texas  plan  to  use  all  of  his  45 
minutes? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  do  not  intend  to  use 
all  of  the  45  minutes  myself.  I  will  prob¬ 
ably  use  20  minutes  for  my  own  presenta¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  know  how  many  of  my 
colleagues  may  desire  to  speak  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  how 
much  time  he  expects  to  take. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  About  3  minutes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  understood  correct¬ 
ly  what  the  Senator  from  Texas  said  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  this  is 
merely  a  proposal  to  ask  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  submit  a  plan  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  the  future.  It  does  not  say  he 
shall  do  certain  things,  but  leaves  it  up 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  TOWER.  In  response  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts,  the  amend¬ 
ment  simply  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  propose  a  plan  for  phas¬ 
ing  out  all  controls  and  subsidies.  It 
would  not  narrowly  proscribe  him  or 
limit  him  in  any  way.  It  would  compel 
him  to  report  within  120  days  from  the 
time  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill.  It 
also  provides  that  the  plan  shall  pre¬ 
scribe  phasing  out  in  not  less  than  4 
years  or  more  than  6  years. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  merely  to  have  the  Secretary 
submit  a  plan  within  120  days? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Yes,  to  submit  a  plan 
within  120  days  to  the  Congress  for  its 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  now  consumed 
three  minutes.  How  much  additional 
time  does  he  yield  himself? 


Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  myself  20  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  the  frustrating  thing 
about  the  whole  history  of  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  is  that  the  farm  problem  seems  no 
nearer  to  solution  today  than  10  or  20 
years  ago. 

At  the  risk  of  oversimplification,  let 
me  summarize  my  basic  point  of  view  as 
follows:  There  is  not  anything  wrong 
with  agriculture  that  a  little  less  gov¬ 
ernment  would  not  cure.  Too  many 
times  Government  has  done  something  to 
“help”  farmers  that  created  artificial 
incentives  for  farmers  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction.  Too  many  times  Government 
has  supported  prices  at  levels  that 
drastically  limited  the  volume  that  could 
be  marketed  at  the  fixed  price.  Too  fre¬ 
quently  short  run  expedients  have  been 
adopted  without  adequate  attention  to 
the  longrun  consequences. 

The  greatest  threat  to  freedom  and 
opportunity  in  agriculture  comes  from 
those  who  assert  that  the  way  to  help 
farmers  is  to  fix  prices  at  high  levels  and 
then  institute  strict  production  and 
marketing  controls  to  prevent  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  surpluses.  It  is  my  conviction 
that  this  is  the  wrong  road  for  farmers. 
This  is  the  road  to  controlled  poverty  in 
American  agriculture — or  nationaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  production  of  food  and  fiber. 

Price  support  programs  are  a  trap  for 
farmers.  In  the  early  years  of  a  price 
support  program,  its  effect  on  farmers 
appears  to  be  wholly  beneficiary.  But 
the  price  support  program  has  a  cumu¬ 
lative  impact  on  the  marketing  outlook. 
Production  increases,  consumption  de¬ 
clines,  surpluses  accumulate. 

When  this  point  is  reached,  farmers 
are  “hooked.”  If  they  do  not  accept 
controls,  the  existing  surpluses  and  the 
artificially  stimulated  excessive  produc¬ 
tion  capacity  will  have  drastic  effect 
upon  the  price  and  market  outlook  for 
their  products.  If  the  farmer  is  reluc¬ 
tant  to  accept  controls,  they  are  likely 
to  be  forced  upon  him  by  one  means 
or  another  to  reduce  Government  costs. 

The  farm  problem  can  be  described  as 
a  vise,  with  declining  farm  prices  con¬ 
stituting  one  jaw  and  rising  production 
costs  the  other. 

This  comparison,  however,  fails  to 
recognize  all  the  elements  involved.  Net 
farm  income  may  be  defined  as  volume 
times  price  minus  costs.  All  three  ele¬ 
ments  are  equally  important.  A  high 
price  that  results  in  loss  of  export  mar¬ 
kets  or  a  reduction  in  domestic  markets 
may  reduce  net  farm  incomes  just  as 
effectively  as  a  low  price. 

In  recent  years  risings  of  costs  has 
been  a  primary  factor  in  reducing  net 
farm  incomes.  The  following  table  sum¬ 
marizes  the  drastic  change  which  has 
occurred  in  the  relationship  of  farm 
costs  to  income. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
table  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point.  It  reveals  that  net  farm  income 
is  down  $3.1  billion. 

•  There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows; 


pillions  of  dollars] 


Gross 

farm 

income 

Produc¬ 
tion  costs 

Net 

farm 

Income 

1947-49  average . 

33.7 

17.9 

15.8 

1961 . . 

39.6 

26.9 

■  12.7 

Change  (up  (+), 

down  (— ) . 

+5.9 

+9.0 

-3.1 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  part  of 
the  answer  to  the  farm  income  problem 
is  to  avoid  national  policies  that  result  in 
increased  costs. 

Costs  do  not  just  happen.  Increased 
costs  stem  for  a  whole  series  of  Govern¬ 
ment  policies  and  actions  which  convert 
into  prices  and  costs. 

Inflation  adds  to  costs.  Government 
spending  is  converted  into  costs  and 
prices.  Taxes  add  to  costs,  not  only  di¬ 
rectly,  but,  more  important,  in  their 
effect  on  prices.  For  example,  most  cor¬ 
poration  income  taxes  are  not  paid  by 
corporations.  They  are  paid  by  people 
who  buy  things  sold  by  corporations. 
Most  Government  expenditures  are,  in 
the  final  analysis,  paid  by  consumers  of 
goods  and  services.  This  hits  farmers 
doubly  because  not  only  do  they  buy  the 
same  consumer  items  as  other  people, 
but  in  addition,  they  buy  goods  and 
services  for  production. 

The  purpose  and  intent  of  the  farm 
bills  enacted  over  the  years  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  was,  of  course,  to  raise  farm  in¬ 
comes.  Unfortunately,  this  effort  too 
frequently  overlooked  basic  economic 
factors.  The  farm  problem  has  been 
compounded  by  efforts  to  solve  an  essen¬ 
tially  economic  problem  by  political 
panaceas.  The  farm  problem  has  gotten 
involved  in  the  political  arena,  has  be¬ 
come  a  political  issue.  Votes  are  sought, 
political  capital  is  all  too  frequently 
made,  of  the  farm  program.  So  im¬ 
mersed  in  politics  and  politicians  is  the 
farm  problem — and  vice  versa — that  ra¬ 
tional  solutions  are  too  often  virtually 
ignored. 

We  have  created  a  patchwork  of  laws, 
often  temporary  expedients  adopted  to 
meet  crises  of  varying  degrees  and  kinds. 
Our  farm  laws,  because  they  too  fre¬ 
quently  conflict  with  economic  prin¬ 
ciples,  have  become  the  progenitors  and 
perpetuators  of  our  current  farm  prob¬ 
lem.  The  farm  programs  have  become  a 
part  of  the  problem. 

American  agriculture  has  passed  and  is 
passing  through  a  period  of  vast  and 
rapid  change.  No  longer  are  our  farms 
characterized  by  man-and-mule  opera¬ 
tion.  As  recently  as  1940,  1  farm¬ 
worker  supplied  11  people  with  food 
and  fiber.  In  1961,  1  farmworker 

supplied  the  needs  of  26  people.  Pro¬ 
ductivity  per  man-hour  in  the  past 
10  years  has  increased  80  percent  in  agri¬ 
culture,  compared  with  25  percent  in 
industry.  About  twice  as  much  capital 
is  invested  per  worker  in  agriculture  as 
in  industry. 

Technological  change  in  agriculture 
has  not  reached  any  end  point.  There 
are  some  signs  that  the  agricultural  rev¬ 
olution  is  even  accelerating.  Techno- 
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logical  change  is  remaking  American  ag¬ 
riculture  at  a  pace  unprecedented  in 
human  history. 

Farm  programs  are  necessarily  based 
upon  prices,  practices,  production,  yields, 
and  marketing  of  the  past.  But  the  past 
never  fits  the  future.  Farm  programs 
try  vainly  to  prevent  change.  To  the 
extent  they  are  able  to  delay  change, 
they  create  new  problems.  Controls 
have  bred  many  of  the  problems  with 
which  farmers  are  now  confronted. 

One  of  the  inescapable  results  of  the 
farm  programs  as  they  have  operated  is 
that  they  have  held  an  umbrella  over  the 
world  price,  have  encouraged  expansion 
of  competitive  production  in  other  coun¬ 
tries.  Actually,  this  problem  would 
have  been  more  crucial  than  it  has  been, 
except  for  the  political  turmoil  and  un¬ 
economic  practices  of  governments  in 
other  countries  which  has  interfered 
with  their  normal  growth  and  produc¬ 
tive  development. 

A  second  inescapable  result  of  price 
fixing  is  the  development  of  substitutes. 
Ask  any  informed  cotton  man  what  price 
support  programs  for  cotton  at  too  high 
levels  have  done  to  substitute  synthetics 
for  cotton  in  Europe  and  in  the  United 
States.  Markets  once  lost  are  hard, 
often  impossible,  to  regain. 

Controls  cannot  be  imposed  on  one 
crop  without  affecting  others.  Land 
idled  by  a  control  program  for  one  crop 
is  likely  to  be  used  to  produce  other 
crops.  Much  of  the  land  taken  out  of 
cotton  and  wheat  production,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  has  been  shifted  to  feed  grains  with 
the  result  that  there  is  currently  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  feed  grains. 

The  economist  speaks  of  the  inelas¬ 
ticity  of  demand  for  farm  products.  By 
this  he  means  that  consumption  does 
not  change  very  much  when  price  is 
lowered.  Therefore,  a  small  excess  of 
production  results  in  a  major  change  in 
price.  This  is  most  clearly  illustrated 
by  the  case  of  tobacco.  Consumption  of 
tobacco  appears  to  be  virtually  inde¬ 
pendent  of  change  in  price.  Therefore, 
a  small  surplus  of  tobacco,  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  price  supports,  would  result  in 
a  drastic  reduction  in  the  price  of 
tobacco. 

But  the  same  is  not  true  of  many  other 
products.  Most  of  all,  it  is  not  true  of 
that  huge  livestock-feed-forage  complex 
that  represents  about  60  percent  of  U.S. 
agriculture.  Demand  for  these  prod¬ 
ucts — which  go  to  market  as  eggs,  milk, 
and  meat — is  comparatively  flexible. 
Another  way  to  say  this  is  that  con¬ 
sumers  will  eat  more  meat  at  a  low  price 
than  they  will  at  a  high  price. 

Without  going  into  a  lot  of  economics, 
this  means  simply  that  production  con¬ 
trols  in  the  tobacco  industry  may  oper¬ 
ate  to  increase  farmers’  incomes,  but 
that  production  controls  in  the  feed- 
livestock  industry  will  not.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  definitive  research  on  this 
point,  but  even  assuming  production  con¬ 
trols  on  feed  and  livestock  are  feasible — 
and  I  do  not  assume  this — I  believe  that 
farm  incomes  from  the  production  of 
feed-livestock  will  be  substantially  re¬ 
duced,  not  increased,  by  production  con¬ 
trols. 


It  should  also  be  noted  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  that  even  where  the  size  of  domestic 
demand  does  not  change  much  with  a 
change  in  price,  export  demand  for  the 
same  commodities  is  often  extremely  re¬ 
sponsive  to  changes  in  price. 

Acreage  controls  and  price  supports 
cannot  provide  an  adequate  income  for  a 
farm  family  with  an  acreage  allotment 
too  small  for  efficient  and  modern  farm¬ 
ing  practices.  A  farm  family  with  inade¬ 
quate  land  resources  cannot  hope  to 
increase  its  income  from  agriculture 
materially  unless  it  is  able  to  enlarge  its 
operations  so  as  to  permit  the  adoption 
of  modern  technology.  The  rigidities  of 
farm  support  and  control  programs  are 
an  obstacle  to  such  progress. 

The  efficient  farmer,  small,  or  large,, is 
penalized  by  controls.  Costs  for  many 
farm  operations  are  about  the  same,  even 
if  acreage  is  reduced.  Controls  there¬ 
fore  increase  unit  costs.  Efficient 
fanners,  who  could  profitably  produce 
for  export  and  domestic  markets  at  a 
particular  price,  are  foreclosed  from  pro¬ 
ducing  for  such  markets  if  the  price  is 
raised  to  a  level  resulting  in  the  loss  or 
reduction  of  such  markets. 

During  the  emergency  of  the  depres¬ 
sion  of  the  thirties,  many  measures  were 
taken  to  alleviate  desperately  critical  sit¬ 
uations,  including  price  support  and  pro¬ 
duction  controls  for  a  .number  of  farm 
commodities.  I  am  not  inclined  to  be 
critical  of  everything  that  was  done  in 
New  Deal  days  although  I  have  criticized 
most  things  that  were  done  in  the  New 
Deal  days.  Desperate  situations  some¬ 
times  warrant  desperate  remedies.  But 
it  does  not  follow  that  what  may  have 
been  desirable  or  at  least  warranted  dur¬ 
ing  the  dark  days  of  the  depression  is 
necessarily  the  desirable  approach  to  the 
problem  under  different  circumstances. 
In  fact,  I  am  sure  it  is  not.  Amazing  as 
it  may  appear,  some  of  the  congressional 
debate  of  the  farm  problem  still  harks 
back  to  the  depression  years.  The  argu¬ 
ment  is  still  made  that  if  it  was  good 
then,  it  is  good  now.  It  is  even  sug¬ 
gested  that  all  that  keeps  agriculture  out 
of  the  conditions  that  existed  in  1930- 
33  are  the  Government  farm  programs. 
This  is  ridiculous  when  it  is  recalled  that 
only  some  22  percent  of  U.S.  farm  pro¬ 
duction  has  been  subject  to  production 
control  programs.  Actually,  the  most 
prosperous  part  of  American  agriculture 
has  been  that  part  not  involved  with  con¬ 
trols  and  price  supports. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freeman  has 
popularized  the  term  “supply  manage¬ 
ment.”  This  is  just  a  new  term  to  de¬ 
scribe  an  old  objective.  A  synonym 
would  be  centralized  control  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  or  political  management  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

Under  this  supply  management  con¬ 
cept  the  Federal  Government  would,  by 
controlling  the  production  and  market¬ 
ing  of  all  farm  commodities,  fix  the 
amount  of  each  product  that  each  farmer 
could  prodce  and  sell. 

Under  this  proposal,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  replace  the  market 
as  the  primary  guiding  force  in  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture. 

To  continue  down  the  road  of  controls 


and  high,  artificial  price  supports  is  to 
court  disaster.  We  now  have  over  $7 
billion  invested  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  in  price  suppbrt  loans  and  in¬ 
ventories.  Each  day  about  $1,400,000 
of  taxpayers  money  is  paid  out  for  stor¬ 
ing  the  commodities  held  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  And  this  is  despite  a  massive 
Federal  program  to  dispose  of  surplus 
commodities  that  cost  billions  more  . 

The  choice  confronting  us  is  clear. 
One  is  based  on  Government  interven¬ 
tion  and  control,  the  other  on  a  farmer’s 
freedom  to  farm;  one  on  a  Government 
market,  the  other  on  a  free  market;  one 
on  dependence  on  Federal  appropriations 
for  farm  income,  the  other  on  consumer 
demand. 

Perhaps  the  best  expression  of  farmer 
sentiment  on  this  question  was  indicated 
by  a  poll  of  its  farmer  readers  by  the 
Farm  Journal.  In  the  June  1962  issue 
was  published  a  summary  of  replies  to  a 
questionnaire  to  their  readers — 64,560 
farmers  sent  in  their  views.  The  ques¬ 
tions  and  results  follow: 

First.  Compulsory  Government  quo¬ 
tas — on  what  I  could  sell,  or  how 
much  land  I  could  farm;  stiff  penalties, 
support  prices  at,  or  above,  present 
levels — only  4  percent  for. 

Second.  Expanded  voluntary  land-re¬ 
tirement  program  to  cut  crop  produc¬ 
tion;  no  compulsory  quotas  or  allot¬ 
ments;  with  supports  on  crops  at  a  level 
to  stabilize  markets  but  not  add  to  sur¬ 
pluses — 43  percent  for. 

Third.  Get  the  Government  clear 
out — no  controls,  no  price  supports — 53 
percent  for. 

Mr.  Charles  B.  Shuman,  president  of 
the  Nation’s  largest  farm  organization, 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  said  re¬ 
cently  : 

I  am  convinced  that  Government  interven¬ 
tion  in  the  agricultural  price  and  produc¬ 
tion  decisions  has  materially  reduced  farm 
income.  Government  payments  and  sub¬ 
sidies  have  been  only  a  partial  offset  to  the 
tremendous  losses  in  price  and  income  suf¬ 
fered  by  the  producers  of  wheat,  feed  grains, 
cotton  and  other  crops  as  a  result  of  the 
Government  price  depressing  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  operations  and  the  displacement  of 
farm  crops  by  substitute  products  *  *  *  We 
would  have  been  much  wiser  if  we  had 
devoted  a  small  proportion  of  the  manpower, 
time  and  money  spent  during  the  last  16 
years  on  futile  attempts  to  control  produc¬ 
tion  and  rig  markets,  to  a  sustained  effort 
to  improve  the  operation  of  the  competitive 
market. 

The  Farm  Bureau  Federation  for  many 
years  has  been  the  major  opponent  of 
centralized  management  of  agriculture. 
That  Farm  Bureau’s  views  represent  the 
views  of  most  farmers  is  evidenced  by 
the  fact  that,  although  membership  in 
Farm  Bureau  is  entirely  voluntary,  each 
year  for  many  years  a  larger  percentage 
of  the  Nation’s  farmers  are  enrolled  as 
Farm  Bureau  members. 

Many  of  those  who  have  been  most 
prominent  in  promoting  high  levels  of 
price  support  for  farmers  are  now  de¬ 
manding  that  restrictive  production  con¬ 
trols  be  imposed. 

Having  gotten  farmers  in  trouble  by 
unwise  price  policies  that  have  resulted 
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in  surplus  production  and  heavy  costs, 
the  high  price  support  advocates  refuse 
to  admit  that  this  is  the  cause  of  the 
trouble.  They  blame  the  fanner  for  his 
opposition  to  production  controls.  The 
1962  farm  program  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  was  a  punitive  measure  to  punish 
farmers  for  the  surpluses  created  by 
i  mistakes  in  Government  policies. 

Very  few  would  seriously  propose  that 
after  decades  of  Government  inter¬ 
vention  in  agriculture,  we  should  sud¬ 
denly  withdraw  all  Government  assist¬ 
ance  to  farmers.  But  I  am  convinced 
,  that  the  goal  toward  which  we  should 
strive  should  be  to  move  as  rapidly  as 
feasible  in  the  direction  of  reducing  the 
scope  of  Government  participation  in 
the  pricing,  production  and  marketing 
of  farm  products. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  would 
not  of  itself  make  alternations  in  the 
existing  farm  program.  It  would  merely 
I  require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
who,  with  his  vast  Department  and 
thousands  of  experts  and  technicians, 

I  should  have  on  tap  the  best  possible  in¬ 
formation  regarding  agriculture,  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  a  plan  for  ending 
Federal  subsidies  and  controls.  The 
Congress,  acting  upon  the  Secretary’s 
proposed  plan,  would  still  be  the  imple¬ 
menting  and  final  authority. 

Committee  meetings  would  be  held,  at 
which  there  would  be  manifestations  of 
public  reaction,  and  reactions  from  the 
farm  community  in  particular. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Would  4  to  6 
years  be  a  sufficient  time  to  make  the 
necessary  adjustments  that  would 
finally  bring  agriculture  into  a  com¬ 
pletely  free  economy? 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  period  of  4  to  6 
years  is  perhaps  an  arbitrary  time,  but 
it  is  one  that  I  have  discussed  with 
farmers  and  representatives  of  farm  or¬ 
ganizations.  They  feel  that  that  period 
would  probably  be  an  appropriate  period 
of  time  for  phasing  out  the  program. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  and  should  do  more  to  open 
doors  to  U.S.  farm  exports.  Our  State 
Department  should  stand  up  for  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  and  bargain  more  effectively 
for  their  interests  than  they  have  in  the 
past.  The  potentials  are  tremendous. 
This  is  a  proper  and  important  role  for 
Government. 

The  dynamic  push  of  the  free-enter¬ 
prise  way  is  stupendous.  No  other  sys¬ 
tem  can  provide  comparable  progress, 
satisfaction,  accomplishments. 

It  is  my  conviction  that  a  free -enter¬ 
prise  farm  economy  will  be  more  pros¬ 
perous,  will  provide  greater  opportunities 
for  indiivduals,  and  will  result  in  a 
healthier  and  more  satisfactory  rural  life 
than  a  farm  economy  that  is  managed  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  President,  the  end  that  I  see  would 
not  be  accomplished  merely  by  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment.  As  I  have  said 
before,  and  feel  I  should  emphasize 
again,  the  amendment  would  not  change 
any  existing  farm  program.  It  would 
merely  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  propound  a  plan  which  he  would 
submit  to  the  Congress. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would 
submit  the  plan  to  the  Congress.  The 
Congress  could  decide  whether  or  not  the 
plan  was  feasible.  There  would  be 
ample  time  for  committee  hearings,  for 
testimony,  for  measuring  public  reac¬ 
tion,  and  obtaining  the  sentiment  of  the 
farmers  generally.  So  I  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  my  amendment  to  the  farm  bill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  amendment 
would  not  impose  any  time  limit  on  the 
Secretary  in  submitting  a  plan.  Con¬ 
gress  could  act  or  refrain  from  acting, 
and  there  would  be  no  time  limit  on  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  TOWER.  There  would  be  no  time 
limit.  The  Secretary  would  be  merely 
directed  to  propound  a  plan  which  would 
call  for  a  phasing  out  in  a  period  of  not 
less  than  4  years  and  not  more  than  6. 

Of  course,  Congress  could,  if  it  chose 
to  follow  the  broad  outline  of  such  a 
plan,  determine  its  own  expedient  times. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Did  I  corectly  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Texas  to  indi¬ 
cate  Farm  Bureau  Federation  approval 
of  the  amendment,  or  did  I  misunder¬ 
stand  the  Senator? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  restate 
his  question? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Does  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  approve  the  amendment 
or  disapprove  it,  or  does  it  take  no  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  cannot  say  that  the 
Farm  Bureau  has  an  official  position  on 
the  amendment.  But  I  believe  that  the 
proposal  is  consonant  with  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  policy,  and  in  my  dis¬ 
cussions  with  the  representatives  of  the 
Farm  Bureau  Federation — speaking,  of 
course,  informally — they  assure  me  that 
it  is  consonant. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  asked  that  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  because,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  I  have  heard  representatives  of 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  testify  a 
number  of  times  on  a  proposal,  in  which 
they  are  interested,  which  would  take 
more  land  out  of  production  and  not  put 
more  in.  As  I  understand,  their  solution 
calls  for  a  substantial  reduction  of  the 
amount  of  land  now  in  production, 
which  would  seem  to  go  exactly  contrary 
to  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  my  impression 
that  the  amendment  is  generally  ac¬ 
cepted.  All  the  amendment  provides  is 
a  direction  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  propound  a  plan.  We  could  take 
the  plan,  analyze  it,  examine  it,  and  go 
over  it.  We  would  have  adequate  op¬ 
portunity  to  obtain  reaction  from  the 
various  farm  organizations  and  farmers. 
We  would  then  know  what  the  senti¬ 
ment  was.  We  would  be  able  more  ade¬ 
quately  to  gage  it,  because  we  would 


have  something  on  which  to  hang  our 
hats. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  difficultly  is 
that  virtually  every  other  segment  of 
our  society,  and  every  other  economic 
group,  has  some  kind  of  substantial 
rigidity  or  support.  Organized  labor  has 
a  minimum  wage,  which  Congress  has 
provided.  There  is  almost  no  chance  of 
that  law  being  repealed.  Businesses  of 
various  kinds  are  subsidized.  I  wish 
many  of  those  laws  could  be  repealed. 
There  is  no  chance  of  repealing  them.  If 
we  deprive  the  farmers  of  what  little 
support  they  now  receive,  with  their  al¬ 
ready  low  income,  we  may  do  great 
harm. 

The  Senator  has  called  attention  to 
the  magnificent  job  which  the  farmers 
have  done.  The  Senator  from  Texas  has 
indicated  that  farmers  have  increased 
their  efficiency  three  times  as  rapidly 
as  have  those  off  the  farm.  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  are  the  marvel  of  the  world. 
Under  those  circumstances  it  seems  to 
me  that  even  to  suggest  a  plan — and  I 
recognize  that  the  Senator’s  proposal  is 
a  moderate  one;  and  he  is  not  suggest¬ 
ing  that  we  should  take  action  now — 
along  the  lines  proposed  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  economic  justice,  because  farm 
income  is  already  so  low.  I  cannot 
imagine  the  consequences  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  proposal  would  be  anything  but  to 
drive  the  income  of  farmers  even  lower 
than  it  is  under  present  circumstances. 

Mr.  TOWER.  There  would  be  vir¬ 
tually  no  consequences  of  my  proposal 
so  far  as  present  existing  farm  programs 
are  concerned.  All  I  am  asking  for  is  a 
program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Has  all  of  my  time  ex¬ 
pired? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twen¬ 
ty-five  minutes  of  the  Senator’s  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Nine¬ 
teen  minutes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  should  like  to  address 
myself  to  another  point  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 
There  are  subsidies  in  other  areas  of  the 
economy.  That  is  true.  It  is  my  hope 
that  we  might  apply  the  suggested  ap¬ 
proach  to  some  of  those  areas  one  of 
these  days.  My  proposal  is  merely  a  be¬ 
ginning.  All  I  am  asking  for  is  a  plan. 
Let  us  see  if  there  is  anything  new  under 
the  sun.  Let  us  not  be  afraid  to  try 
something  bold  and  imaginative.  I  am 
not  a  New  Frontiersman,  but  I  believe 
that  we  conservatives  can  come  up  with 
something  bold  and  imaginative  from 
time  to  time. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Senator’s  proposal,  but  I  should 
like  to  assure  myself  on  certain  points. 
To  follow  up  what  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  said,  there  is  no  reason 
for  Congress  to  support  in  full  any  plan 
proposed  by  the  Secretary.  The  plan 
could  be  modified  so  that  some  of  the 
subsidies  could  be  maintained  in  in- 
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stances  in  which  they  would  be  helpful 
to  the  farmer  in  the  future.  What  the 
Senator  is  trying  to  do  is  to  propose  a 
comprehensive  plan  that  would  cover 
all  farm  problems. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  is  emphasizing  that,  after 
all,  what  we  are  asking  for  is  a  plan.  I 
think  everyone  agrees  that  the  farm 
economy  is  in  a  mess.  Present  programs 
are  really  not  satisfactory.  We  wallow 
in  our  own  frustration  every  year  when 
we  consider  farm  legislation.  It  must 
end  at  some  time.  Let  us  have  a  plan 
that  would  call  for  ending  it.  Let  us 
then  look  at  the  plan.  After  we  have 
studied  the  plan,  if,  in  our  estimation,  it 
would  result  in  complete  economic  ruin 
for  the  farmer,  we  could  reject  it.  But 
let  us  have  a  plan.  Let  us  have  some¬ 
thing  to  proceed  from. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Apropos  of  what  our 
friend  from  Wisconsin  has  said,  there 
are  subsidies  in  other  phases  of  the  econ¬ 
omy.  The  network  of  subsidies  is  most 
impressive  when  we  look  at  them.  But 
the  Senator  from  Texas  is  directing  his 
thought  toward  a  network  of  subsidies 
which  has  resulted  in  our  acquiring  ap¬ 
proximately  $9  billion  worth  of  farm 
products  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  In  other  words,  we  have 
become  the  owner  of  this  enormous  sum, 
and  for  that  reason  have  undertaken 
an  expense  of  $500  million  or  more  to 
store  and  pay  the  interest  on  the  money 
involved  in  this  enormous  concentration 
of  farm  products.  Is  that  not  so? 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  point  out  that  the  sub¬ 
sidies  involved  in  the  farm  program  are 
different,  because  they  have  resulted  in 
the  Treasury  being  involved  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  more  than  $9  billion  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  I  believe.  The  most  recent  fig¬ 
ure  I  have  seen  was  of  that  order.  The 
other  subsidies  have  not  resulted  in  any¬ 
thing  like  the  accumulation  of  assets  of 
dubious  value  that  the  farm  program 
has  produced. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  correct.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  for 
pointing  that  out.  We  might  further 
note  that  very  often  a  tax  incentive  is 
called  a  subsidy.  That  is  a  far  more 
dynamic  thing,  which  produces  sources 
of  wealth,  whereas  the  farm  subsidies 
take  money  out  of  the  pocket  of  one 
person  and  put  it  in  the  pocket  of  an¬ 
other.  That  is  not  a  dynamic  force  in 
the  economy.  It  is  a  static  force. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Earlier  I  was  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  argument  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  something 
had  to  be  done  which  would  contribute 
to  the  adoption  of  a  permanent  plan  to 
eliminate  the  extravagant  costs  to  which 
we  have  been  subjected  through  the 
years.  He  argued  that  the  way  to  do  it 
was  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
power  to  reduce  subsidies  and  thus  com¬ 
pel  greater  compliance.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  a  new  approach  is  needed  to  solve 


this  problem.  When  I  say  a  new  ap¬ 
proach,  I  predicate  it  primarily  on  the 
basis  that  the  Ohio  farmer,  at  least, 
wants  to  be  emancipated  from  Govern¬ 
ment  controls.  He  wants  to  have  re¬ 
stored  to  him  the  right  to  operate  his 
own  farm.  I  subscribe  to  that  idea. 
That  restoration  cannot  be  made  abrupt¬ 
ly.  There  must  be  a  normal  transition. 
I  am  convinced  that  we  cannot  solve  this 
problem  by  legislative  fiat,  regardless  of 
the  wisdom  we  exercise,  unless  our  dec¬ 
larations  are  in  some  wray  in  conformity 
with  natural  laws. 

Through  the  years  we  have  tried  to 
control  natural  laws.  They  have  re¬ 
peatedly  lifted  their  voices  and  said: 
“Regardless  of  the  might  of  the  U.S. 
Congress,  these  natural  laws  are 
supreme,  and  you  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  change  them.” 

That  is  what  we  face.  I  stated  earlier 
today  that  when  a  problem  is  pointed 
up,  we  hasten  to  solve  it.  We  solve  that 
particular  problem,  but  in  the  solution 
of  it  we  create  additional  new  problems. 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
in  his  view  that  something  new  must  be 
done.  I  subscribe  to  the  proposal  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas  that  a  plan 
should  be  submitted,  and  that  in  the 
evolution  of  that  plan  the  Farmers 
Union,  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  the 
Grange,  economists,  and  others  should  be 
consulted.  A  view  can  be  taken  of 
the  disappointments  which  have 
occurred  in  the  past  30  years,  and  an 
analysis  can  be  made  of  the  huge  costs, 
and  finally  consideration  should  be  given 
to  the  pronouncement  that  we  have  made 
each  year  that  we  have  now  found  the 
solution,  although  the  same  story  is 
told  each  year,  and  we  have  gotten  no¬ 
where,  except  to  sink  into  more  and  more 
difficulty. 

I  will  support  the  Senator  from  Texas. 
His  proposal  is  in  accord  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  says  needs  to  be 
done.  There  must  be  some  new  approach 
to  the  problem. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Ohio  for  pointing 
out  that  we  are  tampering  with  natural 
laws  when  we  invade  the  economy,  and 
do  things  to  try  to  create  an  artificial 
supply  and  an  artificial  demand.  We 
must  not  tamper  too  much  with  the 
balance  of  nature.  I  remember  that  in 
my  State  at  one  time  a  bounty  was  put 
on  hawks,  because  hawks  occasionally 
would  steal  a  chicken  or  two.  Then  the 
cotton  rats  became  so  numerous  that  it 
became'  necessary  to  take  the  bounty 
off  hawks  so  that  the  hawks  could  kill 
the  cotton  rats.  So  I  say  we  cannot 
tamper  too  much  with  the  natural  laws 
and  expect  to  preserve  a  healthy 
economy. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  how  the  effort  to  solve  a  problem 
in  one  place  creates  a  new  one.  In  Ohio, 
the  wheat  which  we  produce  is  not  in 
excess.  The  fact  is  that  there  is  a 
scarcity  of  it.  Yet  under  the  proposed 
law  there  would  be  the  same  application 
with  regard  to  wheat  which  is  scarce  and 
wheat  which  is  in  surplus.  Certificates 
would  be  issued.  A  subsidy  will  go  to  the 
growers  of  inferior  wheat,  on  the  same 
basis  that  a  subsidy  goes  to  the  pro¬ 


ducers  of  superior  wheat.  The  bill  dem¬ 
onstrates  what  happens  when  we  try  by 
legislative  declarations  to  deal  with  del¬ 
icate  situations. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  was  glad  to  join 
the  able  Senator  from  Texas  as  a  co¬ 
author  of  the  amendment  for  the  reason 
that  I  think  it  is  common  horsesense 
to  request  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  study  the  idea  of  phasing  out  the 
Government  farm  program  over  a  period 
of  4  to  6  years.  I  do  not  believe  that 
any  Senator  feels  that  farm  programs 
over  the  past  30  years  have  been  suc¬ 
cessful. 

I  do  not  believe  any  farmers  feel 
that  they  have  been  successful.  Our 
population  is  increasing,  and  the  de¬ 
mand  for  foodstuffs  is  increasing.  It  is 
good,  common,  horsesense  for  Congress 
to  ask  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who 
has  all  the  facts  concerning  this  subject, 
to  come  forth  with  a  plan  to  phase  out 
the  Government’s  control  of  agriculture 
over  a  period  of  4  to  6  years.  I  agree  we 
cannot  phase  it  out  in  1  year  or  2  years. 
It  seems  to  me  that  both  Congress  and 
the  administration,  whether  it  be  a  Dem¬ 
ocratic  or  a  Republican  administration, 
should  give  a  great  deal  of  thought  to 
this  subject.  I  know  the  farmers  are 
doing  it.  I  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  farm  products  that  are  at  the  mo¬ 
ment  not  under  controls  are  doing  well. 
One  of  the  troubles  at  the  moment  is 
that  we  have  thrown  the  whole  farm 
economy  completely,  out  of  gear.  We 
have  helped  here  and  hurt  there.  For 
that  reason  I  am  happy  to  support  the 
amendment,  and  I  am  happy  to  be  a  co¬ 
author  of  it,  because  I  think  we  ought 
to  start  giving  some  real  attention  to 
phasing  the  program  out  over  a  period 
of  years  in  a  way  that  will  not  hurt  any¬ 
one.  It  is  time  that  Congress  asked  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  give  his  best 
effort  to  this  end. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr. Lausche], 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Texas  had  a  discussion 
with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  about 
the  position  of  the  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration.  I  believe  I  know  what  the  sit¬ 
uation  is.  The  Farm  Bureau  says  that 
28  million  acres  of  land  are  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve.  It  suggests  that  the 
conservation  reserve  be  brought  up  to  65 
million  acres. 

It  suggests  that  there  be  a  period  of 
phaseout  of  from  5  to  6  years,  in  which 
the  farmer  would  gradually  be  liberated 
from  the  controls  to  which  he  is  now 
subjected.  But  basically  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  wants  emancipation  for  the  farmer. 
It  wants  a  fair  return  to  the  farmer,  and 
it  believes  it  could  be  achieved  by  having 
the  farmer  voluntarily  enter  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve,  where  the  acreage  would 
be  brought  up  to  65  million  or  more,  if 
nsed  be. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  curious  as  to  why 
the  Senator  chooses  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  for  this  purpose.  I  should  say 
that  the  present  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  unsympathetic  to  the  kind  of  plan 
which  the  Senator  from  Texas  has  in 
mind,  and  probably  would  be  unsym¬ 
pathetic  to  the  kind  of  plan  I  would  have 
in  mind.  Why  would  we  not  be  better 
off,  if  this  be  a  serious  proposal,  to  desig¬ 
nate  a  commission  to  devise  a  plan  far 
more  representative  of  the  point  of  view 
of  the  author  of  the  amendment  and 
those  who  support  him,  rather  than  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  would  be 
completely  hostile  to  it?  That  is  what 
puzzles  me  about  the  amendment.  Is  it 
only  a  de  marche  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  when  we  know  he  is  com¬ 
pletely  hostile  to  such  a  plan  and  would 
be  most  unsympathetic  to  it? 

I  believe  the  Republican  Party  ought 
to  propose  a  program  of  its  own,  and 
not  merely  ask  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  draft  one  for  us.  For  the  Repub¬ 
lican  Party  to  submit  its  own  plan  would 
be  fruitful  and  useful  for  the  Nation. 
This  is  what  concerns  me  about  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  believe  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  more  competent 
by  reason  of  experience,  personnel,  and 
resources,  to  undertake  this  work.  I 
should  like  to  think  that  even  though 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  might  not 
be  sympathetic  to  my  proposal — indeed, 
I  doubt  whether  he  would  ever  be  sym¬ 
pathetic  to  anything  I  might  propose — 
nonetheless,  he  would  be  sufficiently 
diligent  and  conscious  of  his  responsi¬ 
bilities  to  pursue  the  study  with  vigor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Even  if  this  proposal 
should  fail,  the  Senator  has  put  his 
finger  on  one  thing  which  troubles  me. 
The  Committee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  is  studying  the  question  now,  with 
a  view  to  developing  a  program.  Such 
a  program  involves  other  considerations, 
including  the  mobility  of  labor,  not 
merely  land  reserves;  it  involves  the 
training  of  workers  off  the  farm  and 
their  relocation.  This  is  a  really  big 
project.  I  hope  our  party  will  address 
itself  to  it.  I  should  like  to  work  with 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  CapehartI,  and 
others,  in  drafting  an  alternate  plan 
which  would  stand  on  its  merits,  and  as 
to  which,  when  we  cast  a  vote,  it  would 
not  be  as  if  we  were  casting  it  in  a 
vacuum. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  amendment  would  add  a 
new  title  to  provide  for  a  direction  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  submit 
to  Congress  proposals  for  legislation, 
first,  to  increase  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  annually  until  they 
are  removed  entirely;  and  second,  to  re¬ 
duce  price  supports  annually  until  they 
are  removed  entirely. 

The  Secretary  would  be  required  to 
submit  such  a  proposal  within  120  days 
after  the  enactment  of  the  bill;  and 
controls  and  supports  would  have  to  be 
completely  removed  not  more  than  6 
years,  nor  less  than  4  years  after  the 
enactment  of  the  bill. 


I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for 
26  years.  I  find  that  the  farmers  of  the 
Nation  do  not  ask  for  quotas.  They 
would  not  seek  to  have  price  supports, 
if  only  other  segments  of  our  economic 
society  were  similarly  treated. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  made  a  significant  point  when  he 
said  that  the  costs  of  the  farmers  have 
been  increased  because  of  the  minimum 
wage  law.  Then,  too,  there  is  the  old 
Wagner  Act,  which  is  still  on  the  statute 
books,  but  is  now  known  as  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act.  Around  the  bargaining 
table  the  workers  and  employers  have 
agreed  upon  wages  which  have  caused 
an  increase  in  the  prices  of  things  which 
farmers  need. 

The  proposal  of  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  would  not  only  abolish 
some  programs  that  may  have  cost  much 
money  and  some  programs  that  may 
have  been  bad,  but  would  also  eliminate 
all  programs,  even  marketing  agree¬ 
ments,  such  as  those  which  affect  Flor¬ 
ida  and  California,  and  many  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  marketing  of  milk  and 
other  products. 

We  may  criticize  all  these  programs 
as  much  as  we  will;  yet  they  have  been 
instrumental  in  enabling  the  farmers  to 
produce  much  more  on  fewer  acres  than 
was  true  in  the  past.  When  I  first  came 
to  Congress,  in  1937,  42  million  acres 
of  land  were  required  to  produce  the 
amount  of  cotton  which  is  now  produced 
on  about  16  Mj  million  acres.  The  same 
is  true  of  many  other  commodities. 

In  the  long  run,  although  many  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  costly  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  still  they  have  been  beneficial,  in 
that  many  uneducated  farmers,  because 
of  the  incentive  which  was  offered  to 
them,  have  been  able  to  produce  much 
more  on  a  given  acreage. 

In  our  own  country,  land  resources  are 
very  limited.  As  I  recall,  there  are  about 
half  a  billion  acres  of  land  on  which  we 
can  really  depend.  Our  population  is 
increasing  at  the  rate  of  more  than  3 
million  a  year,  and  there  is  a  loss  of 
about  2  million  acres  of  our  best  land 
each  year.  It  does  not  require  a  smart 
person  to  calculate  that  with  an  increase 
in  population  and  a  decrease  in  land  re¬ 
sources,  the  time  will  soon  come  when 
it  will  be  necessary  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  limited  acres  which  will  re¬ 
main. 

These  programs  have  been  instru¬ 
mental  in  getting  farmers — not  only 
farmers  who  are  college  graduates,  but 
many  fanners  who  do  not  even  know 
how  to  read  or  write — to  produce  more 
and  more  on  their  land.  I  think  the 
programs,  as  a  whole,  have  been  good. 

It  is  also  my  belief  that  if  the  pro¬ 
grams  had  been  managed  from  their  in¬ 
ception  in  accordance  with  the  will  of 
Congress,  the  cost  would  not  have  been 
so  great.  When  a  good  program  is  in 
the  hands  of  farmers,  it  is  difficult  to 
wean  them  away  from  it.  A  classic  ex¬ 
ample  is  one  I  have  been  discussing  yes¬ 
terday  and  today  with  respect  to  corn 
and  other  feed  grains,  as  well  as  wheat. 
The  program  for  milk  and  the  products 
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of  milk  is  another  classic  program  un¬ 
der  which  large  amounts  have  been  pro¬ 
duced,  much  more  than  were  needed. 

It  strikes  me  that  it  will  cost  quite  a 
few  dollars  to  make  the  study  that  is 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Texas; 
and  I  doubt  that  it  will  be  of  benefit  to 
Congress. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  reject  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  very 
briefly  to  me 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Long 
of  Missouri  in  the  chair.)  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  recall  that  about  2  or 
3  years  ago  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  had  a  study 
made  by  some  of  the  land-grant  colleges 
in  regard  to  the  economic  impact  of  such 
an  amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Such  an  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  disastrous  to  the  economy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  that  study,  which  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  had 
made  in  1959.  I  have  a  copy  of  it  in  my 
office.  The  study  indicates  the  severe 
losses  which  would  be  suffered  by  the 
farmers  of  the  country  under  such  an 
amendment  and  the  violence  which  the 
amendment  would  do  to  our  economy. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  that  report — which,  as  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  said,  was 
made  by  a  committee  of  land-grant  col¬ 
lege  economists,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  under  Mr. 
Benson. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
from  the  report  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Report  From  the  U.S.  Department  op  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  a  Statement  From  the  Land 
Grant  Colleges  IRM-1  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Farm  Price  and  Income  Projec¬ 
tions  1960-65,  Under  Conditions  Approxi¬ 
mating  Free  Production  and  Marketing 
op  Agricultural  Commodities 

(86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  S.  Doc.  No.  77) 

FOREWORD 

This  report  shows  that  farm  prices  would 
fall  substantially  and  production  would 
continue  to  increase  by  about  2  percent  per 
year  if  all  acreage  controls  (except  tobacco) 
were  removed  and  price  supports  were  at 
levels  which  would  permit  an  orderly  reduc¬ 
tion  of  currently  excessive  stocks  of  storable 
agricultural  commodities  over  a  7-  to  10- 
year  period. 

Increased  marketings  would  result  in  aver¬ 
age  farm  prices  of  about  90  cents  per  bushel 
for  wheat;  80  cents  a  bushel  for  corn,  with 
other  feed  grain  prices  in  proportion;  $3  per 
hundredweight  for  rice;  25  cents  a  pound  for 
cotton;  $15  per  100  pounds  for  beef  cattle; 
$11.20  per  100  pounds  for  hogs;  $3.60  per  100 
pounds  for  milk  at  wholesale;  29  cents  a 
dozen  for  eggs;  and  15  cents  a  pound  for 
broilers.  Production  and  prices  are  shown 
in  tables  6  and  7  of  the  Department’s  report. 
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As  estimated  by  the  Advisory  Committee 
realized  net  farm  income  would  drop  to  $7 
billion  by  1965,  about  46  percent  below  the 
1958  level. 

•  *  *  *  * 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE - PROJEC¬ 

TIONS  OP  PRODUCTION  AND  PRICES  OP  FARM 

PRODUCTS  FOR  1960-65  ACCORDING  TO 

SPECIFIED  ASSUMPTIONS 

Summary 

Projections  of  probable  market  supplies 
and  prices  for  the  major  farm  commodities 
for  the  period  1960-65  presented  here  have 
been  prepared  at  the  request  of  Senator 
Allen  J.  Ellender,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
Senator  Ellender’s  request  specified  that 
the  projections  should  be  made  under  as¬ 
sumptions  that  all  production  controls  ex¬ 
cept  those  on  tobacco  were  removed  and 
price  supports  were  maintained  at  levels 
which  would  permit  an  orderly  reduction 
over  a  7-  to  10-year  period  in  the  currently 
excessive  stocks  of  storable  farm  commodi¬ 
ties. 

Under  these  assumed  conditions,  total 
farm  output  would  increase  to  137  percent 
of  the  1947-49  average  by  1965.  This  would 
be  20  percent  higher  than  the  1955-57  aver¬ 
age  of  114  percent.  Compared  to  current 
indications  for  1959,  the  projected  increase 
would  be  around  10  percent.  The  increase 
above  1955-57  in  output  of  livestock  would 
be  25  percent  and  that  for  crops  would  be 
16  percent.  The  greater  increase  in  live¬ 
stock  output  would  result  from  favorable 
livestock-feed  price  ratios.  Livestock  out¬ 
put  at  the  projected  level  would  reduce  feed 
grain  stocks  by  7  million  tons  per  year  and 
require  the  use  of  substantial  quantities  of 
wheat  for  feed. 

The  projected  population  figure  for  1965 
is  195.7  million,  an  increase  of  16  percent 
from  1955-57.  Per  capita  disposable  income 
at  $2,120  in  1965  is  22  percent  above  1955-57. 

Projected  cash  receipts  from  farm  market¬ 
ings  at  $30.6  billion  would  be  2  percent 
higher  than  the  1955-57  average.  Cash  re¬ 
ceipts  from  livestock  and  products  at  $17.7 
billion  would  be  7  percent  higher,  and  those 
from  crops  at  $12.9  billion  would  be  4  per¬ 
cent  lower. 

Although  the  projected  cash  receipts  figure 
is  a  little  higher  than  the  1955-57  figure,  it 
is  9  percent  lower  than  the  $33.6  billion  figure 
for  1958.  In  that  year,  a  number  of  unusual 
factors  contributed  to  an  increase  in  cash 
receipts. 

The  projected  index  of  prices  received  by 
farmers  would  be  193  for  1965,  17  percent  be¬ 
low  the  1955-57  average. 

At  184,  prices  received  for  crops  would  be 
down  a  little  more  than  the  total  index, 
and  prices  received  for  livestock  and  prod¬ 
ucts  at  200  would  be  down  somewhat  less 
than  the  total. 

The  projected  increase  in  farm  output 
would  imply  a  per  capita  food  consumption 
index  of  about  108  (1947^19  =  100)  for  1965, 
about  5  percent  higher  than  in  1955-57.  Per 
capita  consumption  of  food  livestock  prod¬ 
ucts  would  be  8  percent  higher  with  meat, 
including  poultry  meat,  accounting  for  all 
of  the  increase.  Per  capita  food  use  of  crops 
would  be  practically  the  same  as  the  1955-57 
average. 

These  projections  are  indications  of  the 
probable  situation  under  the  assumptions 
specified  by  Senator  Ellender.  Neither  the 
analysis  nor  the  leading  assumptions  should 
be  regarded  as  forecasts  or  as  an  endorsement 
or  an  analysis  of  any  proposed  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

***** 
Agricultural  assumptions  and  approaches 
Acreages  and  Programs 

As  specified  in  the  original  request,  the 
projections  assume  the  elimination  of  acre¬ 
age  and  production  controls  for  all  major 


commodities  except  tobacco.  In  general, 
price  support  is  assumed  at  levels  which 
would  permit  an  orderly  liquidation  of  cur¬ 
rent  excessive  stocks  over  a  7-  to  10-year 
period.  The  assumptions  for  wheat  and  cot¬ 
ton  were  modified  by  an  additional  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  orderly  liquidation  of  stocks 
could  be  handled  through  special  programs, 
such  as  Public  Law  480.  However,  Public 
Law  480  would  by  no  means  be  limited  to 
stock  liquidation.  Thus,  the  price  support 
level  assumed  is  one  that  would  avoid  further 
accumulation  of  stocks.  In  addition,  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  section  32,  special  milk,  school 
lunch,  Sugar  Act,  Wool  Act,  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  orders  are  assumed  to  continue 
in  effect  without  significant  change. 

Certain  actions  with  respect  to  price  sup¬ 
ports  and/or  acreage  allotments  in  1960, 
which  conflict  with  the  assumptions  for 
these  projections,  are  disregarded.  This  in¬ 
cludes  the  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton,  rice,  peanuts,  and  tobacco  which  have 
already  been  approved  by  growers  and  the 
minimum  price  support  already  announced 
for  wheat. 

A  conservation  reserve  program  of  30  mil¬ 
lion  acres  is  assumed,  an  increase  of  8  mil¬ 
lion  acres  over  1959.  This  assumption  im¬ 
plies  appropriations  and  authorizations  at 
about  current  levels  and  some  reduction  in 
payment  per  acre  associated  with  the  lower 
prices  of  farm  products.  Estimates  of  nor¬ 
mal  use  of  the  land  in  conservation  reserve 
in  1959  were  used  in  projection  of  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  expansion  in  the  program  during 
the  1960-65  period.  Feed  grains,  wheat,  hay, 
cropland  pasture,  crop  failure,  and  fallow 
represented  the  major  normal  use  of  crop¬ 
land  reserve  acreages  in  1959. 

The  total  acreage  of  cropland  and  pasture 
was  assumed  to  remain  at  the  1959  level 
during  the  1960-65  period.  It  was  assumed 
that  in  the  first  year  the  elimination  of 
allotments  on  wheat  and  cotton,  together 
with  the  increased  soil  bank,  would  result 
in  reduced  fallow  and  idle  acreages.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  total  land  used  for  crops  and 
the  soil  bank  would  increase. 

After  the  first  year,  however,  the  lower 
price  level  would  encourage  reductions  in 
harvested  cropland.  While  the  acreage  ad¬ 
justments  to  the  lower  price  levels  would 
not  be  completed  by  1965,  some  increase  in 
idle  and  fallow  would  be  expected.  Because 
of  the  problems  inherent  in  resource  ad¬ 
justment  and  the  difficulties  of  shifting  jand 
use  in  a  relatively  short  period,  the  decrease 
in  harvested  cropland  was  projected  at  about 
1  million  acres  per  year.  This  general  acre¬ 
age  framework  is  indicated  in  table  2. 

Projection  of  individual  crop  acreages 
were  made  by  means  of  a  series  of  approxi¬ 
mations.  Factors  considered  included  sus¬ 
pension  of  allotments  on  wheat  and  cotton 
and  conservation  reserve  expansion,  prospec¬ 
tive  price-cost  relations,  the  livestock-feed 
balance,  and  recent  trends.  The  evaluation 
of  these  factors  necessarily  involved  large 
elements  of  judgment. 

Yields 

Yield  projections  for  the  period  1960-65, 
developed  in  cooperation  with  ARS  natural 
scientists,  were  used  as  a  general  framework 
for  the  yield  estimates  of  major  crops.  The 
yield  projections  include  the  increases  that 
agricultural  research  scientists  expect  to  re¬ 
sult  from  further  application  of  known  im¬ 
provements.  The  original  yield  projections 
were  made  in  the  general  context  of  current 
acreages  and  price-cost  relations.1  It  was 
felt,  however,  that  in  a  period  of  only  5 
years,  effects  of  lower  price-cost  relationships 


1  A  detailed  discussion  of  these  projections 
is  contained  in  a  report,  “Wheat,  Feed,  and 
Livestock  Production  Projections”  by  R.  P. 
Christensen,  S.  E.  Johnson,  and  R.  V.  Bow¬ 
man,  FERD,  ARS  which  is  in  process  of 
publication. 


on  yields  would  be  minor  because  of  the  con¬ 
tinued  profitability  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  individual  farmer  of  marginal  increases 
in  the  use  of  fertilizer,  improved  varieties, 
and  other  yield-increasing  techniques  that 
are  presently  available.  Acreage  shifts  are 
likely  to  be  of  particular  significance  to 
yields  of  cotton  and  grain  sorghums. 

Trends  in  yield  per  acre  of  feed  grains,  as 
indicated  by  the  projections,  were  expected 
to  continue  to  increase  in  the  years  1960-65. 
But  the  annual  rates  of  increase  in  the  next 
5  years  would  be  less  than  in  the  years  since 
1940.  Further,  the  yields  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghum  in  1958  and  1959  were  apparently 
significantly  above  the  indicated  trends  be¬ 
cause  of  favorable  weather. 

Yield  increases  in  corn  will  reflect  to  a 
large  extent  the  increases  in  fertilizer  and 
associated  practices.  Corn  yields  in  1965 
would  be  slightly  below  the  record  yields  in¬ 
dicated  for  1958  and  1959.  Yields  of  sorghum 
grain  are  expected  to  increase  chiefly  as  the 
result  of  additional  plantings  of  improved 
hybrid  varieties.  However,  the  projected 
rate  of  increase  in  grain  sorghums  is  con¬ 
siderably  less  than  in  recent  years. 

Trends  in  hay  yields  are  expected  to  in¬ 
crease  gradually  during  the  1960-65  period 
with  improvements  in  production  practices 
and  types  of  hay.  Hay  production  by  1965 
might  be  at  approximately  the  record  level 
achieved  in  1958.  Despite  wide  fluctuations, 
the  long-term  trend  in  the  total  feed  con¬ 
sumed  from  pasture  has  been  upward  as  pas¬ 
tures  have  been  improved.  This  trend  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  continue.  Total  feed  units  avail¬ 
able  from  pasture  by  1965  may  be  about  5 
percent  above  the  1957-58  feeding  year. 

Wheat  and  cotton  yields  were  projected  to 
increase  gradually  during  the  period  at  about 
the  same  rate  as  the  long-term  upward  trend 
in  yields  for  these  crops. 

Average  or  normal  weather  must  be  as¬ 
sumed  in  projections  of  this  nature,  since 
there  is  no  prior  basis  for  any  other  assump¬ 
tion.  In  effect,  weather  is  held  constant 
throughout  the  projection  period,  with  any 
above  average  years  approximately  balanced 
by  below  average  years.  A  run  of  several 
years,  either  above  or  below  average,  during 
the  projection  period  could  result  in  substan¬ 
tially  different  results. 

Similarly,  the  projections  for  hogs  are  pri¬ 
marily  in  terms  of  trend  values,  rather  than 
projections  of  a  cyclical  pattern.  For  given 
years  in  the  period,  cyclical  influences  might 
well  result  in  hog  production  either  higher 
or  lower  than  the  trend  value  for  that  year. 
Attempting  to  project  cyclical  as  well  as 
trend  values  for  specific  years  would  imply 
a  much  higher  degree  of  precision  in  the 
available  methods  than  actually  exists. 
Furthermore,  the  emphasis  here  is  on  the 
relative  situation  during  the  projection 
period,  rather  than  on  either  the  situation 
in  a  given  year  or  the  change  from  one  year 
to  the  next. 

***** 
General  results 

Under  the  assumed  conditions  total  farm 
output  would  increase  to  137  percent  of  the 
1947-49  average  by  1965.  This  would  be  20 
percent  higher  than  the  1955-57  average  of 
114  percent.  Compared  to  current  indica¬ 
tions  for  1959,  the  projected  increase  would 
be  around  10  percent.  The  increase  above 
1955-57  in  output  of  livestock  would  be  25 
percent,  and  that  for  crops  would  be  16 
percent.  The  greater  increase  in  livestock 
output  would  result  from  favorable  live¬ 
stock-feed  price  ratios.  Livestock  output  at 
the  projected  level  would  reduce  feed  grain 
stocks  by  7  million  tons  per  year  and  re¬ 
quire  the  use  of  substantial  quantities  of 
wheat  for  feed. 

As  indicated  earlier,  the  projected  popu¬ 
lation  figure  for  1965  is  195.7  million,  an 
increase  of  16  percent  from  1955-57.  Per 
capita  disposable  income  at  $2,120  in  1965  is 
22  percent  above  1955-57. 
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Projected  cash  receipts  from  farm  mar¬ 
ketings  at  $30.6  billion  would  be  2  percent 
higher  than  the  19^5-57  average.  Cash  re¬ 
ceipts  from  livestock  and  products  at  $17.7 
billion  would  be  7  percent  higher  and  those 
from  crops  at  $12.9  billion  would  be  4  per- 
!  •  cent  lower. 

Although  the  projected  cash  receipts  fig¬ 
ure  is  a  little  higher  than  the  1955-57  figure, 
it  is  9  percent  lower  than  the  $33.6  billion 
figure  for  1958.  In  that  year,  a  number  of 
unusual  factors  contributed  to  an  increase 
in  cash  recepits. 

The  projected  index  of  prices  received  by 
J  farmers  would  be  193  for  1965,  17  percent  be- 
!  low  the  1955-57  average. 

At  184,  prices  received  for  crops  would  be 
down  a  little  more  than  the  total  index,  and 
prices  received  for  livestock  and  products  at 
200  would  be  down  somewhat  less  than  the 
total. 

The  projected  increase  in  farm  output 
would  imply  a  per  capita  food  aonsumption 
index  of  about  108  (1947-49  =  100)  for  1965, 
about  5  percent  higher  than  in  1955-57.  Per 
capita  consumption  of  food  livestock  prod¬ 
ucts  would  be  8  percent  higher  with  meat, 
including  poultry  meat,  accounting  for  all 
I  of  the  increase.  Per  capita  food  use  of  crops 
would  be  practically  the  same  as  the  1955- 
57  average. 

♦  *  *  *  * 

k  STATEMENT  BY  THE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  2 

The  report  prepared  by  the  staff  of  the 
tr.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  is  a  thorough 
and  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  important 
question  raised  by  Senator  Ellender.  In 
view  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  future  it  is 
not  possible  to  make  projections  of  the  re¬ 
quested  kind  with  a  high  degree  of  precision. 
Further,  the  projected  price  and  income 
levels  are  so  far  outside  the  range  of  recent 
experience  that  it  is  difficult  to  predict  how 
farmers  might  react  to  these  difficult  condi¬ 
tions.  In  spite  of  these  difficulties  it  is 
evident  that  care  has  been  exercised  in  bring¬ 
ing  together  all  available  information  in 
working  out  the  numerous  details. 

Members  of  the  committee,  however,  have 
certain  reservations  about  the  estimates  and 
implied  relationships  projected  through  1965. 
The  generally  high  level  of  exports,  especially 
of  wheat  and  cotton,  will  be  difficult  to 
achieve,  even  with  considerable  use  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  funds.  The  expected  domestic 
consumption  of  cotton  appears  high  and  pro¬ 
duction  somewhat  low  at  the  1965  farm  price. 
The  projected  volume  of  hogs  might  well  de- 
\  press  farm  prices  by  more  than  the  indicated 
®  amount.  For  these  reasons,  among  others, 
the  committee  believes  that  the  average  level 
of  farm  prices  in  the  Department  report  is 
somewhat  higher  than  is  consistent  with  the 
projected  volume  of  total  farm  marketings 
in  1965. 

But  if  the  prices  and  quantities  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Department  technicians  should 
,  obtain  under  the  conditions  specified,  cash 
income  from  farm  marketings  in  the  period 
1960-65  would  be  expected  to  total  about 
the  same  as  in  1955-57  or  $30.6  billion  a 
year.  This  level  of  cash  receipts  from  farm 
marketings  would  be  maintained  in  spite  of 
a  sharp  drop  in  market  prices  because  of 
continued  annual  increases  in  farm  produc¬ 
tion  of  about  2  percent  a  year. 

Farms  in  1965  would  be  producing  about 
20  percent  more  products  than  in  1955-57. 
The  effect  of  lower  farm  prices  on  output  is 
expected  to  be  minor  because  of  the  con¬ 
tinued  profitability  for  the  individual  farm¬ 
er  of  marginal  increases  in  presently  availa¬ 
ble  output  increasing  techniques. 


2  Professors  Halvorson,  Wisconsin,  chair¬ 
man;  George  Brandow,  Pennsylvania;  Wil¬ 
lard  Cochrane,  Minnesota;  Maurice  Kelso, 
Arizona;  James  Plaxico,  Oklahoma;  and  John 
Schnittker,  Kansas. 


Under  these  conditions  the  larger  mar¬ 
ketings  would  result  in  U.S.  average  farm 
prices  of  about  80  cents  a  bushel  for  corn 
with  other  feed  grain  prices  in  proportion, 
90  cents  a  bushel  for  wheat,  $3  per  100 
pounds  for  rice,  25  cents  a  pound  for  cot¬ 
ton,  $15  per  100  pounds  for  beef  cattle  ($22 
per  hundred  for  choice,  grain-fattened  steers 
in  Chicago),  $11.20  per  100  pounds  for  hogs, 
$3.60  per  100  pounds  for  milk  at  wholesale, 
29  cents  a  dozen  for  eggs  and  15  cents  a 
pound  for  broilers. 

Under  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s 
projections  carryover  stocks  would  be  re¬ 
duced  as  follows;  Feed  grains,  from  80  mil¬ 
lion  tons  in  1959  to  38  million  in  1965;  wheat, 
from  1.4  billion  bushels  to  0.4  billion;  and 
cotton  from  8.9  million  to  7.2  million  bales. 

The  bulk  of  these  carryover  stocks  would 
continue  to  be  in  Government  ownership  and 
storage. 

Net  income 

Since  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
not  asked  to  estimate  effects  on  net  farm  in¬ 
come,  the  Committee  undertook  this  anal¬ 
ysis.  Production  expenses  would  be  expected 
to  be  higher  in  1965  than  in  1955-57  because 
(a)  the  report  assumes  further  increases  in 
fertilization  and  other  means  of  increas¬ 
ing  output,  and  (b)  the  parity  index  in  1955- 
57,  at  280,  was  lower  than  the  level  assumed 
for  the  report,  300.  Production  expenses  in 
1959  already  were  $3.4  billion  higher  than  in 
1955-57,  and  are  expected  to  continue  to 
increase  about  1  percent  a  year  even  though 
nonfarm  prices  stabilize  at  present  levels. 
Although  the  larger  volume  of  marketings 
would  maintain  cash  receipts  at  the  1955-57 
level  in  spite  of  lower  prices,  realized  net 
farm  income  would  drop  from  $11.5  billion  in 
the  earlier  period  to  about  $7  billion  in  1965 
because  of  higher  production  expenses.  This 
is  a  reduction  of  almost  40  percent. 

The  reduction  in  realized  net  income 
would  be  borne  largely  by  the  2.1  million 
farms  which  market  90  percent  of  all  farm 
products.  The  number  of  these  farms  held 
constant  at  2.1  million  between  1944  and 
1954;  hence,  only  a  small  reduction  in  num¬ 
bers  is  expected  in  the  1960-65  period.  Also, 
the  off-farm  income  of  families  on  these 
farms  increased  at  a  rate  of  only  $60  per 
family  per  year  in  1952-56.  Therefore,  lit¬ 
tle  hope  can  be  held  out  that  increases  in 
off-farm  income  would  be  an  important  off¬ 
set  to  declining  farm  income  for  these  fam¬ 
ilies  in  the  1960-65  period. 

The  expected  net  farm  income  of  $7  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  1960-65  period  is  based  on  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  sugar  and  wool  programs 
making  direct  payments  to  farmers  of  $120 
to  $130  million  a  year,  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  payments  of  $225  million  a 
year,  and  conservation  reserve  program  pay¬ 
ments  of  $300  to  $325  million. 

In  addition,  in  these  projections,  cash  re¬ 
ceipts  from  farm  marketings  are  supported 
by  surplus  removal  purchases  under  section 
32,  marketing  agreement  programs,  and  a 
continuation  of  Public  Law  480  exports  at 
about  present  dollar  levels. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  when 
the  study  was  made. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  1959. 

Mr.  TOWER.  In  other  words,  it  was 
made  3  years  ago. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  stated  that  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  amendment  would  be  disas¬ 
trous..  In  response  let  me  again  empha¬ 
size  that  the  amendment  would  not 
change  any  existing  farm  program.  We 
would  merely  call  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  present  us  with  a  plan. 
Then,  at  our  option,  we  could  either  ac¬ 
cept  it  or  reject  it. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to 
say  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  al¬ 
ready  is  working  on,  and  has  presented, 
programs  which  he  believes,  according 
to  his  best  judgment  and  according  to 
the  best  judgment  of  those  in  his  De¬ 
partment,  would  be  best  for  the  coun¬ 
try. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  votes  against 
such  programs,  and  wants  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  present  another  pro¬ 
gram,  one  which  has  as  its  objective 
freeing  the  farmers  from  controls  and 
raising  the  farmers’  income.  I  cannot 
imagine  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  whose  program  has  already  been  re¬ 
jected  by  the  author  of  this  amendment, 
would  be  able  to  present  a  program 
which  would  be  much  more  acceptable  to 
the  author  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
willing  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
the  time  under  my  control,  if  the  Senator 
from  Texas  will  do  likewise. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  am  prepared  to  do 
the  same,'  except  that  I  wish  to  say,  first, 
that  it  occurs  to  me  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  might  become  more  en¬ 
lightened  after  making  such  a  study, 
and  might  be  able  to  come  forward  with 
a  beneficial  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  already  a  very  enlight¬ 
ened  man,  indeed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  am  ready  to  do  the 
same,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
when  we  oppose  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  a  program,  I  believe  we 
do  so  as  a  result  of  a  composite  of  the 
knowledge  which  has  been  gained  by 
various  Members  of  the  Senate  on  our 
side,  living  in  all  sections  of  the  country ; 
and  I  do  not  believe  that  can  be  easily 
fended  off. 

I  often  think  of  the  story  about  a  man 
who  went  to  the  Corcoran  Art  Gallei-y, 
in  the  city  of  Washington,  and,  while 
looking  at  a  painting  there,  began  to 
make  a  great  many  adverse  comments. 

A  man  came  up  to  him,  and  asked, 
“Are  you  an  artist?” 

The  man  who  had  been  making  the 
adverse  comments  replied,  “No.” 

The  other  man  asked,  “Then  why  do 
you  make  all  these  criticisms  and  cap¬ 
tious  remarks  about  that  painting,  if 
you  aren’t  an  artist?” 

The  man  who  had  been  making  the 
comments  looked  at  the  other  man  and 
said,  “Well,  I  don’t  know  who  you  are.” 

The  reply  was,  “I  am  the  artist  who 
painted  that  picture.” 

The  other  man  said,  “Then  let  me  tell 
you,  in  justification,  that  I  ain’t  no 
chicken,  but  I  know  when  an  egg  is  rot¬ 
ten.” 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  do  not  have  to 
be  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  in  order 
to  know  when  a  program  is  bad.  On  the 
basis  of  that  logic  and  discernment,  of 
course  we  deliver  our  judgments  accord¬ 
ingly. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator’s  story  is  a  better  art  story  than 
an  agricultural  story. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  the  time  under  my 
control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Holland  in  the  chair).  All  remaining 
time  has  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
to  the  committee  amendment.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ersI,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs. 
Netjberger],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  and  the  Sen- 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll], 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church], 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen- 
ing],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land]  ,  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Engle],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hickey],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers],  and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senators  from  Delaware  TMr.  Boggs 
and  Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Murphy],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  are 
necessarily  absent.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  and  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 


On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Allott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Murphy],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  17, 


nays  55,  as 

follows: 

[No.  212  Leg.] 
YEAS— 17 

Beall 

Fong 

Saltonstall  / 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Smith,  Maine 

Bush 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Capehart 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Tower-' 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Wiley 

Dodd 

Pearson 

NAYS — 55 

Aiken 

Holland 

Monroney 

Bartlett 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Bottum 

Jackson 

Moss 

Burdick 

Javits  > 

Mundt 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Johnston 

Muskie 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Carlson 

Keating/ 

Prouty 

Case  f 

Cooper 

Curtis' 

Kefauver 

Proxmire 

Kerr 

Randolph 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith,  Mass. 

Douglas 

Long,  Hawaii 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Hart 

McGee 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

1  McNamara 

Young,  Ohio 

Hickenlooper 

i 1  Metcalf 

Hill 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Allott 

Cotton 

Neuberger 

Anderson 

Eastland 

Pastore 

Bible 

Engle 

Robertson 

Boggs 

Gruening 

Russell 

Butler 

Hayden 

Scott 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hickey 

Smathers 

Carroll 

Kuchel 

Symington 

Chavez 

McCarthy 

Williams,  Del. 

Church 

Morton 

Clark 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Tower’s  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendment  is  open  to  further 
amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
since  a  number  of  our  colleagues  are  still 
with  us  this  evening,  I  want  to  ask,  first, 
unanimous  consent  that,  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  morning  hour  tomorrow, 
the  Senate  vote  on  final  passage  of  the 
farm  bill;  and  if  that  request  is  granted, 
I  will  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
passage. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to 
object - - 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  would  be  first,  on  the  third 
reading. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  merely  wanted  to 
make  the  unanimous-consent  request 
that,  after  the  third  reading,  which  we 
hope  to  arrive  at  tonight,  after  the 
morning  hour  tomorrow  there  be  a  vote 
on  passage  of  the  farm  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
how  much  time  will  there  be  after  the 
morning  hour  for  any  statement  a  Sena¬ 
tor  may  wish  to  make? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Parliamentarian  advises  the  Chair  that 
there  would  have  to  be  a  quorum  call  if 
an  hour  were  fixed  for  voting  on  passage. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  be 
offered? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  ot  the  desk,  which  I  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  to  the  committee  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  In  the  committee 
amendment  it  is  proposed : 

On  page  89,  line  16,  after  “area”  in¬ 
sert  “and”. 

On  page  89,  beginning  with  line  17, 
strike  out  all  down  through  line  22. 

On  page  89,  line  23,  strike  out  “(5)” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “  (4)  ”. 

On  page  89,  line  25,  immediately  after 
the  word  “claimed”  insert  “or  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved 
by  producers”. 

Page  90,  line  1,  strike  out  “(6)  ”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “(5)  ”. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  offer  is  quite  simple.  The 
effect  of  the  amendments  would  be  to 
maintain  in  the  1958  act  the  support 
price,  at  50  percent  of  parity  for  wheat 
the  event  that,  upon  a  referendum,  the 
wheat  growers  should  reject  marketing 
quotas. 

My  purpose  in  offering  the  amend¬ 
ments  is  substantially  that  which  was 
described  when  earlier  today  the  change 
in  the  support  price  for  corn  was 
adopted. 

Under  the  1958  act,  if  growers  of  wheat 
reject  quotas,  a  50  percent  support  price 
is  still  afforded  growers.  The  purpose 
of  providing  50  percent  support,  in  such 
a  case  is  I  am  sure  to  assure  an  orderly 
marketing  of  wheat,  and  prevent  ex¬ 
tremely  low  prices  and  chaotic  economic 
conditions,  until  some  other  program  de¬ 
vised  or  adjustments  occur. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  May  I  complete  my 
explanation,  and  then  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  good  friend. 

Under  the  bill  before  the  Senate,  if 
growers  should  reject  compulsory  mar¬ 
keting  quotas,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  could  fix  support  prices  from  0 
to  50  percent.  This  raises  substantially 
the  same  question  as  I  raised  regarding 
the  change  in  support  prices  for  corn. 

In  the  event  the  compulsory  wheat 
program  offered  by  the  administration 
should  be  rejected,  farmers  would  get 
only  0  to  50  percent  support  price  for 
their  wheat.  I  contend  that  that  would 
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create  a  very  disorderly  marketing  situ¬ 
ation  and  be  very  bad  for  the  farmers 
in  a  period  of  adjustment. 

I  make  the  point  that  that  provision 
would  give  the  farmers  no  real  choice  or 
alternative  except  to  accept  compulsory 
controls  for  wheat. 

I  do  not  want  to  appear  to  be  incon¬ 
sistent.  I  have  voted  for  compulsory 
controls,  in  the  sense  that  the  farmers 
have  approved  them  by  referendum,  for 
tobacco,  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  and 
wheat.  I  have  not  voted  for  compulsory 
controls  on  feed  grains  because  feed 
grains  and  the  above  crops  differ.  The 
crops  I  have  named  go  on  the  market; 
feed  grains  are  inherent  to  the  use  of  his 
farm  by  the  farmer. 

I  voted  for  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
posal  on  wheat  in  the  committee  and  in 
the  Senate.  But,  the  wheat  farmer 
should  have  free  opportunity  to  decide 
whether  he  wishes  to  have  controls  or 
not.  Under  the  proposal  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  sent  to  Congress,  which  is 
before  us,  the  farmer  would  not  have  a 
fair  choice.  For  he  has  no  choice  ex¬ 
cept  a  program  supported  by  0  to  50 
percent  supports.  If  he  does  not  take 
the  administration  program  he  will  have 
no  program. 

When  we  voted  today  to  give  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  power  to 
fix  support  prices  at  from  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  corn,  and  then  denied 
him  the  power  to  add  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks,  we  voted  out 
a  corn  program.  I  am  more  certain  than 
wnen  I  spoke  earlier. 

I  say  we  ought  to  give  the  farmer  a 
fair  deal  and  a  choice  with  respect  to 
wheat. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Under 
the  amendment,  if  the  farmers  voted 
“no”  in  a  referendum  would  they  get  50 
percent  of  parity  price  supports? 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  law  today  pro¬ 
vides  50  percent  for  wheat,  nothing  for 
tobacco,  50  percent  for  peanuts,  50  per¬ 
cent  for  rice,  and  50  percent  for  cotton. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  For 
the  Record,  What  would  the  amend¬ 
ment  the  Senator  has  offered  provide? 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  would  maintain  50 
percent  of  parity  price  supports  for 
wheat,  as  is  provided  today,  if  farmers 
reject  compulsory  controls. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Under 
the  present  law  the  farmer  would  have 
to  abide  by  acreage  allotments  to  get 
50-percent  supports.  Does  the  Senator’s 
amendment  so  provide? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes;  it  would  retain 
the  present  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment,  50  percent  of  parity  would 
be  paid  to  those  who  would  comply  with 
their  allotments? 


Mr.  COOPER.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  take  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  committee  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  amendments  to  the  committee 
amendment  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  identified  as  “8-17- 
62— J.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  94,  be¬ 
tween  lines  17  and  18,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  405.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sentence  as 
follows:  “Notwithstanding  the  foregoing, 
whenever  the  Secretary  determines  it  neces¬ 
sary  in  order  to  assure  the  Nation  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination 
by  radioactive  fallout,  he  may  make  feed 
owned  or  controlled  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  available  to  producers  of  milk 
in  any  area  or  areas  of  the  United  States  at 
such  prices  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  deems  appropriate  in  the  public 
interest.” 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  add  the  name  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.'  Humphrey]  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

GOVERNMENT  SHOULD  PAT  COST  OF  USING 

STORED  PEED  TO  PROTECT  AGAINST  FALLOUT 

Mr.  President,  I  have  offered  an 
amendment  which  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  absorb  at 
least  part  of  the  extra  cost  of  protecting 
milk  against  contamination  by  radio¬ 
active  fallout,  where  this  is  a  problem. 
I  strongly  hope  that  my  amendment, 
which  would  extend  the  present  livestock 
feed  program  for  disaster  areas  to  areas 
where  pasture  is  contaminated  by  fall¬ 
out,  will  be  accepted  and  will  be  made 
part  of  the  pending  bill. 

I  recognize  that  hearings  have  not 
been  conducted  on  this  subject.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  of  such  urgency  that  I  believe 
in  this  case  we  must  act  at  once.  Start¬ 
ing  August  23 — this  Thursday — cows 
producing  milk  for  sale  in  fluid  markets 
in  Minnesota  will  be  fed  stored  feed.  By 
this  technique  any  risk  of  milk  being 
contaminated  by  fallout  is  eliminated. 
The  radioactive  iodine  131,  which  is  the 
source  of  the  high  radiation  levels  in 
Minnesota  and  elsewhere,  has  a  rela¬ 
tively  short  half-life — so  taking  cows  off 
pasture  and  putting  them  on  feed  that 
has  been  stored  30  days  or  more  is  an 
effective  and  feasible  countermeasure. 

But  it  is  absolutely  clear  to  this  Sena¬ 
tor  that  the  extra  cost  of  this  counter¬ 
measure  should  not  be  borne  by  the  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  involved,  or  by  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  milk  in  the  areas  where  Iodine 
131  contamination  is  or  becomes  a  prob¬ 
lem.  By  the  simple  step  of  extending  the 
livestock  feed  program  to  cover  the 
“disaster”  of  pastures  contaminated  by 
fallout,  it  will  be  possible  for  this  cost  to 
be  fairly  shared. 

What  is  more,  I  can  think  of  no  better 
use  for  the  Government-owned  stocks 
of  feed  grains,  which  critics  of  farm  pro¬ 


grams  consider  so  excessive.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  feed  grain  stocks  are  now 
down  to  a  little  more  than  a  5-months’ 
supply.  Already  one  entire  State  is  going 
to  divert  cows  from  pasture  to  stored 
feed.  In  the  light  of  the  large  expendi¬ 
tures  that  have  been  made  for  civil 
defense  in  recent  years,  this  investment 
in  a  safe,  protected,  fallout-free  food 
supply  is  wise  and  prudent. 

My  amendment  extends  an  already 
functioning  program  in  a  simple  and 
logical  way.  No  new  administrative  set¬ 
up  would  have  to  be  established.  The 
same  staff  employees  who  now  operate 
the  livestock  feed  program  for  disaster 
areas  could  run  the  extended  program 
too.  Because  the  impact  of  fallout  con¬ 
tamination  is  not  fully  known  as  yet,  my 
amendment  also  would  give  the  Secretary 
discretion  to  set  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  stored  CCC  feed  could 
be  made  available. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  an  article  from  the  New  York 
Times  of  August  19  discussing  the  di¬ 
version  of  milk  cows  from  pasture  to 
stored  feed  in  Minnesota  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Milk  Plan  Fights  Iodine  131  Danger — Min¬ 
nesota  Will  Pay  Farmers  To  Give  Cows 

Aged  Feed 

Minneapolis,  August  18. — In  a  program 
aimed  at  reducing  possible  danger  of  iodine 
131  concentration  in  milk,  Minnesota’s  milk 
producers  will  be  paid  a  premium  for  milk 
from  herds  fed  on  aged  feed. 

The  voluntary  program  is  scheduled  to 
start  next  week  with  participation  of  most 
grade  A  milk  producers  and  processors  in  the 
State.  It  will  pay  the  farmers  a  bonus  of 
45  cents  a  hundredweight  for  class  1  milk 
(fluid  milk)  from  cows  that  have  been  taken 
out  of  pasture.  The  feed  given  these  cows 
must  have  been  stored  under  shelter  at  least 
21  days.  During  such  a  period,  iodine  131 
loses  most  of  its  radioactivity. 

State  agriculture  officials  emphasized  that 
concentrations  of  iodine  131  were  not  at  a 
dangerous  level  in  Minnesota.  The  new  pro¬ 
gram  is  aimed  at  avoiding  any  danger  by 
making  possible  the  collection  of  “clean” 
milk  that  could,  if  necessary,  be  blended 
with  other  milk  to  reduce  its  iodine  level. 

Farmers,  told  of  the  program  at  local  meet¬ 
ing,  have  generally  been  receptive.  The 
duration  of  the  program  is  uncertain,  but 
it  could  continue  until  late  fall,  when  farm¬ 
ers  normally  move  their  herds  from  pasture 
to  winter  quarters. 

MAY  BRING  PRICE  RISE 

The  program  may  result  in  an  increase  of 
1  cent  a  quart  in  the  retail  price  of  milk. 

One  of  the  largest  participants  will  be  the 
Twin  City  Milk  Producers  Association,  whose 
2,600  farmer  producers  provide  most  of  the 
fluid  milk  for  the  Minneapolis-St.  Paul  area. 

Walter  Larson,  association  president,  said 
in  a  letter  to  farmer  members  that  “the  cu¬ 
mulative  total  of  iodine  131  in  our  milk  sup¬ 
ply  is  increasing  at  a  slow  rate.” 

But,  he  said,  as  a  result  of  Russian  nuclear 
testing  it  “will  probably  increase  faster  and 
reach  objectionable  levels  unless  corrective 
measures  are  taken.” 

Mr.  Larson’s  letter  added : 

“Every  producer  who  can  should  promptly 
convert  to  aged  feeding  to  preserve  and  pro¬ 
tect  his  fluid  market.  If  sufficient  number 
of  producers  sign  affidavits  to  voluntarily 
take  the  corrective  action  of  aged  feeding, 
iodine  131  counts  can  be  lowered  so  it  may 
not  be  necessary  for  regulatory  groups  to 
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take  more  drastic  action  or  to  make  public 
announcements  of  the  situation.” 


Milk  Diverted  in  Utah 

Earlier  this  month  milk  producers  in 
northeastern  Utah  were  ordered  to  divert 
milk  from  certain  areas  there  from  Salt  Lake 
City  because  of  a  sharp  rise  in  the  content 
of  radioactive  iodine  131. 

Dr.  G.  D.  Carlyle  Thompson,  State  health 
director,  attributed  the  rise  to  atomic  test 
explosions  in  Nevada.  On  July  6,  he  noted, 
the  level  of  iodine  131  in  the  areas  was  not 
detectable,  but  it  jumped  to  1,660  micro- 
microcuries  a  liter  of  milk  on  July  20.  It 
dropped  to  450  for  a  few  days  and  then  rose 
to  2,050  on  July  25,  he  noted. 

A  curie  is  the  amount  of  radiation  given  off 
by  one  gram  of  radium.  A  micromicrocurie 
is  a  millionth  part  of  a  millionth  of  a  curie. 
A  liter  is  slightly  more  than  a  liquid  quart. 
The  recommended  limit  of  radiation  for  a 
human  being  is  36,000  micromicrocuries  a 
year. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  just 
this  afternoon  Mr.  Tom  Pattison,  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  director 
for  Wisconsin,  arrived  in  my  office  bear¬ 
ing  a  memorandum  and  statement  from 
our  Wisconsin  State  Disaster  Commit¬ 
tee  recommending  that  the  livestock  feed 
program  be  extended  to  cover  contami¬ 
nation  of  pasture  by  radioactive  fallout. 

Tom  Pattison  is  himself  a  dairy 
farmer.  He  has  himself  had  to  sign  a 
producer’s  warranty  stating  that  his 
own  cows  will  be  fed  only  stored  feed 
beginning  this  Thursday,  August  23.  He 
thus  knows  from  personal  experience,  as 
well  as  from  his  position  as  State  FHA 
director,  what  is  involved  in  providing- 
protection  from  fallout  contamination 
for  milk.  He  has  told  me  that  unless 
a  Federal  program  such  as  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  is  immediately  authorized  individ¬ 
ual  dairy  farmers  will  suffer  serious  fi¬ 
nancial  injury.  Even  if '  the  price  of 
milk  to  consumers  in  affected  areas  is 
raised  a  penny  a  quart,  as  is  proposed,  in 
Minneapolis-St.  Paul,  the  financial  in¬ 
crement  to  dairy  farmers  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  cover  the  added  costs. 
What  is  more,  I  deplore  this  method  of 
paying  the  costs.  Individual  consumers 
should  not  have  to  pay  the  price  of  nu¬ 
clear  tests  than  should  individual  farm¬ 
ers.  This  is  a  national  problem  and  it 
needs  to  be  solved  on  a  national  level. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
memorandum,  statement,  warranty,  and 
other  information  provided  by  Mr.  Pat- 
tison  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

August  17,  1962. 

To :  Wisconsin  State  Disaster  Committee. 
From:  Douglas  County  Disaster  Committee. 
Subject:  Request  for  extension  livestock 
feed  program. 

We,  hereby,  request  extension  of  the  live¬ 
stock  feed  program  to  December  15,  1962,  at 
75  percent  of  price  support  due  to  fallout. 

Please  advise. 

Robert  L.  Faricy,  Chairman. 


Minutes  of  the  Douglas  County  Disaster 
Committee 

Douglas,  Wis. 

The  committee  met  on  Friday,  August  17, 
1962,  at  1:30  p.m.  in  the  ASCS  county  office. 

Present:  Robert  L.  Faricy,  chairman;  Ray¬ 
mond  E.  Polzin,  county  agent;  Virginia  E. 
Gunn,  secretary. 


The  chairman  called  the  meeting  together 
for  the  purpose  of  discussing  continuing  the 
livestock  feed  program  for  next  year.  The 
third  member,  William  Bernard  O’Sullivan 
(FHA)  could  not  be  present  but  was  in  favor 
of  the  extension. 

An  aged  feeding  program  is  scheduled  for 
this  area  (including  Douglas  County)  to 
offset  the  possibility  of  radioactive  sub¬ 
stance  (iodine  131)  which  can  be  accumu¬ 
lated  in  the  milk. 

To  assure  the  public  of  good  wholesome 
milk,  the  aged  feeding  program  will  begin 
September  1,  1962,  and  be  carried  on  for  at 
least  6  weeks.  This  program  requires  con¬ 
siderably  more  grain  than  would  normally 
be  fed  to  replace  the  second  crop  pasture  that 
we  normally  have  available  here  during  this 
period. 

It  was  unanimously  agreed  to  request  the 
State  disaster  committee  to  extend  the  live¬ 
stock  feed  program  to  December  15,  1962,  at 
75  percent  of  price  support. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Virginia  E.  Gunn, 

Secretary. 


Cooperative  Extension  Work  in 
Agriculture  and  Home  Eco¬ 
nomics,  State  of  Wisconsin, 

Superior,  Wis.,  August  16,  1962. 
Dick  Schuster. 

Evert  Wallenfeldt. 

Vic  Burealow. 

Wallace  Mehlberg. 

Dear  Friends  :  Enclosed  are  some  materials 
being  used  in  explaining  the  iodine  131  sit¬ 
uation  to  producers  in  this  milk  shed.  We 
are  now  holding  producer  meetings  to  sign 
up  for  stored  feeding.  While  many  objec¬ 
tions  are  voiced  it  appears  that  we  have  no 
choice  but  to  comply.  A  premium  of  20 
cents  per  hundred  will  be  paid  for  all  who 
comply. 

Wisconsin  agents  are  a  little  uncertain 
about  where  we  stand  in  this,  but  it  looks 
like  we  have  no  choice  but  to  cooperate  with 
the  dairy  industry  and  try  to  prevent  a 
consumer  panic. 

The  question  of  Federal  assistance  keeps 
coming  up.  I’m  sure  there  will  be  a  re¬ 
quest  to  reinstitute  the  livestock  feed  pro¬ 
gram.  It  will  be  a  couple  of  weeks  yet 
before  our  oats  is  harvested  and  then  it  can 
not  be  fed  for  21  days.  It  seems  like  the 
Defense  Department  rather  than  USDA 
should  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  this 
program. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond  E.  Polsin, 
Douglas  County  Agent. 


Producer’s  Guarantee  Warranty 

The  undersigned,  who  is  a  grade  A  pat- 
ron(s)  delivering  milk  to  Twin  Ports  Cooper¬ 
ative  Dairy  Association  for  his  account,  does 
hereby  make  the  following  warranty  and 
guarantee : 

1.  That  all  grade  A  milk  delivered  for  his 
account  on  and  after  August  31,  1962,  will  be 
from  cows  which  have  been  fed  entirely  on 
aged  feed.  (Aged  feed  shall  be  feed  which 
has  been  harvested,  collected,  and  bunched 
into  stacks  or  stored  under  shelter  for  at 
least  21  days.) 

2.  That  he  will  continue  shipping  milk 
from  cows  fed  aged  feed  until  he  is  notified 
in  writing  that  this  guarantee  warranty  is 
terminated  or  until  he  has  given  Twin  Ports 
Cooperative  Dairy  Association  written  notice 
5  days  in  advance  of  the  date  he  will  dis¬ 
continue  this  guarantee  warranty. 

3.  That  this  guarantee  warranty  is  made 
with  the  understanding  that  any  premiums 
collected  in  the  sale  of  milk  from  cows  fed 
aged  feed  or  any  other  additional  moneys 
collected  by  Twin  Ports  Cooperative  Dairy 
Association  specifically  for  this  program  will 
be  distributed  each  month  to  all  patrons  who 
signed  similar  guarantee  warranties  and  are 
delivering  milk  from  cows  fed  aged  feed,  in 
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addition  to  the  regular  price  paid  for  grade 
A  milk  that  month. 

4.  That,  if  he  feeds  his  cows  producing 
milk  any  feed  other  than  aged  feed  during 
the  period  this  guarantee  warranty  is  in 
effect  without  giving  notice  as  specified  in 
paragraph  2  above,  he  will  forfeit  all  right  to 
any  additional  payments  that  month  and 
agrees  that  in  satisfaction  of  damages  for 
breach  of  obligation  his  total  milk  deliveries 
for  that  month  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  man¬ 
ufacturing  grade  II  price. 

5.  During  a  period  of  alertness  requiring 
aged  feeding,  cows  shall  be  confined  in  an 
area  that  prevents  miscellaneous  grazing  or 
eating  unaged  feed. 

The  undersigned  hereby  acknowledges 
reading  and  agreeing  to  the  terms  of  this 
guarantee  warranty. 

Date  signed  - . 

( Producer’s  Signature) . 

( Producer’s  Signature) . 


An  Aged  Feeding  Program  To  Reduce  Iodine 

131  Levels  for  Fluid  Milk  Consumption 
State  of  Minnesota, 

July  30,  1962. 

1.  All  milking  animals  must  be  removed 
from  pasture  and  confined  in  a  yard  where 
no  grazing  is  available.  Fencing  should  be 
adequate  to  prevent  accidental  access  to 
fresh  pasture. 

2.  Grain  and  roughage  fed  to  cattle  must 
have  been  harvested  and  stacked,  preferably 
under  cover,  for  at  least  21  days,  as  iodine 
131  has  a  half-life  of  8  days  and  it  will  be  at 
a  very  low  level  after  this  period. 

3.  Cattle  must  not  be  fed  field  chopped 
hay  or  any  other  crop  unless  it  has  been 
held  for  at  least  21  days. 

4.  If  silage  or  haylage  is  to  be  fed  it  must 
have  been  in  the  silo  for  at  least  21  days, 
therefore,  two  silos  may  be  necessary  if 
they  are  being  filled  and  fed  from  at  the 
same  time  or  some  other  means  devised  to 
insure  adequate  storage  time  in  the  silo 
prior  to  feeding. 

5.  If  canning  plant  refuse  is  being  fed, 
care  must  be  exercised  to  see  that  it  has  been 
harvested  at  least  21  days  prior  to  feeding. 

6.  Freshening  cows  should  be  fed  aged  feed 
for  at  least  10  days  prior  to  adding  their 
milk  to  a  bulk  supply  that  is  under  an 
emergency  aged  feeding  program. 

FALLOUT  AND  THE  MILK  PRODUCER 

You  have  all  read  or  heard  a  great  deal 
about  fallout  during  the  past  months  and 
have,  no  doubt,  been  confused  and  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  effect  it  has  on  you,  the 
milk  producer.  I  will  make  an  attempt  this 
evening  to  give  you  a  brief  outline  of  the 
available  information  on  the  subject.  I 
would  like  to  emphasize  that  this  presenta¬ 
tion  is  not  made  to  alarm  you,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  is  presented  to  provide  you  with 
an  understanding  of  the  problem  before  it 
becomes  too  critical  and  causes  hasty  action 
in  a  moment  of  panic.  We  are  all  subject  to 
serious  doubts  about  the  unknown  so  I  will 
try  to  anticipate  your  questions  and  provide 
answers.  If  you  still  have  unanswered  ques¬ 
tions,  ample  time  will  be  provided  at  the  end 
of  the  presentation  for  individual  questions. 
There  is  a  lot  still  unknown  about  this  sub¬ 
ject  and  we  certainly  do  not  have  all  the 
answers,  but  will  attempt  to  pass  on  to  you 
what  current  knowledge  we  have. 

WHAT  IS  FALLOUT? 

This  is  a  word  used  to  cover  the  wide 
range  of  radioactive  material  that  settles  out 
of  the  air  following  the  testing  of  atomic 
bombs  or  other  thermonuclear  devices.  The 
word  is  a  general  one  and  covers  strontium, 
cesium,  iodine,  or  any  other  material  which 
is  radioactive.  There  is  a  very  important 
distinction  between  fallout  from  testing  and 
that  likely  to  be  encountered  in  case  of  a 
nuclear  war.  The  amounts  of  fallout  from 
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testing  which  are  presently  being  discussed 
are  very  small,  in  contrast  to  heavy  loads  of 
fallout  that  might  occur  as  a  result  of  a 
release  of  an  atomic  bomb  during  wartime. 

WHERE  DOES  IT  COME  FROM? 

The  entire  world  is  constantly  being  cov¬ 
ered  by  natural  radiation  from  the  sun, 
rocks,  etc.,  but  fallout,  as  discussed  in  the 
news  media  these  days,  is  entirely  man¬ 
made  and  results  from  the  explosion  of 
weapons  or  other  devices.  When  a  bomb  is 
exploded  the  fallout  material  is  released  into 
the  upper  atmosphere  and  is  moved  around 
the  world  by  winds  at  very  high  speeds. 
The  radioactive  material  gradually  settles 
out  to  the  earth  by  means  of  rains,  snow, 
settling  dust,  etc.  You  can  see  that  explo¬ 
sions  released  anywhere  in  the  world  can 
cause  fallout  anywhere,  depending  to  a 
large  extent  on  weather  conditions,  and  can 
continue  for  many  years  in  the  future. 
Because  of  these  facts,  we  must  remember 
we  can  be  subject  to  fallout  from  tests  made 
anywhere  in  the  world  and  so  have  little 
control  over  the  amount  or  extent  of  the 
fallout,  even  if  we  were  to  discontinue  our 
own  series  of  tests. 

WHAT  DOES  FALLOUT  MEAN  TO  THE  MILK 
PRODUCER? 

As  you  know,  much  of  the  publicity  on 
fallout  has,  unfortunately,  left  the  impres- 
1  sion  that  milk  contains  more  fallout  than 

'  other  forms  of  food.  It  should  be  under¬ 

stood  that  some  of  the  reasons  for  testing 
milk  are  that  it  is  universally  produced  every 
day,  is  used  by  a  wide  segment  of  the  popu¬ 
lation,  and  is  a  convenient  medium  for  test¬ 
ing.  As  much  of  the  early  testing  was  large¬ 
ly  confined  to  milk,  reports  were  usually  in 
terms  of  the  amount  of  fallout  present  in 
milk  and  the  consuming  public  soon  asso¬ 
ciated  fallout  with  milk  and,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  may  have  been  influenced  to  curtail 
their  milk  consumption.  This  trend  is  very 
important  to  the  producers,  as  a  reduction 
in  consumption  inevitably  leads  to  lower 
prices  to  producers.  If  the  trend  continues 
and  nothing  is  done,  possible  loss  of  markets 
for  milk  will  be  the  result. 

IS  FALLOUT  A  PROBLEM  FOR  MILK  ALONE? 

In  most  cases  the  problem  of  fallout  is 
just  as  serious  for  other  foods  as  it  is  for 
milk,  but,  for  the  reasons  indicated,  milk 
has  been  the  culprit  in  the  minds  of  many 
people.  We  in  the  dairy  industry  should 
not  try  to  get  off  the  hook  by  implicating 
other  foods,  but  we  should  have  an  under- 
ji  standing  of  the  problem  so  we  can  defend 
our  own  product.  Fallout  such  as  stron¬ 
tium  90  falls  to  the  ground  and  contami¬ 
nates  all  material.  It  can  be  absorbed  by 
growing  plants  and  vegetables  and  be  con¬ 
sumed  in  that  manner  or  it  can  be  eaten  by 
the  cow  and  transferred  to  milk  and  then 
consumed.  Fallout  such  as  iodine  131  falls 
to  the  ground  and  contaminates  all  mate¬ 
rial,  is  eaten  by  the  cow  and  transferred  to 
the  milk.  However,  there  are  two  reasons 
why  iodine  131  presents  a  special  problem 
for  the  fluid  milk  industry. 

1.  Milk  makes  up  the  major  portion  of  the 
diet  of  infants,  which  are  the  most  suscepti¬ 
ble  age  group,  and  any  iodine  131  in  the  diet 
of  pregnant  women  or  nursing  mothers  can 
also  cause  problems  for  the  very  young  child. 

2.  Iodine  131  is  present  on  the  above¬ 
ground  portion  of  any  plants  or  vegetables, 
but,  as  there  is  usually  considerable  delay 
between  harvest  and  consumption,  the 
natural  decay  of  radioactive  iodine  has  great¬ 
ly  reduced  the  level. 

It  is  because  of  these  two  facts  that  io¬ 
dine  131  presents  a  more  serious  problem  in 
milk  than  in  other  foods. 

WHAT  IS  THE  CURRENT  FALLOUT  PROBLEM? 

Many  of  you  are,  no  doubt,  puzzled  by  the 
shift  of  emphasis  from  strontium  90  to  io¬ 
dine  131.  This  is  not  entirely  a  change  be¬ 


cause  of  the  change  in  levels,  but  rather  is 
brought  about  by  a  better  understanding  of 
the  problem.  Strontium  levels  have  never 
been  extremely  high  and  are  currently  at 
levels  that  cause  very  little  concern.  Iodine 
131  is  much  better  understood  now  and  is 
causing  concern.  I  will  try  to  briefly  ex¬ 
plain  some  facts  about  this  problem.  Radio¬ 
active  iodine  is  a  very  short,  lived  material. 
The  total  amount  is  reduced  by  half  about 
every  8  days,  so  that  after  about  30  days 
following  the  test,  there  is  very  little  radio¬ 
active  material  left. 

Because  the  cow  rapidly  converts  grass  to 
milk  and  milk  is  consumed  very  soon  after 
production,  the  material  is  transferred  to 
the  consumer  before  it  has  had  time  to  decay. 
Whereas,  in  the  case  of  meat,  vegetables, 
grain,  etc.,  this  time  before  consumption  is 
much  longer.  While  iodine  131,  as  fallout, 
presents  a  problem  that  is  essentially  one  for 
the  milk  industry,  it  also  brings  with  it  an 
encouraging  fact  that  it  makes  it  possible, 
because  of  its  very  short  life,  for  the  milk 
producer  to  make  some  contribution  toward 
control  in  dairy  products. 

WHY  IS  IODINE  131  A  PARTICULARLY  SERIOUS 
PROBLEM? 

Iodine  is  absorbed  by  the  thyroid  gland 
of  humans  and  there  is  concern  that  excess 
levels  of  iodine  131  can  cause  damage  to  the 
very  young  thyroid  gland.  This  means  that 
it  is  important  to  young  children  and,  when 
you  consider  the  bulk  of  their  diet  comes 
from  milk,  there  is  good  reason  to  be  con¬ 
cerned.  As  a  general  rule,  the  only  segment 
of  the  population  that  needs  to  be  concerned 
are  children  under  1  year  of  age,  pregnant 
women,  and  nursing  mothers,  as  the  thyroid 
gland  of  people  over  1  year  of  age  is  less  sen¬ 
sitive  to  damage.  While  this  segment  of  the 
population  makes  up  less  than  5  percent,  of 
the  total,  we  must  remember  that  all  people 
are  not  going  to  consider  the  facts :  It  is  only 
natural  for  the  mother  to  feel  that  milk 
unsuitable  for  her  1 -year-old  is  also  unsuit¬ 
able  for  her  other  children  so  it  would  seem 
necessary  to  have  a  total  milk  supply  that 
is  relatively  free  of  iodine  131  in  order  to 
make  a  major  contribution  to  the  reduction 
of  fear  from  this  source  and  protect  your 
fluid  milk  market. 

WHAT  ARE  SOME  POSSIBLE  CONTROL  MEASURES? 

Since  the  middle  of  June,  your  staff  has 
had  many  meetings  with  other  producer 
groups,  milk  dealers,  local  and  State  regula¬ 
tory  people,  and  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  and  others  in  Washington,  to  discuss 
and  evaluate  all  possible  control  measures. 
There  are  several  methods  available,  none  of 
which  are  completely  satisfactory  and  some 
of  which  would  be  exteremely  unsatisfactory. 

1.  Suspension  of  bomb  testing  or  a  change 
in  time  of  testing.  This  is,  of  course,  a  po¬ 
litical  issue  and  involves  national  security 
and  is  beyond  the  control  of  the  dairy  indus¬ 
try.  The  timing  of  testing  could  be  con¬ 
trolled  in  this  country  so  that  if  it  took 
place  in  the  winter  iodine  131  would  have 
all  disappeared  before  it  could  get  onto  pas¬ 
tures,  however,  we  have  no  control  over  the 
testing  by  other  nations  so  this  method 
would  seem  to  be  of  little  value  in  our  cur¬ 
rent  or  future  problems. 

2.  Aging  of  milk  prior  to  sale  or  consump¬ 
tion  is  another  possible  way  of  control,  as 
this  would  provide  time  for  the  decay  of 
iodine  131  before  it  was  consumed.  If  milk 
could  be  held  for  8  days  after  production,  the 
radioactive  level  would  be  reduced  by  half. 
Think  of  your  own  situation.  Could  you 
store  milk  so  you  would  always  have  8 -day- 
old  milk  to  drink?  It  would  be  very  diffi¬ 
cult.  The  problem  would  be  even  more  dif¬ 
ficult  for  a  dairy,  as  necessary  storage  ca¬ 
pacity  would  be  tremendous.  As  there  are 
serious  objections  to  the  production  of  a 
special  milk  for  this  susceptible  group  of  in¬ 
dividuals,  it  would  seem  impractical  to  rely 
on  this  method. 
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3.  It  has  been  suggested  it  would  be  possible 
to  bring  in  supplies  to  a  contaminated  area 
from  one  with  lower  levels  of  contamina¬ 
tion.  The  methods  of  daily  evaluation  to 
determine  if  the  supply  is  safe  are  not  avail¬ 
able.  An  area  that  is  clear  today  may  be 
contaminated  tomorrow,  so  problems  of  sup¬ 
ply  management  would  make  this  method 
very  impractical  and  offer  very  little  positive 
control.  This  is  not  just  a  problem  and 
could  occur  anywhere  in  the  Nation  at  any 
time. 

4.  Use  of  evaporated  milk,  sterile  milk,  or 
reconstituted  dry  milk  has  been  most  often 
mentioned,  as  this  milk  has  been  stored  for 
a  long  period  of  time  and  the  presence  of 
iodine  131  would  have  dissipated  during  this 
period.  This  is  the  procedure  being  followed 
and  advocated  by  those  groups  who  are 
panicking  and  not  studying  the  facts.  Such 
a  change  in  the  wholesale  milk  consumption 
of  our  Nation  would  wreck  the  fluid  milk 
market  and  would  eventually  be  disastrous 
to  the  industry  and  the  nutritional  health 
of  the  consumer. 

5.  Controlled  feeding  of  milking  animals  to 
insure  that  they  do  not  eat  contaminated 
feed  seems  to  offer  the  best  solution.  Other 
markets  throughout  the  Nation  have  also 
arrived  at  this  same  conclusion.  We  are 
well  aware  that  this  addition  to  our  milk 
supply  is  through  no  fault  of  the  producer 
and  to  place  the  burden  on  him  at  first 
seems  unfair.  Testing  of  bombs  is  being 
done  for  the  general  national  security  and, 
of  course,  when  changes  are  made,  some 
people  suffer — often  unfairly.  As  an  ex¬ 
ample,  when  tractors  took  over  on  farms, 
the  horse  breeders  and  the  harnessmakers 
suffered,  but  no  one  seriously  suggested 
that  we  not  use  tractors.  However,  in  this 
situation,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that 
the  consumer  will  be  asked  to  share  some 
of  the  additional  costs,  but  it  is  up  to  the 
producer  to  do  everything  possible  to  pro¬ 
tect  his  market  as  the  first  requirement  in 
this  step  that  is  so  vital. 

HOW  DOES  CONTROLLED  FEEDING  HELP? 

Remember  two  facts  previously  presented : 

(1)  Fallout  settles  on  the  forage,  is  con¬ 
sumed  by  the  cow,  and  passes  into  the  milk; 

(2)  iodine  131  dissipates  in  about  30  days. 
If  an  emergency  situation  should  develop,  it 
would  be  possible  to  substantially  reduce 
iodine  131  in  our  milk  by  removing  cows 
from  fresh  forage  and  feeding  them  grain 
and  roughage  that  has  been  harvested  and 
stored  in  piles  or  under  cover  for  at  least 
3  weeks.  This  would  be  feed  on  which  iodine 
131  present  would  have  already  decayed  so 
very  little  would  be  able  to  pass  through  the 
animal  into  the  milk  supply. 

OUTLINE  OF  PROCEDURE 

After  discussion  with  many  groups  of  pro¬ 
ducers,  regulatory  officials,  and  others,  the 
following  procedure  has  been  suggested  for  a 
uniform,  statewide  program  to  insure  a  milk 
supply  with  a  low  level  of  iodine  131  if  and 
when  an  alert  situation  should  develop. 
Such  a  program  will  enable  producers  for 
the  first  time  to  have  a  concrete  answer  to 
adverse  publicity.  Scare  tactics  can  be  an¬ 
swered  with  the  information  that  producers 
are  prepared  to  provide  a  wholesome  milk 
supply  if  an  emergency  arises. 

1.  When  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  or 
authorized  agency  announces  that  this  area 
is  in  the  danger  zone  and  emergency  meas¬ 
ures  are  needed,  producers  should  be  ready 
to  implement  the  plan  of  aged  feeding  rap¬ 
idly.  Some  advance  warning  should  be  pos¬ 
sible — this  might  be  only  4  or  5  days. 

2.  We  will  immediately  mail  affidavits  to 
all  grade  A  producers  and  advise  them  of  the 
estimated  premium  they  would  receive  for 
milk  from  aged  feed.  Each  producer  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  sign  that  he  would 
produce  all  his  milk  from  aged  feed  within  5 
days  from  the  date  of  the  affidavit.  Affidavits 
are  to  be  returned  within  5  days. 
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3.  The  producer  organization  would  im¬ 
mediately  evaluate  the  number  of  returned 
affidavits  to  estimate  the  percent  of  com¬ 
pliance  and  the  approximate  effect  this  effect 
would  have  on  the  radioactive  iodine  level. 

4.  Public  Health  Service  would  continue  to 
advise  the  producer  groups  of  testing  results 
and  notify  them  when  they  felt  the  alert  pe¬ 
riod  had  expired. 

5.  The  percent  of  affidavits  returned  would 
furnish  a  guide  or  information  which  might 
be  helpful  in  determining  whether  or  not  it 
might  become  necessary  to  either  establish  a 
higher  premium  or  segregate  milk  at  pick  up. 

6.  Health  department  personnel,  fieldmen, 
and  others  would  be  expected  to  report  any 
violations,  and  so  forth. 

I  have  attempted  to  give  you  a  brief  out¬ 
line  of  the  problem  the  industry  faces  and  a 
possible  solution.  We  would  like  to  em¬ 
phasize  that  there  is  no  need  to  panic.  We 
are  constantly  being  advised  by  our  State 
board  of  health  and  the  U.S.  Public  Health 
Service  of  the  situation  and  we  will  be  alerted 
in  time  to  implement  the  plan.  We  feel  it  is 
important  that  you  all  know  the  situation 
and  are  familiar  with  the  subject.  It  is 
much  easier  to  do  this  at  a  time  when  we 
are  not  under  pressure  than  it  would  be  in  a 
time  of  emergency.  I  am  sure  there  are  many 
questions  left  unanswered  so  let’s  have 
plenty  of  discussion  so  we  can  all  become 
familiar  with  the  problem  that  could  ad¬ 
versely  affect  our  business,  if  not  properly 
controlled. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  make  feed  owned  by  CCC  avail¬ 
able  to  producers  of  milk  when  necessary 
to  assure  a  supply  of  milk  free  of  radio¬ 
active  fallout  contamination.  Feed 
might  be  made  available  at  such  prices 
and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  de¬ 
termined  appropriate  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest. 

This  amendment  would  permit  supple¬ 
menting  supplies  of  stored  feed  available 
commercially  when  countermeasures 
against  radioactive  fallout  require  taking 
cattle  off  of  pasture  and  other  contami¬ 
nated  fresh  feed. 

At  present  "there  is  no  apparent  short¬ 
age  of  stored  feeds.  Hay  supplies  in 
areas  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  fallout 
are  above  normal  and  high  levels  of 
grain  and  concentrate  feed  are,  or  will 
shortly,  be  in  effect  for  the  winter 
months  in  these  areas.  The  Department 
is  studying  the  situation  and  will  make 
such  recommendation,  as  early  as  possi¬ 
ble,  as  it  feels  is  required  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  the 
amendment  with  my  good  friend  from 
Wisconsin.  I  am  willing  to  take  it  to 
conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  committee  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  for 
himself  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  my  colleague  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
who  is  unavoidably  absent  because  of  an 
operation  on  his  young  daughter,  and  for 
myself  I  call  up  the  amendment  identi¬ 
fied  as  “8-16-62— A.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  wil  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 


The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  91,  be¬ 
tween  lines  7  and  8,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

SUBTITLE  C - DAIRY 

Sec.  326.  Tbe  current  rate  of  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  in  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  is  such  as 
will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  sup¬ 
plies  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during 
the  period  ending  March  31,  1964. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  the  means  by  which  they  can  on 
a  compensated  basis  voluntarily  adjust  their 
marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
March  31,  1964,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand 
and  thus  reduce  Government  purchases  un¬ 
der  its  price  support  program,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized,  through 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry 
out  for  the  period  ending  March  31,  1964,  an 
emergency  dairy  surplus  reduction  payments 
program  as  set  forth  in  the  following  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  327.  Tire  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  surplus 
reduction  payments  to  producers  in  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who 
agree  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more 
quarterly  marketing  periods,  starting  on  or 
after  October  1,  1962,  and  ending  March  31, 
1964,  their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less 
than  10  per  centum  or  (ii)  more  than  the 
larger  of  25  per  centum  or  fifteen  thousand 
pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal  marketing 
levels  established  pursuant  to  section  328  of 
this  Act  of  each  such  quarterly  marketing 
period.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i) 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82 
per  centum  butterfat  content,  (ii)  such 
rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by 
producers,  or  (iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such 
milk  in  the  form  of  dairy  products  had  such 
milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who  fails 
to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  re¬ 
quired  by  his  agreement  shall  be  eligible  to 
the  surplus  reduction  payment  on  the  quan¬ 
tity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  mar¬ 
ketings  below  his  normal  marketing  level, 
provided  he  reduces  by  as  much  as  10  per 
centum  of  his  normal-  marketing  level,  but 
the  amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20  per  centum 
of  what  would  have  been  the  payment  on  the 
quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may 
contain  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus 
reduction  payments  program  and  to  assure 
that  a  producer’s  reduction  in  marketings 
is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of  his  milk 
cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production 
and  marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  328.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
normal  marketing  level  for  each  producer 
in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding 
Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pursuant  to  section  327  of  this  Act.  Such 
normal  marketing  level  shall  be  the  number 
of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of  pounds 
of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the 
administration  of  this  subtitle  which  is  the 
lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  marketings  dur¬ 
ing  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31, 
1962,  or  (ii)  the  Secretary’s  estimate  of  what 
would  be  marketed  in  a  marketing  year  by 
the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  mar¬ 
ketings  when  he  enters  into  the  agreement 
with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  ad¬ 
justed  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish¬ 
ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  such  adjustments  in  the  pro¬ 
ducer’s  1961-62  marketings  as  he  deems  nec¬ 
essary  for  flood,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  per¬ 
sonal  health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions 
affecting  production  or  marketing,  including 


the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have  com¬ 
menced  production  and  marketing  after 
April  1,  1961.  A  producer’s  normal  market¬ 
ing  level  for  the  marketing  year  shall  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  producer’s  prior  marketing 
pattern,  subject  to  such  adjustments  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management 
plans  for  the  marketing  year.  The  quantity 
thus  apportioned  to  a  quarterly  marketing 
period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  329.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
conversion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary 
for  use  in  determining  the  quantity  of  milk 
marketed  by  producers  who  market  their 
milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream, 
butterfat,  and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  330.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a 
producer  pursuant  to  his  agreement  under 
this  Act  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  mar¬ 
keting  history  under  any  farm  program  in 
which  such  history  may  become  a  factor. 
A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to 
another  and  there  engages  in  the  production 
and  marketing  of  milk  may  take  with  him 
all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  331.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  make  supplemental  payments  to 
producers  of  milk  for  maufacturing  who 
enter  into  agreements  under  section  327, 
which  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  made  to  such  producers. 
The  amount  of  such  a  supplemental  pay¬ 
ment  to  be  made  with  respect  to  the  quantity 
of  milk  marketed  by  a  producer  may  not 
exceed  the  difference  between  the  United 
States  average  price  at  wholesale  of  milk 
for  manufacturing  and  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  for  that  quantity  of  such  milk. 

Sec.  332.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  are  necessary  for  the 
enforcement  and  the  effective  administration 
of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  borne 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative 
expenses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  333.  Whenever  normal  marketing 
levels  are  established  under  this  subtitle, 
notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937 
(7  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.) ,  any  order  issued  under 
section  8c  thereof  shall  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  in  section  8c  (5)  and  (7)  contain 
provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduc¬ 
tion  payments  for  marketings  below  their 
normal  marketing  level.  Under  such  provi¬ 
sions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers 
under  an  order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the 
uniform  price  multiplied  by  their  normal 
marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the 
amount  by  which  such  producers  have  re¬ 
duced  marketings  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level.  In  the  computation  of  the 
uniform  price  there  shall  be  included,  at 
the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume  of  milk 
upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to 
surplus  reduction  payments.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  a  producer’s  normal 
marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on  a 
monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer, 
part  of  whose  normal  marketing  level  is 
based  on  marketings  which  were  not  subject 
to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the 
representative  period,  the  Secretary  shall 
apportion  such  producer’s  normal  marketing 
level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the 
reduction  in  deliveries  from  the  amount  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  marketing  area  shall  be 
considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform 
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price  and.  payment  under  such  order.  The 
incorporation  of  provisions  in  an  order  here¬ 
under  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  pro¬ 
cedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other 
provisions  under  section  8c. 

Sec.  334.  No  person  engaged  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  or  handling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy 
products  shall  discriminate  against  any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  not  purchase  dairy  products  from 
any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several 
district  courts  of  the  United  States  shall 
have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  controversies  arising  under  this  section, 
without  regard  to  the  amount  in  contro¬ 
versy,  and  to  enjoin  and  restrain  any  person 
or  persons  from  discriminating  or  conspiring 
to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in 
violation  of  this  section. 

Sec.  335.  (a)  Notwithstanding  section  201 
(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  may,  in  carrying  out 
the  emergency  dairy  program  authorized  in 
this  subtitle,  establish  price  supports  for 
milk  and  butterfat  at  such  level  between 
70  and  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

(b)  The  authority  granted  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
become  effective  on  April  1,  1963. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleague,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  is  the  main  sponsor 
of  the  amendment,  and  I  am  a  cospon¬ 
sor. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  would 
add  a  dairy  program  to  the  Senate  bill. 
It  is  an  emergency  measure  and  it  would 
be  in  force  for  18  months,  starting  Oc¬ 
tober  1. 

I  believe  Senate  approval  of  a  dairy 
program  this  year  is  of  utmost  import¬ 
ance  to  the  welfare  of  the  dairy  fanners 
of  the  Nation,  as  well  as  a  responsible 
action  to  reduce  the  excessive  Govern¬ 
ment-held  surpluses  of  dairy  products 
and  the  extremely  high  Government 
costs  under  the  existing  program. 

I  do  not  believe  anyone  disputes  the 
seriousness  of  the  dairy  situation.  Dairy 
farmers  are  greatly  concerned  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  major  dairy  producer 
groups  are  apprehensive.  I  regret  these 
representatives  have  not  been  able  to 
agree  on  recommendations  for  a  pro¬ 
gram,  but  at  the  same  time  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  Congress  is  relieved  of  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  act  on  an  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  because  producer  groups  are 
unable  to  agree.  We  have  an  opportunity 
at  this  time  to  take  a  constructive  step 
to  reduce  Government  costs,  to  improve 
dairy  income,  and  to  prevent  accumu¬ 
lation  of  Government-held  surpluses. 

A  well-balanced  dairy  industry  is  of 
direct  value  to  everyone  in  the  Nation. 
Milk  is  used  in  every  home  and  it  is  of 
particular  importance  for  the  health  of 
children.  Milk  is  produced  in  every 
State  of  the  Nation. 

Yet  the  distress  of  this  industry  is 
reaching  emergency  proportions.  In  his 
letter  of  last  week  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  Secretary 
Freeman  stated: 

The  dairy  price  support  program  is  now 
reaching  an  extremely  critical  situation. 

The  Secretary  was  specific  about  the 


need  for  action.  He  wrote  in  the  same 
letter : 

In  my  opinion  there  is  an  urgent  and 
immediate  need  for  legislative  action  in 
order  to  prevent  a  debacle  with  the  most 
serious  consequences  for  dairy  farmers,  con¬ 
sumers,  and  taxpayers. 

The  fact  is  that  the  existing  dairy 
legislation,  regardless  of  its  merits  in 
the  past,  is  not  accomplishing  its  Dur- 
pose  under  present  law,  milk  and  dairy 
products  are  supported  at  a  minimum 
of  75  percent  of  parity,  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  obligated 
to  make  purchases  necessary  to  main¬ 
tain  that  level.  Yet  dairy  income  will 
be  down  from  $250  million  to  $300  mil¬ 
lion  this  year — reflecting  the  obligatory 
cut  in  price  supports  of  last  April  1  from 
82  to  75  percent  of  parity.  Yet  the  net 
cost  of  the  dairy  price  support  operation 
for  the  last  marketing  year  totaled  $597 
million,  and  the  Department  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  cost  for  this  year  will 
be  $550  million.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  purchasing  dairy  products 
for  price  support  purposes  at  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  an  annual  rate  of  10.5  billion 
pounds  of  the  annual  marketings  of  119.3 
billion  pounds — which  means  the  equi¬ 
valent  of  about  10  percent  of  the  mar¬ 
ketings  of  milk. 

The  cost  of  the  dairy  program  has 
reached  an  alltime  high.  Secretary 
Freeman  stated  in  his  letter  of  August 
15  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  : 

These  Government  expenditures  amount 
to  50  cents  for  each  100  pounds  of  milk 
marketed  by  U.S.  dairy  farmers  during  1961- 
62.  *  *  *  The  cost  of  price  support  opera¬ 

tions  for  the  amount  of  milk  produced  dur¬ 
ing  the  year  by  an  average  dairy  cow  comes 
to  $36;  the  cost  for  a  herd  of  30  average 
milk  cows  for  the  year  was  $1,080. 

It  is  expected  that  the  CCC  will  have 
to  acquire  400  million  pounds  of  butter, 
250  million  pounds  of  cheese,  and  1.2  bil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  dried  milk  this  year. 

The  storage  of  butter  has  already 
nearly  reached  capacity,  and  Secretary 
Freeman  states: 

Because  space  is  not  available  locally,  we 
are  already  required  to  ship  butter  from 
Minneapolis  to  the  South  for  storage,  neces¬ 
sitating  extra  transportation  costs  of  1  to 
4  cents  per  pound  before  its  ultimate  dis¬ 
position  will  be  possible.  »  *  «  We  are  face 
to  face  with  the  prospect  within  a  few 
months  of  having  no  place  to  put  butter 
acquired  through  price-support  purchases. 

The  dairy  farmers  of  the  Nation  have 
been  severely  criticized  for  not  cutting 
down  on  production  and  for  not  initiat¬ 
ing  a  self-help  program.  But  in  the 
practical  operations  of  the  farm  market, 
can  we  censure  the  individual  farmer  for 
the  fact  of  excess  production?  Can  we 
with  justice  chastise  and  threaten  him 
because  of  surpluses?  The  last  census 
showed  that  there  were  more  than  800,- 
000  farms  in  the  Nation  that  reported 
sales  of  whole  milk,  and  more  than  250,- 
000  farms  reported  sales  of  cream.  If 
the  individual  farmer  determines  to  cut 
back  10  percent  of  his  marketings,  does 
he  have  any  guarantee  that  total  pro¬ 
duction  will  drop?  Does  he  have  any 


guarantee  that  his  neighbors  will  like¬ 
wise  reduce  their  production?  From  his 
viewpoint,  the  only  certain  thing  is  that 
his  income  will  drop. 

As  Secretary  Freeman  stated: 

Individual  dairy  farmers  are  continuing  to 
improve  their  efficiency  and  increase  produc¬ 
tion  at  a  rapid  rate.  At  present  milk  prices, 
this  is  the  only  means  the  individual  dairy 
farmer  has  of  maintaining  his  gross  income 
in  the  face  of  continually  increasing  pro¬ 
duction  costs. 

I  do  not  believe  we  should  be  too  hard 
on  the  individual  dairy  farmer  for  failing 
to  reduce  production.  I  think  we  must 
admit  present  law  does  not  really  con¬ 
tain  any  procedure  by  which  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  can  carry  out  an  effective  reduction 
program.  My  discussions  with  dairy 
farmers  and  dairy  industry  leaders  indi¬ 
cate  that,  on  the  whole,  they  would  wel¬ 
come  a  procedure  by  which  they  could 
make  adjustments,  but  they  are  fearful 
of  any  change  in  the  present  law  unless 
the  method  of  adjustment  provides  safe¬ 
guards  to  maintain  their  already  low 
income. 

Our  amendment  provides  a  procedure 
for  a  fair  and  reasonable  adjustment.  It 
is  a  voluntary  program.  It  does  not  im¬ 
pose  any  mandatory  quotas  and  it  does 
not  require  a  referendum.  It  is  not  of¬ 
fered  as  a  final  or  permanent  solution, 
but  as  an  emergency  measure  to  be  ef¬ 
fective  over  the  next  year  and  a  half. 
It  is  designed  to  increase  the  net  income 
of  the  average  cooperator  and  to  cut 
down  on  Government  costs  and  Govern¬ 
ment-held  surpluses.  It  would  provide 
valuable  experience  and  a  basis  for  ef¬ 
fective  permanent  legislation. 

The  bill  approved  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  H.R.  12391,  contains  a 
dairy  program  to  encourage  milk  pro¬ 
ducers  to  make  voluntary  reductions  in 
their  marketings.  Under  the  House  bill 
producers  would  be  paid  up  to  $2.50  per 
hundred  for  reduction  of  from  10  to  25 
percent  of  their  average  marketing  for 
1961. 

The  House  program  is  a  minimum  ap¬ 
proach,  but  it  does  not  offer  much  pros¬ 
pect  of  reducing  the  surplus  to  a  sig¬ 
nificant  degree  or  of  improving  the 
income  of  dairy  farmers. 

Our  amendment  generally  incorpo¬ 
rates  the  House  provisions.  It  would 
provide  for  surplus  reduction  payments 
to  producers  of  up  to  $2.50  per  hundred 
on  the  quantity  by  which  they  reduce 
their  production.  It  also  would  permit 
producers  in  Federal  order  markets  to 
make  adjustments  in  their  marketings  at 
the  surplus  price  rather  than  at  the  blend 
price  and  thus  would  safeguard  their 
share  of  the  class  I  market. 

The  important  addition  of  our  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  provision  to  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  make  supple¬ 
mental  payments  to  cooperating  pro¬ 
ducers  of  milk  in  addition  to  the  surplus 
reduction  payments.  The  amount  of 
the  supplemental  payment  would  be  set 
by  the  Secretary  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed 
the  difference  between  the  U.S.  average 
price  at  wholesale  of  milk  for  manu¬ 
facturing  purposes  and  90  percent  of 
parity  for  that  quantity. 
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(70  percent  of  parity),  1963-64  marketing 
year — Continued 

AFFECT  ON  A  COOPERATING 
PRODUCER 

Present  gross  from  1,000 

hundredweights  of  milk._  $3,  110 


Under  McCarthy-Humphrey 
program : 

Market  return  on  900 

hundredweight _  $2,  610 

Surplus  reduction  pay¬ 
ments  _  $190 

Supplemental  payment _  $360 
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The  Secretary  would  also  be  permitted 
to  set  the  general  minimum  support 
price  at  between  70  and  75  percent  of 
parity,  but  this  authority  would  not  be 
effective  until  after  the  end  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  marketing  year,  March  31,  1963. 
This  authority  would  not  replace  the  ex¬ 
isting  law  but  simply  would  provide  for 
a  temporary  exception  when  the  emer¬ 
gency  program  is  in  operation. 

Our  amendment  is  based  upon  the 
same  procedure  employed  in  the  emer¬ 
gency  feed  grain  program  of  the  past 
2  years.  The  surplus  reduction  pay¬ 
ments  of  milk  are  to  be  the  equivalent 
to  the  payments  on  acreage  diverted 
from  feed  grain  production.  The  sup¬ 
plemental  payments  on  the  milk  mar¬ 
keted  by  those  choosing  to  enter  the  re¬ 
duction  program  are  to  be  equivalent  to 
the  difference  between  the  support  price 
offered  feed  grain  producers  and  the 
market  level  at  which  those  who  do  not 
enter  the  program  sell  their  feed  grains. 

In  the  dairy  program  it  is  not  possible 
to  maintain  different  prices  in  precisely 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  feed  grain 
program  because  the  loans  or  purchases 
used  in  the  feed  grain  program  cannot 
be  extended  to  individual  producers  on 
their  milk.  The  effect  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  payments,  however,  is  the  same : 
the  supplemental  payments  made  to  co¬ 
operating  milk  producers  would  reflect 
the  difference  between  the  market  price 
and  the  support  level  set  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary — up  to  90  percent  of  parity — for 
those  cooperating  in  the  program. 

It  is  estimated  the  program  provided 
by  our  amendment  would  accomplish  a 
fairly  substantial  reduction  in  dairy 
price  support  expenditures  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  savings  over  the  existing 
program  would  be  achieved  because  it  is 
cheaper  to  make  a  surplus  reduction  pay¬ 
ment  of  $2.50  or  less  to  the, producer  for 
not  producing  a  hundred  pounds  of  milk 
than  for  the  CCC  to  pay  over  $4  for  the 
milk  after  it  is  produced  and  processed. 
The  economy  of  this  procedure  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  great  enough  to  permit 
making  the  supplemental  payments  to 
cooperating  producers  and  still  realize  a 
savings  in  total  costs  over  the  existing 
program. 

The  individual  producers  who  choose 
to  enter  the  program  would  benefit  from 
the  payments  and  they  would  receive  an 
effective  higher  support  level  and  higher 
income  than  they  are  receiving  under 
the  present  program.  Producers  who  do 
not  wish  to  participate  would  be  free  to 
produce  as  they  desire  at  the  market 
price. 

The  House  bill  recognizes  the  prob¬ 
lem.  It  does  not  have  the  potential  for 
securing  a  substantial  participation  by 
dairy  farmers.  It  is  clear  the  temporary 
feed  grain  program  would  not  have  been 
as  effective  if  payments  had  been  made 
to  farmers  only  for  diverted  acres.  The 
feed  grain  program  provides  also  for  a 
higher  support  price  on  the  amount  the 
cooperator  markets.  The  same  pro¬ 
cedure  is  needed  for  an  effective  dairy 
program.  The  amendment  which  I  am 
offering  for  myself  and  my  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  would  give  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  authority,  to  be  used 
at  his  discretion,  to  improve  the  income 
of  dairy  farmers  and  to  meet  the  prob¬ 


lem  of  dairy  surpluses  and  costs  over  the 
next  18  months. 

In  summary,  the  amendment  would 
provide: 

First.  A  voluntary,  emergency  pro¬ 
gram;  no  mandatory  quotas  and  no  pro¬ 
ducer  referendum. 

Second.  Effective  for  18  months,  Oc¬ 
tober  1,  1962,  to  March  31,  1964. 

Third.  Surplus  reduction  payments  for 
those  producers  who  choose  to  partici¬ 
pate;  payments  of  up  to  $2.50  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  on  amount  of  average  mar¬ 
keting  reduced,  between  10  and  25  per¬ 
cent  based  on  normal  marketings  for 
the  1961-62  marketing  year — March  31, 
1961,  to  March  31,  1962. 

Fourth.  Supplemental  payments  to 
those  particpating;  paid  on  quantity 
they  market  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the 
difference  between  the  U.S.  average  price 
at  wholesale  of  milk  for  manufacturing 
and  90  percent  of  parity  for  that  quantity 
of  such  milk. 

Fifth.  Authority  for  the  Secretary  to 
adjust  the  general  basic  price  support 
for  milk  between  70  and  75  percent  of 
parity,  dependent  upon  supplies;  effec¬ 
tive  Api’il  1,  1963,  and  only  for  purposes 
of  carrying  out  the  emergency  dairy  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  the  act. 

Mr.  President,  my  colleague  and  I 
have  prepared  a  table  as  an  example  of 
what  would  happen  under  the  terms  of 
the  proposal.  It  would,  in  essence,  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  to  the  Government,  on  the 
basis  of  an  estimate  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  for  the  coming  year. 
There  would  be  approximately  a  $110 
million  reduction  in  the  cost  of  the  dairy 
program. 

Our  proposal  would  increase  the  net 
income  of  farm  producers  more  than 
$150  for  an  average  producer  who  mar¬ 
kets  a  thousand  hundredweight  of  milk. 
It  would  also  reduce  the  cost  to  the  farm 
producer  by  the  elimination  of  certain 
feed  costs,  thereby  increasing  total  net 
income  substantially. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  table  to  which  I  have 
referred  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Payment  program  with  market  price  at  $2.90 

(70  percent  of  parity),  1963-64  marketing 

year 

PROGRAM  EXPENDITURES 


Current  projection  of  mar¬ 
keting  (billion  pounds)  __  120.  0 

Estimated  commercial  mar¬ 
ket  at  $2.70  (billion 
pounds) _  110.5 


Needed  adjustment 1 

(billion  pounds) _  9.5 


Surplus  reduction  payments 
on  95  million  hundred¬ 
weight  at  $1.90  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  2 _ $180,  000,  000 

Supplemental  payments  on 
547  million  hundred¬ 
weights  of  cooperator  milk 
at  40  cents  per  hundred¬ 
weight 3 - $219,000,000 

Purchases  of  600  million. 

pounds  NFIM  * _  $90,  000.  000 


Total  program  ex¬ 
penditure - $489,  000,  000 


Gross  from  900  hun¬ 
dredweight  _ _ _  $3, 160 

1  Assumed  about  70  percent  of  producers 
reducing  10  percent,  or  35  percent  reducing 
20  percent. 

2  Surplus  reduction  payment  rate  set  at 
$1  less  than  market  price. 

3  Supplemental  payment  rate  set  at  level 
adequate  to  make  gross  income  of  cooperator 
slightly  higher  than  at  75  percent  of  parity 
under  present  program.  Also  assumes  50 
percent  of  cooperators  are  Federal  order 
producers  receiving  payment  on  28  percent 
of  milk  marketed. 

1  Purchases  of  NFIM  equal  to  quantity  by 
which  present  percent  surplus  of  nonfat  milk  i 

solids  exceeds  present  percentage  surplus  of  ’ 
milk  fat. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  hopeful  the 
Senate  will  see  fit  to  send  to  conference, 
for  purposes  of  whatever  refinement  may 
be  permitted  there,  a  dairy  program 
which  would  do  something,  first,  about 
the  growth  of  the  accumulation  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  hands  of  dairy  products,  which 
is  a  very  serious  matter.  Second,  the 
sharp  drop  in  dairy  income.  Dairy 
farmers  are  among  the  hardest  working 
farmers  we  have.  They  have  high  costs 
of  operation  and  maintenance.  Third, 
the  program  would  reduce  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers,  according  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture’s  own  estimates,  by  $110 
million  in  1  year,  which  is  no  small 
amount  of  money  in  any  program  or  in 
any  bill. 

I  would  appreciate  the  comments  of 
the  chairman  on  the  subject,  because  I 
feel  the  proposal  merits  support.  . 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  to  say  that  I  do  not  favor  the 
amendment.  As  I  stated  yesterday  and 
last  Friday,  the  milk  program  deserves 
a  great  deal  of  study.  In  order  to  attain 
that  goal,  I  introduced  a  bill  which 
would  serve  as  a  vehicle  for  the  holding 
of  hearings  during  the  recess  and  early 
next  year  in  the  hope  that  we  can  get  a 
dairy  bill  together. 

As  the  Senator  is  aware,  an  almost 
identical  amendment  was  offered  to  the 
Senate  in  May  when  we  considered 
S.  3225.  At  that  time  I  objected  to  the 
amendment,  and  the  Senate  voted  it 
down.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  take  the 
same  steps  this  time  so  that  we  can  go 
along  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  ? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  I  understand, 
the  House  bill  does  contain  a  dairy 
section. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  that  it 
does. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  my  sincere 
hope  that  the  measure  which  has  been 
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developed  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
[Mr.  McCarthy  1 — and  I  pay  particular 
respect  to  him  for  the  work  he  has  put 
into  this  proposal — it  is  my  hope  that 
in  conference  the  main  features  of  the 
amendment  will  be  incorporated.  It  is 
my  hope  the  Senate  will  vote  favorably 
upon  the  amendment.  I  make  that 
statement  because  it  offers  at  least  some 
temporary  relief.  It  offers  the  relief  on 
a  tried  and  tested  principle  of  what  we 
call  surplus  reduction  payments,  along 
the  lines  that  have  been  incorporated  in 
the  emergency  feed  grain  program.  It 
also  provides  for  supplemental  payments 
on  the  amount  the  producer  markets,  so 
that,  for  example  the  net  income  of  the 
farm  producer,  by  producing  100  hun¬ 
dredweights  less  of  milk,  would  be  higher 
than  if  he  produced  his  full  amount. 

In  other  words,  the  farm  producer  who 
would  produce  1,000  hundredweight  of 
milk  would  actually  receive  less  money 
than  if  he  participated  in  the  program 
and  produced  900  hundredweight  of 
milk.  This  is  the  kind  of  program,  it 
seems  to  me,  which  would  provide  some 
relief  for  the  farm  producer.  It  would 
|  provide  tax  relief  for  the  taxpayer,  and 
t  provide  some  relief  for  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  in  the  accumulation 
of  surpluses. 

I  am  hopeful  we  can  have  favorable 
action  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  proposal  was 
brought  before  the  committee.  The 
committee  rejected  it  both  last  April,  as 
I  recall,  and  again  this  time. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  an  explanation  of  the  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

This  amendment  is  somewhat  similar  to 
the  dairy  diversion  provision  of  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House,  but  provides  in  addi¬ 
tion  for  production  payments  to  participat¬ 
ing  producers. 

This  amendment  provides  for  a  diversion 
program  during  the  period  October  1,  1962, 
through  March  31,  1964,  under  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  could  (1) 
make  payments  not  exceeding  $2.50  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  to  producers  agreeing  to  reduce 
their  milk  marketings  below  their  adjusted 
marketings  for  the  1961-62  marketing  year, 
and  (2)  make  supplemental  payments  to  such 
producers  in  amounts  not  exceeding  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  U.S.  average  wholesale 
price  and  90  percent  of  parity. 

Effective  April  1,  1963,  the  range  of  price 
support  levels  for  milk  and  butterfat  would 
be  reduced  to  70  to  75  percent  of  parity. 

To  participate  in  the  program  a  producer 
would  have  to  reduce  his  marketings  at 
least  10  percent  and  could  obtain  payments 
for  a  reduction  of  up  to  the  larger  of  25 
percent,  or  15,000  pounds  per  quarter.  If 
the  producer  failed  to  reduce  as  much  as  he 
had  agreed  to  do,  but  reduced  at  least  10 
percent,  he  would  be  eligible  for  payments 
for  the  amount  of  the  actual  reduction,  re¬ 
duced  by  20  percent  of  what  would  have  been 
the  payment  on  the  quantity  he  failed  to 
reduce. 

In  any  marketing  order  area,  payments 
from  the  pool  would  be  adjusted  so  that  the 
amounts  paid  participating  producers  would 
be  reduced  by  reason  of  their  reduced  mar¬ 


ketings  only  by  the  lowest  class  price  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  reduction. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  studied  a  number  of  dairy  pro¬ 
grams  during  the  course  of  its  hearings  on, 
and  consideration  of,  S.  2786.  Some  of  the 
programs  studied  were  mandatory,  while 
others  were  voluntary  and  somewhat  along 
the  lines  of  the  pending  amendment.  There 
was  a  great  deal  of  opposition  to  them.  The 
mandatory  programs  were  opposed  as  too 
restrictive.  The  voluntary  programs  were 
felt  to  be  ineffective  and  too  costly.  At  the 
time  that  S.  3225  was  before  the  Senate,  the 
Senate  considered  and  rejected  by  a  vote  of 
60  to  21  an  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  generally  similar  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  proposed  by  him. 

The  dairy  situation  is  a  very  serious  one, 
as  indicated  by  the  letter  I  recently  received 
from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  of  August  16.  I  think 
the  committee  should  hold  further  hearings 
to  explore  fully  any  new  proposals  or  sug¬ 
gestions  that  can  be  developed. 

I  do  not  believe  a  satisfactory  solution  can 
be  worked  out  at  this  moment.  While  the 
pending  amendment  contains  some  hopeful 
language  with  respect  to  assuring  that  re¬ 
ductions  by  one  producer  are  not  offset 
through  the  transfer  of  his  cows  to  another 
producer,  the  mechanics  for  providing  such 
assurance  are  not  developed.  It  is  a  very 
complex  problem. 

As  I  pointed  out  when  the  similar  amend¬ 
ment  to  S.  3225  was  rejected  by  the  Senate, 
I  doubt  that  the  farmers  would  feed  their 
cows  less,  in  order  to  reduce  production. 
They  would  dispose  of  some  of  their  cows, 
while  other  producers  might  increase  their 
herds,  possibly  by  acquisition  of  the  same 
cows. 

The  average  production  of  a  cow  in  the 
United  States,  as  I  recall,  is  approximately 
7,000  pounds  of  milk;  and  a  farmer  who  had 
a  cow  which  was  producing  7,000  pounds  of 
milk  could  dispose  of  the  cow,  and  could 
obtain  from  the  Government  $175,  in  pay¬ 
ments,  at  $2.50  a  hundred;  and  the  cow 
could  find  its  way  to  another  producer  who 
could  obtain  from  the  Government  $217.70 
for  producing  milk — assuming  that  the  cow 
would  then  produce  the  same  amount  that 
it  did  when  it  was  owned  by  the  other 
farmer. 

'  On  the  other  hand,  the  amendment  con¬ 
tains  a  provision  for  the  making  of  addi¬ 
tional  payments  to  farmers  who  would  make 
this  cut.  In  other  words,  such  a  farmer 
would  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  $2.50  per  hun¬ 
dred  pounds,  for  every  100  pounds  he  reduced 
his  production;  but  for  the  rest  of  his  pro¬ 
duction,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would 
be  empowered,  under  this  amendment,  to 
raise  the  price — the  price  on  the  rest  of  the 
farmer’s  milk  production — or  to  give  him 
compensatory  payments,  which  could  go  up 
from  $3.11  to  $3.70  a  hundred  pounds. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  cannot  understand  how 
the  Government  would  gain  by  this  amend¬ 
ment;  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  a  voluntary  one,  and  there 
would  be  no  method  by  which  farmers  could 
be  prevented  from  selling  their  cows  or  from 
making  their  cows  produce  less,  I  doubt  that 
the  program  would  have  the  benefits  in¬ 
tended  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  shall  ask  Senators  to 
vote  against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  makes  a  great 
deal  of  sense.  Very  simply,  what  it 
would  do  would  be  to  permit  the  farmer 
to  get  as  much  as  $2.50  per  hundred¬ 
weight  for  the  milk  which  he  does  not 


produce.  It  makes  sense  for  the  reason 
that  if  the  farmer  does  produce  the  milk, 
the  Federal  Government  must  pay  $4.50 
for  it.  Therefore  the  Government  would 
save  $2  for  every  hundredweight.  In 
many  cases  the  dairy  farmer  would  be 
better  off.  He  would  reduce  his  produc¬ 
tion.  Storage  costs  would  be  cut.  The 
program  adds  up  and  makes  a  great  deal 
of  sense. 

I  understand  that  there  is  a  chance, 
at  least,  that  the  amendment  will  not 
be  accepted.  It  may  not  be  agreed  to. 
But  the  House  measure  contains  that 
kind  of  provision,  as  I  understand.  I 
join  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  in  urg¬ 
ing  and  pleading  with  the  chairman  to 
give  real  consideration  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  conference.  I  hope  and  pray 
that  he  will  at  least  give  dairy  farmers 
an  opportunity  to  try  that  program  for 
a  few  months.  I  think  that,  according  to 
the  House  bill,  the  program  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  June  1.  Let  us  see  if  that  kind 
of  program  would  work.  If  it  should 
work,  it  would  cut  Government  costs 
and  increase  farm  income. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  merely  wish 
to  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  that  this  is  not  a  local  mat¬ 
ter  of  interest  in  his  State  and  the  ad¬ 
joining  State  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin.  The  dairy  farmers  of  my  State 
have  informed  me  that  about  90  percent 
of  the  dairy  farmers  in  my  State  favor 
the  proposed  method  of  attempting  to 
solve  some  of  their  difficult  problems, 
and  at  the  same  time,  as  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  pointed  out,  it  would 
reduce  the  cost  to  the  Government  of 
this  very  program.  I  join  in  recom¬ 
mending  that  they  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  see  whether  they  can  better 
themselves.  At  the  same  time  the  cost 
to  the  Government  of  the  program  would 
be  reduced  in  the  manner  advocated  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey], 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  I  congratulate  both  the 
distinguished  Senators  from  Minnesota 
for  developing  the  proposal  that  the 
Senate  is  now  considering,  and  to  ex¬ 
press  the  hope,  as  they  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors  have  done,  that  the  committee  will 
be  able  to  hear  from  those  most  directly 
concerned — the  milk  producers — some 
measure  of  agreement  when  the  hearings 
are  held. 

Michigan  has  produced  not  only  much 
milk  of  high  quality  but  a  very  able 
leader  in  the  dairy  industry  in  America. 
Not  only  is  he  president  of  the  Michigan 
Milk  Producers  Association  but  also  he 
is  president  of  the  National  Milk  Pro¬ 
ducers  Federation.  I  speak  of  Glenn 
Lake.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an 
editorial  written  by  Glenn  Lake  in  the 
Michigan  Milk  Producers  Messenger  en¬ 
titled  “We’re  Riding  a  Tiger”  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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We’re  Riding  a  Tiger 
(By  Glenn  Lake) 

The  cost  of  the  dairy  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  to  date  has  not  been  very  great — aver¬ 
aging  about  $238  million  every  year  for  the 
past  10  years.  That’s  a  lot  of  money  but  it’s 
far  less  proportionately  than  has  been  spent 
to  support  prices  of  other  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts. 

If  present  milk  production  continues 
though,  and  no  new  ways  are  found  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  dairy  products.  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  have  to  lay  out  better  than 
$600  million  this  year  to  support  milk  prices. 
That  kind  of  money — twice  what  the  White 
House  says  can  be  justified  for  a  dairy  pro¬ 
gram — is  certain  to  arouse  the  public  and 
Congress. 

The  Government  may  have  500  million 
pounds  of  butter  and  a  billion  pounds  of 
powder  on  hand  by  the  end  of  this  market¬ 
ing  year.  It  looks  now  as  if  10  to  12  percent 
of  our  1962  milk  output  will  have  to  be  mar¬ 
keted  through  Government  programs. 

Some  Congressmen  are  already  saying  that 
this  tremendous  buildup  of  surplus  dairy 
products  will  almost  certainly  result  in  the 
loss  of  present  guaranteed  minimum  sup¬ 
ports  at  75  percent  of  parity.  Others  believe 
dairy  farmers  have  a  better  deal  than  the 
rest  of  agriculture  and  should  accept  lower 
supports  (65  percent  of  parity  has  been  sug¬ 
gested),  or  production  controls,  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  the  dairy  program. 

A  PERILOUS  RIDE 

We  may  argue  against  production  controls 
and  insist  that  present  support  levels  are 
vitally  necessary,  but  it  is  apparent  we  are 
weakening  ourselves  economically,  politically, 
and  institutionally  by  our  own  production 
efficiency.  Nor  can  we  argue  with  the  fact 
that  continuation  of  present  production, 
without  a  corresponding  increase  in  sales,  is 
bound  to  result  in  lower  prices  regardless 
of  what  the  Government  does. 

In  a  sense  we  are  riding  a  tiger  and  dare 
not  get  off.  Dairy  farmers  are  forced  to  in¬ 
crease  production  to  meet  rising  costs.  Yet 
this  increased  output  continually  drives  our 
prices  down,  forcing  even  greater  expansion. 
We  must  ask  ourselves  if  we  are  to  continue 
this  perilous  ride  or  if  there  is  a  course  of 
action  that  makes  more  economic  sense. 

While  I  do  not  think  we  should  grasp  at 
just  any  program  in  the  belief  that  anything 
is  better  than  \^iat  we  now  have,  I  do  be¬ 
lieve  that  dairy  farmers  must  make  a  choice 
and  must  recognize  that  there  is  no  course 
of  action  open  to  us  which  offers  a  simple 
or  painless  solution. 

THREE  CHOICES 

In  my  opinion  our  choices  have  been  nar¬ 
rowed  down  to  three  categories:  (1)  The 
economic  application  of  price — let  supply 
and  demand  correct  the  situation;  (2)  self- 
imposed  restraint  or  reduction  of  output 
through  cooperatives;  (3)  Government  pro¬ 
grams. 

If  we  choose  the  supply-demand  route,  that 
is,  no  program  of  any  kind — we  must  be 
ready  to  take  an  80  cents  to  $1  cut  in  milk 
prices.  That  would  probably  balance  supply 
and  demand  after  awhile,  but  for  the  short 
run  at  least,  such  a  program  would  border 
on  economic  suicide  for  dairy  farmers,  forc¬ 
ing  many  out  of  business. 

Production  control  programs  administered 
through  co-ops  are  voluntary  by  nature. 
Their  practicality  might  be  questioned  since 
they  would  place  a  premium  on  being  a  non¬ 
member.  Producers  could  escape  controls 
simply  by  becoming  nonmembers. 

Properly  enforced  Government  production 
controls  as  proposed  in  recent  months  could 
undoubtedly  balance  supply  with  demand. 
But  if  such  programs  were  to  sustain  or  im¬ 
prove  net  farm  income,  they  must  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  increase  in  the  price  of  milk. 
Such  an  increase  has  not  been  proposed  or 
assured  in  any  legislation  thus  far  advanced. 


CAN’T  HAVE  EVERYTHING 

No  matter  what  kind  of  program  we  might 
eventually  have,  we  cannot  have  lower  food 
costs  to  the  consumer,  lower  Government 
costs,  and  better  farm  income  all  at  the  same 
time.  Legislation  suggested  up  to  this  point 
has  emphasized  the  first  two  of  these  points, 
but  has  not  provided  for  any  improvement 
in  dairy  farmers’  net  income. 

Regardless  of  how  we  may  feel  about  the 
present  unpleasant  situation  or  the  choices 
open  to  us,  we  cannot  close  our  eyes  and 
hope  the  problem  will  go  away.  It  won’t. 

The  administration’s  farm  policies  are 
aimed  at  controlling  production  and  cutting 
costs  of  the  dairy  program  in  one  way  or 
another.  We  would  be  naive  to  think  we  are 
not  going  to  have  more  Government  in  the 
dairy  industry.  It  is  up  to  us  to  see  that 
we  have  the  kind  of  program  that  is  sound 
and  will  benefit  our  industry. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  unlike 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I  can  op¬ 
pose  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
esteemed  colleague  from  Minnesota 
without  particular  regret.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  a  good  amendment.  In  fact, 

I  do  not  think  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to 
pay  farmers  $2.50  a  hundred  for  not  pro¬ 
ducing  milk  from  October  1  until  next 
spring,  which  is  through  the  short  sea¬ 
son,  and  at  the  same  time  permit  them 
to  sell  or  lease  their  cows  to  one  of  their 
neighbors  or  relatives,  who  would  get 
paid  for  milking  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  take 
about  2  minutes  to  put  in  the  Record  a 
few  facts  as  to  what  has  been  transpiring 
in  the  dairy  industry  during  the  last  18 
months.  On  April  1,  1961,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  owned  no 
butter  whatsoever.  On  August  17,  1962, 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
owned  356,241,900  pounds  of  butter. 

On  April  1,  1961,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  owned  no  cheese 
whatever.  On  August  17,  1962,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  owned 
106,796,800  pounds  of  cheese. 

Since  Congress  last  spring  killed  the 
administration’s  program  for  controlling 
the  dairy  industry,  the  production  of  milk 
has  dropped  below  last  year  for  two  suc¬ 
cessive  months,  and  continues  to  drop. 
The  consumption  of  fluid  milk  has  in¬ 
creased  materially  above  last  year. 
Prices  for  milk,  except  for  manufactur¬ 
ing  purposes,  have  sharply  increased  in 
many  areas;  not  in  all,  but  in  many. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pur¬ 
chases  of  butter  and  cheese  have  dropped 
below  last  year  during  5  of  the  last  6 
weeks. 

The  Secretary  submits  figures  to  the 
public  to  show  that  purchases  of  butter 
and  cheese  are  greater  this  year  than 
they  were  in  1961.  We  must  remember, 
however,  that  the  Secretary  did  not  get 
a  chance  to  start  the  New  Frontier  pro¬ 
gram  for  milk  until  April  1961,  and  that 
there  were  3  months  of  1961  when  there 
were  no  purchases  made  whatever.  So 
when  the  Secretary  says  that  we  have, 
bought  more  butter  and  cheese  this  year 
than  we  did  in  the  first  7  months  of  last 
year,  he  is  entirely  correct,  but  he  for¬ 
gets  to  inform  the  public  that  he  includes 
3  months  of  last  year  when  there  were 
no  purchases  under  the  previous  pro¬ 
gram. 


The  butter  market  has  been  injured. 
There  is  no  question  about  that  fact.  It 
happened  for  different  reasons.  The 
consumption  of  butter  has  dropped. 
There  is  one  particular  reason  for  that 
fact.  On  June  15,  1961,  the  farmers 
were  receiving  $2.60  a  bushel  for  soy¬ 
beans,  and  there  was  no  excess  of  soy¬ 
beans  in  the  country.  In  the  spring  of 
1961,  the  Secretary  asked  farmers  to  in¬ 
crease  their  planting  of  soybeans  heavily, 
and  to  make  sure  that  they  did  he  raised 
support  prices  for  1961  from  $1.86  a 
bushel  to  $2.30  a  bushel.  They  planted 
in  accordance  with  that  request.  They 
planted  so  much  that  the  soybean  crop 
last  year  hit  almost  700  million  bushels, 
by  far  the  greatest  production  in  this 
country.  This  year  they  will  produce 
more.  The  price  to  farmers  in  1961  for 
soybeans  was  $2.60  a  bushel.  It  has 
dropped  this  year  to  $2.34  a  bushel.  The 
worst  of  it  is  that  the  price  of  soybean 
oil  has  gone  straight  down  until  yester¬ 
day  it  was  only  8y8  cents  a  pound;  8-cent 
oil  knocks  the  props  from  under  58-cent 
butter.  That  is  one  thing  that  is  hap¬ 
pening  to  our  butter  market,  although, 
as  I  have  said,  the  Government  presently 
is  not  buying  as  much  butter  as  it  was  a 
year  ago. 

To  offset  the  low  prices  of  soybean  oil, 
the  processors  in  the  last  2  years  have 
raised  the  price  of  soybean  meal  40  per¬ 
cent.  That  is  where  the  catle  feeders 
come  into  the  picture.  The  livestock 
growers  are  being  asked  to  pay  the  cost 
of  the  folly  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  last  year  by  encouraging  people  to 
go  into  soybeans  over  their  necks. 

The  pending  amendment  should  not  be 
adopted.  The  chairman  has  stated  that 
he  will  hold  hearings  on  the  dairy  situa¬ 
tion.  The  dairy  situation  is  improving, 
although  I  am  willing  to  admit  that  there 
is  a  peculiar  problem  in  those  areas 
where  purchases  of  manufacturing  milk 
only  are  made.  I  hope  that  in  the  course 
of  the  hearings  we  may  find  out  what 
ought  to  be  done  about  it.  For  those 
reasons  I  must  oppose  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota  a 
few  questions.  On  the  last  page  of  the 
amendment  reference  is  made  to  support 
prices.  Do  I  understand  that  these  sup¬ 
port  prices  would  be  paid  to  all  dairy 
farmers,  both  those  who  go  into  the  vol¬ 
untary  program  and  those  who  do  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  present  law 
requires  that  all  producers  are  eligible 
for  the  75-percent  support  prices.  The 
amendment  would  reduce  the  75  percent 
to  70  percent.  Those  who  participated 
in  the  program  and  voluntarily  cut  back 
would  get  what  we  call  surplus  supple¬ 
mental  payments.  They  would  be  the 
only  ones  that  would  get  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  support  prices 
would  be  the  same  for  both  groups? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Just  as  it  is  under 
present  law.  Our  amendment  reduces 
the  support  price  from  75  percent  to 
70  percent  for  all  participants.  This 
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would  include  nonparticipants  as  well  as 
those  in  the  program. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  point  I  wanted  to 
bring  out  was  that  although  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  amendment  are  referred 
to  as  being  similar  to  the  emergency 
feed  grains  program,  it  seems  to  me  there 
is  a  substantial  difference  with  respect 
to  support  prices,  because  under  the 
emergency  feed  grains  program,  the  one 
who  goes  into  the  production  program  is 
guaranteed  a  higher  support  price  than 
the  one  who  does  not,  whereas  under 
the  pending  amendment  they  are  both 
treated  the  same. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senator 
would  read  the  whole  amendment  he 
would  find  that  those  who  go  into  the 
program,  while  they  would  get  the  same 
support  price  level,  would  also  get  an 
additional  support  level,  so  that  their  net 
income  would  be  brought  up  consider¬ 
ably. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Is  the  additional  sup¬ 
port  to  which  the  Senator  has  referred 
covered  by  section  331  on  page  5? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  covered  by 
section  327  on  page  2,  and  also  by  section 
328  on  page  3,  which  relates  to  the  so- 
called  normal  marketing  level,  and  it  is 
also  covered  by  section  331. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senators  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendment  is  open  to  fur¬ 
ther  amendment.  If  there  be  no  further 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
£t^T66Cl  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  ear¬ 
lier  we  discussed  the  possibility  of  a  final 
vote  on  the  bill  tomorrow.  I  now  pro¬ 
pound  a  unanimous-consent  request.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with 
the  requirement  for  a  quorum  call  un¬ 
der  rule  XII  before  submitting  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  vote  on  final  passage  of  the  bill 
at  a  specified  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
vote  on  final  passage  of  H.R.  12391  at 
2  p.m.  tomorrow,  and  that  the  time  on 
the  bill  be  equally  divided  between  the 
majority  leader  and  the  minority  lead¬ 
er  after  the  conclusion  of  the  morning 
business  until  2  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  What  time 
does  the  Senator  contemplate  that  the 
Senate  will  convene? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  At  11  a.m. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
follows: 

Ordered,  That  the  Senate  vote  at  2  p.m., 
on.  Wednesday,  August  22,  1962,  on  final 
passage  of  H.R.  12391,  to  improve  and  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  re¬ 
duce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  main¬ 
tain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes;  Provided,  That  the 
time  after  the  morning  business  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

TEXAS,  LARGEST  FARM  STATE,  FAVORS  FARM 
BILL 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  State  of  Texas,  which  with  232,000 
farms  has  more  farms  than  any  other 
State  in  the  Nation,  has  a  vital  stake  in 
the  pending  farm  legislation. 

In  my  opinion,  we  will  be  courting  ec¬ 
onomic  disaster  for  many  of  our  farm¬ 
ers,  should  we  fail  to  pass  extended,  new 
and  improved  legislation  this  year. 

Failure  to  act  will  force  us  to  con¬ 
tinue  under  an  unchanged  and  unsatis¬ 
factory  program  dating  back  to  1958. 

Many  areas  of  Texas  are  currently 
hard  hit  by  extremely  hot  and  dry 
weather.  My  home  city  of  Austin  had 
over  55  days  without  rain.  If  farm 
prices  are  permitted  to  fall  to  the  level 
permitted  by  the  1958  program,  untold 
hardships  will  be  brought  down  on  our 
farm  population. 

The  impact  of  income  losses  in  agri¬ 
culture,  added  to  the  blows  already  dealt 
to  national  stability  by  an  unstable  econ¬ 
omy  and  a  high  level  of  unemployment, 
is  something  that  must  be  and  can  be 
avoided  by  this  Congress. 

The  national  economy  has  a  stake  in 
the  farmer’s  plight.  A  downhill  slide 
is  hard  to  stop.  The  repeal  of  all  farm 
support  legislation  would  bankrupt 
American  agriculture,  and  the  drought- 
stricken  areas  will  suffer  first  and  most. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  farm  families 
would  be  driven  into  the  cities’  bread¬ 
lines  if  the  farm  price  support  programs 
were  terminated. 

Three  of  our  major  farm  organiza¬ 
tions,  the  National  Farmers  Union,  the 
National  Grange,  and  the  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  Wheat  Growers,  are  jointly 
working  for  enactment  of  a  strong  farm 
bill  during  this  session  of  the  Congress. 
They  are  for  this  bill. 

It  is  true  the  wheat  legislation  being- 
proposed  may  have  been  delayed  too 
long  by  congressional  inaction,  but  it  is 
still  a  good  program  and  should  be 
passed. 

The  dairy  farmers  of  Texas  and 
throughout  the  United  States  need  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  stablize  their  industry  and  I 
favor  a  voluntary  program  similar  to 
last  year’s  feed  grain  program  now  being 
proposed  in  an  amendment  by  Senator 
McCarthy.  This  amendment  should  also 
be  included  when  we  pass  the  farm  bill. 


Mr.  President,  I  cannot  overempha¬ 
size  the  importance  of  this  body  acting 
now  to  pass  an  effective  farm  bill.  I 
am  for  H.R.  12391  and  shall  vote  for 
its  passage. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
dicated  several  weeks  ago  when  the  ear¬ 
lier  agricultural  legislation  was  under 
consideration  by  the  Senate  that  I  hoped 
that  the  Congress  would  move  with  a 
great  deal  of  caution  and  that  we  not 
saddle  farmers  and  ranchers  with  the  so- 
called  supply-management  controls.  A 
lot  of  water  has  gone  over  the  dam  since 
that  time.  The  House  in  its  wisdom 
has  turned  down  the  1962  version  of 
the  Cochrane-Freeman  supply-control 
scheme. 

Again,  I  would  suggest  to  my  colleagues 
that  we  should  move  with  a  great  deal  of 
caution  at  this  late  date  in  dealing  with 
this  very  important  segment  of  our 
economy. 

As  I  have  indicated  on  previous  occa¬ 
sions  to  the  Senate,  agriculture  is  one  of 
the  mainstays  in  the  economy  of  the 
great  State  of  Utah.  The  cash  receipts 
from  farm  marketings  last  year  amount¬ 
ed  to  an  impressive  $156,193,000.  About 
$125  million  of  this  income  was  from 
livestock  and  livestock  products.  The 
great  bulk  of  our  income  from  agricul¬ 
ture  is  from  beef  cattle,  dairying,  and 
production  of  lambs  and  wool. 

The  principal  elements  of  the  bill  now 
under  consideration  deal  with  the  two 
most  vital  segments  of  our  agricultural 
economy ;  namely,  livestock  and  livestock 
products,  and  wheat. 

If  I  understand  correctly,  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  abandoned  its  supply-man¬ 
agement,  mandatory  program  for  feed 
grains  for  1963.  I  am  happy  that  this 
decision  has  been  made,'  because  it  is  my 
opinion  that  the  Congress  is  in  no  mood 
to  inflict  such  drastic  controls  on  the 
segment  of  the  agricultural  enterprise 
that  accounts  for  about  56  percent  of  the 
total  cash  farm  receipts. 

If  my  information  is  correct,  it  seems 
to  be  the  intention  of  the  administration 
now  to  support  a  simple  extension  of  the 
emergency  feed  grain  program  for  1963. 
This  is  the  program  that  Mr.  Freeman 
condemned  so  severely  during  the  debate 
of  this  bill  in  the  House. 

One  June  8,  1962,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  sent  a  communication  to 
every  Member  of  the  House  wherein  he 
pointed  out  on  page  2  of  a  letter  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Congressman  Harold  D. 
Cooley,  chairman  of  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee,  that  extension  of  the 
1961-62  emergency  programs  would  cost 
for  feed  grains  $1,200  million  and  for 
wheat  $1,217  million — a  total  of  $2,417 
million.  I  am  a  little  surprised  that  in 
light  of  this  statement  and  in  light  of  the 
recent  talk  about  a  balanced  budget  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  now 
suggest  that  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  adopt  such  an  expensive  program. 

With  regard  to  the  cost  of  the  emer¬ 
gency  wheat  program,  I  remember  well 
the  statement  made  by  the  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  and  I  quote : 

To  authorize  the  temporary  program  for 
2  more  years  would  cost  the  taxpayers,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  most  recent  estimate  $333 
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million  per  year  to  reduce  wheat  production 
by  about  100  million  bushels.  In  other 
words,  it  would  cost  the  Government  $3.30 
per  bushel  to  curtail  production  of  100 
million  bushels  of  wheat  per  year. 

According  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation’s  latest  information,  pay_- 
ments  to  farmers  under  the  1962  feed 
grain  program  will  be  about  $114  million 
more  than  the  $896  million  paid  in  1961. 
I  would  point  out  to  my  colleagues  that 
this  is  slightly  over  a  billion  dollars  that 
would  be  paid  out  on  the  1962  feed  grain 
crops.  But,  in  spite  of  this  vast  expendi¬ 
ture  of  money,  as  of  August  1,  1962,  the 
estimate  of  production  of  feed  grains  is 
139,506,000  tons  as  compared  to  131,- 
132,000  tons  for  the  same  date  in  1961. 
This  represents  106.4  percent  of  the 
August  1,  1961  figure.  The  August  1, 
1962,  total  includes  3,549,633,000  bushels 
of  corn  for  grain  as  compared  with  3,- 
352,037  bushels  on  the  same  date  in 
1961.  For  grain  sorghum  the  figures  in¬ 
dicate  a  production  of  485,170,000  bushels 
for  1962  as  compared  with  454,564,000 
bushels  in  1961.  The  production  of  oats 
and  barley  are  also  increased  above  the 
1961  figure. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  shows 
a  slight  reduction  in  the  production  of 
corn  in  1962  as  compared  to  1961,  but  I 
would  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
this  is  quite  an  unrealistic  approach 
when  we  compare  the  August  1,  1962, 
estimate  with  the  final  estimate  for  1961. 
It  should  be  further  noted  that  the  Au¬ 
gust  estimate  in  1961  went  up  13  per¬ 
cent  from  that  date  and  the  final  esti¬ 
mate.  If  the  same  situation  prevails  in 
1962 — and  there  is  every  indication  it 
will — then  we  could  come  up  with  a 
vastly  increased  corn  production  over 
1961. 

Turning  now  to  wheat — which  is  a 
basic  commodity  in  many  sections  of  the 
country,  including  the  great  State  of 
Utah — I  would  point  out  that  even 
though  we  have  a  larger  carryover  of 
wheat  than  is  desired  and  needed  to  meet 


our  requirements,  roughly  83  percent  of 
this  wheat  is  composed  of  the  Hard  Red 
Winter  class.  I  ask  consent  to  insert 
a  table  showing  the  wheat  production 
carryover  by  classes,  for  the  period 
1957-61  and  for  the  1962  crop  year.  The 
types  of  wheat  grown  in  Utah  are,  for 
the  most  part,  not  in  oversupply.  For 
example,  the  carryover  for  Soft  Red 
Winter  wheat  was  only  1.7  percent. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  al¬ 
ready  announced  a  wheat  referendum 
for  August  30.  This  referendum  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  present  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1938.  In 
my  estimation,  it  would  be  unwise  for 
the  Congress  to  enact  any  legislation  at 
this  late  date  that  would  change  the 
plans  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
for  conducting  his  referendum.  Mind 
you,  it  is  scheduled  for  a  week  from  Fri¬ 
day.  I  suggest  that  we  allow  this  refer¬ 
endum  to  go  foward  as  planned  and  that 
we  take  no  action  with  regard  to  wheat 
for  1963,  and  that  each  of  us  go  back 
to  our  respective  States,  and  through  the 
farm  organizations,  the  wheatgrowers’ 
associations,  and  individual  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers,  try  to  ascertain  the  best  possible 
solution  to  this  problem  and  come  back 
at  the  beginning  of  the  88th  Congress 
and  take  a  fresh  start  and  a  fresh  look 
at  this  problem. 

I  would  support  a  simple  amendment 
to  this  bill  which  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  implement 
a  voluntary  wheat  reduction  program  for 
1963.  By  so  doing,  it  would  not  inter¬ 
fere  at  all  with  the  referendum  pro¬ 
cedure  set  up  and  would  give  those 
farmers  who  desire  an  opportunity  to 
make  reductions. 

The  so-called  multiple -price  plan  for 
wheat,  as  embodied  in  title  III-B  of  H.R. 
12391,  delegates  tremendous  authority  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  believe 
that  there  are  over  20  authorities 
granted  by  this  title  that  would  make 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  virtual 
czar  over  wheat.  I  ask  consent  to  insert 
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in  the  Record  a  listing  of  these  power 
grants  to  the  Secretary.  I  recognize  the 
need  to  place  reasonable  controls  on  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds,  but  I  be¬ 
come  gravely  concerned  when  I  review 
the  extraordinary  discretionary  powers 
this  bill  gives  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  issue  regulations  applicable  to 
producers,  processors,  warehousemen, 
and  exporters. 

Recent  revelations  of  scandal  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  should 
serve  as  ample  warning  against  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  placing  additional  bureaucratic 
powers  in  the  hands  of  those  who  would 
control  agriculture. 

Last,  but  by  no  means  least,  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  impact  of  this  bill  on 
the  consumer.  This  complicated  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  multiple-price  wheat  plan 
imposes  a  bread  tax  on  our  domestic 
consumers.  I  ask  consent  to  insert  in 
the  Record  an  editorial  from  the  Modern 
Millers  and  Bakers  Views  expressing 
concern  over  the  trend  of  events.  By 
authorizing  the  inclusion  of  export  wheat 
in  the  primary  market  it  would  further 
raise  already  high  export  costs.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  blended  pricing  would 
subsidize  the  dumping  of  noncertificate 
wheat  in  the  domestic  feed  market  to  the 
detriment  of  producers  of  feed  grains, 
livestock,  daii’y,  and  poultry. 

There  is  such  a  thing  as  too  much 
theoretical  dabbling  with  agricultural 
economic  factors.  In  summary,  this 
legislation  hurts  everyone:  The  poultry, 
dairy  and  livestock  farmers  in  particu¬ 
lar,  and  the  consumers,  and  taxpayers 
in  general,  and  that,  my  fellow  col¬ 
leagues,  covers  all  of  us.  In  my  opinion 
no  new  legislation  is  preferable  to  this 
emergency  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  requests  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Wheat  production,  carryover,  total  supply,  and  percentages  by  class,  1957-61  averages,  annual  1961-62 


Class 

Production 

Carryover 

Total  supply 

1957-61  average 

1962  crop 

1957-61  average 

July  1, 1962 

1957-61  average 

Year  1961 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Hard  Red  Winter _  .  _  _ 

687 

66.1 

755 

61.1 

863 

74.3 

1,120 

83.3 

1,550 

64.7 

1,  804 

70.3 

Soft  Red  Winter _ 

179 

14.6 

203 

16.  4 

12 

1.0 

23 

1.7 

191 

8.0 

215 

8.1 

Hard  Red  Spring _ _ _ 

171 

14.0 

116 

9.4 

221 

19.0 

176 

13.1 

400 

16.7 

359 

13.5 

W  hlte _ 

161 

13.1 

142 

11.6 

49 

4.2 

25 

1.8 

210 

8.8 

180 

6.8 

Durum . . . . 

27 

2.2 

19 

1.6 

17 

1.5 

1 

.1 

44 

1.8 

35 

1.3 

Total . . . 

1,225 

100.0 

1,235 

100.0 

1,162 

100.0 

1,  345 

100.0 

2,395 

100.0 

2,653 

100.0 

Disposition  of  ivheal  by  class,  1957-61  average,  marketing  year  1961-62 


Class 

1957-61  average 

1961-62  average 

Domestic 

Exports 

Total  disappearance 

Domestic 

Exports 

Total  disappearance 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Million 

bushels 

Percent 
of  total 

Ilard  Red  Winter _ 

256 

42.8 

336 

61.3 

592 

51.7 

262 

44.1 

482 

67.6 

744 

56.9 

Soft  Red  W  inter _ 

132 

22.1 

45 

8.2 

177 

15.4 

135 

22.7 

57 

8.0 

192 

14.7 

Hard  Red  Spring _ 

141 

23.6 

42 

7.7 

183 

16.0 

140 

23.5 

43 

6.0 

183 

14.0 

White _ _ _ _ ... 

45 

7.5 

120 

21.9 

165 

14.4 

40 

6.7 

115 

16.1 

155 

11.8 

Durum.. . . . 

24 

4.0 

6 

.9 

29 

2.5 

18 

3.0 

16 

2.3 

34 

2.6 

Total . . 

598 

100.0 

548 

100.0 

1, 146 

100.0 

595 

100.0 

713 

100.0 

1,308 

100.0 

1962  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  16185 


Title  III-B  op  H  R.  12391  Delegates  Broad 
Authority  to  Secretary 

Major  discretionary  authorities  are  sum¬ 
marized  below : 

Authority  to  determine  if  referendum 
shall  be  for  1,  2,  or  3  years. 

Authority  to  determine  size  of  national 
marketing  quota  (not  less  than  1  billion 
bushels)  and  to  determine  annual  drawdown 
of  stocks. 

Authority  to  determine  that  allotment  for 
any  type  of  wheat  in  short  supply  shall  be 
increased  above  allotment  otherwise  com¬ 
puted  in  amount  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

Authority  to  exclude  from  program  any 
State  with  less  than  25,000  acres  of  allotment. 

Authority  to  determine  what  may  be 
planted  on  diverted  acreage,  the  amount  by 
which  the  diversion  payment  will  be  reduced 
if  such  crops  are  planted,  and  whether  or 
not  diverted  acreage  may  be  grazed. 

Authority  to  determine  the  amount  of 
payment  for  wheat  diverted  acreage  (not 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  support  rate 
on  normal  yield ) . 

Authority  to  determine  conservation  uses 
which  must  be  practiced  on  diverted  acreage 
and  to  determine  a  conservation  base  on 
each  farm  which  must  be  exceeded  by  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  diverted  and  to  adjust  payment 
for  failure  to  comply  with  conservation  re¬ 
quirements. 

Authority  to  determine  if  advance  diver¬ 
sion  payments  shall  be  made  (not  to  exceed 
50  percent  of  total) . 

Authority  to  establish  such  terms  and 
conditions  not  specified  in  law  as  Secretary 
deems  “desirable  to  effectuate  purposes”  of 
conservation  program. 

Authority  to  determine  how  many  the 
number  of  wheat-marketing  certificates  that 
shall  be  issued  for  food  and  export  (export 
includes  wheat  disposed  of  under  Public  Law 
480,  including  donations  and  sales  for  for¬ 
eign  currencies). 

Authority  to  determine  the  value  of  wheat¬ 
marketing  certificates. 

Authority  to  issue  regulations  relating  to 
transfer  of  wheat-marketing  certificates. 

Authority  to  determine  under  what  cir¬ 
cumstances  wheat-marketing  certificates 
shall  be  purchased  by  CCC  from  farmers. 

Authority  to  determine  if  CCC  should  es¬ 
tablish  a  pool  for  marketing  certificates  and 
to  prescribe  regulations  relating  thereto  and 
the  fees  to  be  charged  for  handling  mar¬ 
keting  certificates. 

Authority  to  establish  conversion  factors 
to  determine  amount  of  wheat  in  any  food 
product. 

Authority  to  “take  such  action  as  he  de¬ 
termines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the 
transition”  to  the  new  program. 

Authority  to  exempt  “all  or  a  portion”  of 
food  products  in  process  on  effective  date  of 
new  program  or  to  sell  owners  thereof  cer¬ 
tificates  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine. 

Authority  to  require  processors,  warehouse¬ 
men,  exporters,  and  others  dealing  with 
wheat  certificates  to  "keep  such  records  as 
the  Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary.” 

Authority  to  require  processors,  ware¬ 
housemen,  exporters,  and  others  dealing  with 
wheat  certificates  to  submit  such  reports  as 
the  Secretary  finds  necessary. 

Authority  to  examine  the  books,  papers, 
records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts, 
documents,  and  memorandums  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  finds  necessary  to  ascertain  the  cor¬ 
rectness  of  records  and  reports. 

Authority  to  deny  marketing  certificates 
to  any  producer  “in  whole  or  in  part,  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine”  for  any  violation 
of  the  law  or  regulations,  without  judicial 
action. 

Authority  to  “prescribe  such  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle.” 


Authority  to  establish  a  level  of  price  sup¬ 
port  for  certificate  wheat  at  any  level  be¬ 
tween  65  and  90  percent  of  parity. 

Authority  to  establish  the  level  of  price 
support  for  noncertificate  wheat. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  become 
the  czar  of  the  wheat  industry,  with  ex¬ 
traordinary  discretionary  powers  to  issue  reg¬ 
ulations  applicable  to  producers,  processors, 
warehousemen,  and  exporters. 


Modern  Miller  &  Bakers  News,  July  7,  1962 
(By  C.  M.  Yeager) 

Inasmuch  as  the  people  of  the  United 
States  have  traded  so  many  of  their  rights 
for  the  security  offered  by  socialization,  it 
is  no  great  surprise  that  they  now  find  them¬ 
selves  victims  of  incompetent  leadership, 
about  which  they  can,  momentarily,  do  ab¬ 
solutely  nothing.  Agriculture  is  in  the  most 
glorious  state  of  snafu  since  the  locusts  of 
Biblical  fame.  The  arbitrary  dictum  which 
foisted  sedimentation  on  commercial  wheat 
users  was  as  irresponsible  as  it  was  idiotic. 
It  has  resulted  in  a  state  of  confusion  in 
which  no  one  can  see  a  satisfactory  conclu¬ 
sion. 

With  the  new  loan  basis  which  became 
effective  July  1,  the  price  of  wheat  auto¬ 
matically  became  enough  higher  to  satisfy 
the  objectives  of  Secretary  Freeman,  but  it 
seems  that  those  objectives  are  insatiable. 
It  was  an  insult  to  reason  to  add  a  bonus 
via  the  sedimentation  test,  adding  exorbitant 
premiums  to  an  already  exorbitant  base  price. 
A  selling  point  for  sedimentation  was  that 
it  would  establish  a  better  quality  evalua¬ 
tion  for  foreign  buyers.  We  have  a  Govern¬ 
ment.  team  abroad  now  “explaining”  sedi¬ 
mentation  and  this  team  is  getting  a  big 
horse  laugh.  In  fact,  foreign  colossal  non¬ 
sense.  Maybe  they  still  carry  the  illusion 
that  we  can  do  anything  about  it.  Maybe 
they  don’t  know  that  we  have  sacrificed  the 
right  to  do  anything  about  it. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  millers  and  bakers  are 
in  a  situation  where  intelligent  action  in 
either  wheat  or  flour  buying  is  impossible. 
At  present,  opinion  is  that  the  less  one  does, 
the  more  likely  he  will  be  to  minimize  costly 
mistakes.  The  amount  of  wheat  millers  have 
accumulated  is  a  drop  in  the  bucket  com¬ 
pared  with  their  usual  holdings  at  this 
point  in  the  harvest.  Sheer  necessity  com¬ 
pels  them  to  buy  some  to  fill  the  immediate 
needs  of  their  customers,  but  they  dare  not 
amass  wheat  when  bakers  are  not  resigned 
to  pay  the  price  for  flour  which  wheat  costs 
impel.  So  wheat  that  millers  and  grain 
men  would  customarily  own  is  going  into 
the  Government  vaults,  where  ordinary 
wheat  assumes  blue-chip  value. 

Thus  two  separate  and  distinct  markets 
are  created.  One,  the  commercial  market, 
is  based  on  protein  values  and  farinograph 
curves  that  reflect  baking  value.  This  is  a 
limited  market,  where  the  buyer  is  trying  to 
get  something  for  his  money  even  if  he  has 
to  pay  unrealistic  premiums.  The  other  is  a 
Government  market  which  takes  anything 
with  the  taxpayers’  money.  It’s  rough  com¬ 
petition. 

It  seems  likely  that  flour  buying  will  under¬ 
go  a  radical  change.  Bakers  are  altogether 
unwilling  to  commit  themselves  to  long-term 
purchases  wherein  they  see  no  possible  ad¬ 
vantage.  There  is  the  possibility,  suspected 
by  many,  but  so  far  unproved,  that  sedi¬ 
mentation  values  decline  in  storage,  whereas 
protein  remains  unchanged.  If  this  be  so, 
maybe  some  of  the  artificial  premiums  on 
wheat  will  vanish.  At  this  point,  one  must 
'conjure  with  rust  damage,  an  unknown 
quantity  in  the  spring  wheat  crop,  though  it 
looks  good  now,  adverse  legislation,  possible 
less  world  demand  for  American  wheat. 

All  these  make  flour  buying  a  wide-open 
matter  of  guesswork  or  speculation  in  which 


individual  opinions  will  express  themselves 
through  the  coming  months.  The  great 
mass  buying  movements  of  recent  years 
are  less  likely  to  occur  under  such  adverse 
circumstances.  At  any  rate,  nothing  can 
forestall  much  higher  flour  prices  nor  stay 
fche  inevitable  increase  in  the  price  of  bread. 


EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORITY  TO  IN¬ 
SURE  MORTGAGES  UNDER  SEC¬ 
TIONS  809  AND  810  OF  NATIONAL 

HOUSING  ACT 

Tne  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Sfenate  the  amendments  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2876)  to 
extend  the  authority  to  insure  mortgages 
under  sections  809  and  810  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act,  and  to  extend  the 
coverage  of  section  810  to  include  persons 
employed  at  or  in  connection  with  an  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  or  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  which  were,  to 
strike  out\all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert! 

That  the  last  proviso  in  section  803(a)  of 
the  National!  Housing  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “under  this  title”  and 

inserting  in  lidai  thereof  “under  this  section”; 
and  \ 

(2)  by  striking  out  “under  section  803  of 
this  title”  ana  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“under  this  section”. 

Sec.  2.  Section!  809(f)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and 
the  expiration  date  of  the  Commissioner’s 
authority  to  insure”,  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  “No 
more  mortgages  shall  be  insured  under  this 
section  after  Octoben  1,  1963,  except  pursuant 
to  a  commitment  to  ftisure  before  such  date.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  8lo(k)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and 
the  expiration  date  of  the  Commissioner’s 
authority  to  insure”,  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  “No 
more  mortgages  shall  be  insured  under  this 
section  after  October  1,  IB  63,  except  pursuant 
to  a  commitment  to  insuAe  before  such  date.” 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“An  Act  to  extend  for  one  year  the  au¬ 
thority  to  insure  mortgages  under  sec¬ 
tions  809  and  810  of  the  National  Hous¬ 
ing  Act.”  \ 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mi\  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.  \ 


TRANSACTION  OF  ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE  BUSINESS! 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
additional  routine  business  was!  trans¬ 
acted  :  ! 


ADDITIONAL  BILL  INTRODUCED 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey,  by 
unanimous  consent,  introduced  a  bill  (S. 
3662)  to  authorize  improvements  fonthe 
prevention  of  beach  erosion  and  hurri¬ 
cane  damages  along  the  south  shore\of 
Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  N.lJ., 
which  was  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
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dfAjg  industry  antitrust  act— 

\  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  K^EFAUVER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Dodd.  an<J  Mr.  Hart)  v  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
them,  jointly,  to  the  bill  (S.  1552)  tq 
amend  and  kypplement  the  antitrust- 
laws  with  respect  to  the  manufacture 
and  distribution  W  drugs,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  w^s  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  panted. 

AMENDMENT  OP  UNITED  STATES 
CODE,  TO  PROVIDE  INCREASES  IN 
RATES  OP  DISABILITY  COMPEN¬ 
SATION— AMENDMENT 
Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana  subnbUed  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  propped  by 
him,  to  the  bill  (H.R.  10743)  to  amend 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
increases  in  rates  of  disability  compen¬ 
sation,  and  for  other  purposes,  whief 
was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to' 
be  printed. 

ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11  O’CLOCK 
A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  until  11  a.m.  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
7  o’clock  and  50  minutes  p.m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned,  under  the  previous  order, 
until  tomorrow,  Wednesday,  August  22, 
1962,  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate,  August  21,  1962: 

U.S.  Advisory  Commission  on  Information 

Joim  L.  Seigenthaler,  of  Tennessee,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  U.S.  Advisory  Commission 
on  Information  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term  expiring  January  27,  1964,  and  until  his 
successor  has  been  appointed  and  qualified, 
vice  Jonathan  W.  Daniels,  resigned. 

Diplomatic  and  Foreign  Service 

The  following-named  persons,  now  Foreign 
Service  officers  of  class  2  and  secretaries  in 
the  diplomatic  service,  to  be  also  consuls 
general  of  the  United  States  of  America  : 

Givon  Parsons,  of  Texas. 

B.  Winfred  Ruffner,  of  Tennessee. 

The  following-named  persons,  now  Foi/ign 
Service  officers  of  class  3  and  secretaires  in 
the  diplomatic  service,  to  be  also  .consuls 
general  of  the  United  States  of  America: 

Arthur  A.  Compton,  of  MichigayL 

Richard  H.  Courtenaye,  of  California. 

Miss  Eileen  R.  Donovan,  of  Massachusetts. 

Terrance  G.  Leonhardy,  of/North  Dakota. 

James  H.  McFarland,  Jr./of  Michigan. 

Miss  Edna  H.  Barr,  of  Qmo,  for  reappoint¬ 
ment  in  the  Foreign  Service  as  a  Foreign 
Service  officer  of  class  5fa  consul,  and  a  sec¬ 
retary  in  the  diplomatic  service  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  520(a)  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Service  Act  or  1946,  as  amended. 

The  followlns/named  Foreign  Service  offi¬ 
cers  for  promotion  from  class  8  to  class  7: 

Francesccyo.  Alberti,  Jr.,  of  California. 

Charles  K.  Angevine,  of  Colorado. 

Merle  p.  Arp,  of  Iowa. 

Thomts  F.  Barthelemy,  of  Ohio. 

Lyrvdall  G.  Beamer,  of  Illinois. 


J.  Peter  Becker,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Miss  Margaret  E.  Beshore,  of  Indiana. 

Harry  R.  Bieling,  Jr.,  of  New  York. 

James  K.  Bishop,  Jr.,  of  New  York. 
William  D.  Boggs,  of  West  Virginia. 

John  A.  Boyle,  of  New  York. 

Alfred  P.  Brainard,  of  Washington. 

Joseph  R.  Breton,  of  Massachusetts. 
Gordon  S.  Brown,  of  California. 

James  A.  Budeit,  of  Nebraska. 

Moises  L.  Cantolla,  of  California. 

Robert  C.  Cary,  of  Washington. 

Louis  N.  Cavanaugh,  Jr.,  of  Pennsylvania. 
Glenn  Richard  Celia,  of  New  York. 
Timothy  W.  Childs,  of  Connecticut. 
William  P.  Clappin,  of  Virginia. 

Hovey  C.  Clark,  of  New  Jersey. 

Carl  John  Clement,  of  Minnesota. 

Harry  L.  Coburn,  of  New  York. 

John  Albert  Collins,  of  New  York. 

Thomas  C.  Colwell,  of  California. 

Gordon  A.  Cornell,  of  Massachusetts. 
Edwin  G.  Corr,  of  Oklahoma. 

Anthony  S.  Dalsimer,  of  New  York. 

Ernest  B.  Dane  III,  of  Massachusetts. 
John  S.  Davison,  of  Michigan. 

R.  Robin  DeLaBarre,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

John  W.  DeWitt,  of  Pennsylvania. 

\y.  Raymond  Dickey,  of  South  Dakota. 

avid  H.  Dinwoodie,  of  Colorado. 

Richard  J.  Dols,  of  Minnesota. 

Feme  Dorough,  of  Alabama. 

WilliWi  J.  Duiker  HI,  of  the  District  /ff 
Coliunbia. 

William'll.  Edgar,  of  the  District  oJ/Co- 
lumbiaN 

David  K.  'Eklminster,  of  the  Di§/"ict  of 
Columbia. 

Emil  P.  Erickson,  of  California., 

Robert  E.  EzzellV>f  California. 

James  Ferrer,  Jr\of  California. 

Robert  M.  FoucheAof  South  Carolina. 
Anthony  C.  Freemantof  N/w  Jersey. 

Miss  Marlene  W.  FuttKynan,  of  New  York. 
Gregory  Gay,  of  Ohio. 

Gerald  D.  Gilbertson/  of\California. 

Philip  C.  Gill,  of  Ohlifori^a. 

Ernest  Thomas  Greene,  of  N^w  Hampshire. 
Robert  V.  D.  Grinin,  of  California. 

J.  Guy  Gwynna/  of  Arkansas. 

Miss  Lois  Has/e,  of  Missouri. 

James  T.  H/ckett,  of  California. 

Samuel  J. /Hamrick,  Jr.,  of  Kentuc® 
Donald  E/Hart,  of  Massachusetts. 

Pierre  la.  Hartman,  of  Colorado. 

Martin/ G.  Heflin,  of  Florida. 

Franjt  G.  Helman,  of  Pennsylvania. 
Charles  Higginson,  of  Massachusetts, 
tmhard  Hines,  of  New  York, 
lerbert  A.  Hoffman,  of  Pennsylvania, 
/lames  F.  Hughes  III,  of  New  York. 

Mrs.  Sandra  A.  Humphrey,  of  New  Jersey, 
L.  Richard  Jackson,  of  Missouri. 

William  Harding  Jackson,  Jr.,  of  Virginia. 
Jay  K.  Katzen,  of  New  York. 

George  Lockwood  Kelly,  of  Georgia. 
Harmon  E.  Kirby,  of  Ohio. 

Anthony  S.  Kochanek,  Jr.,  of  New  Jersey. 
Thor  H.  Kuniholm,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Walter  J.  Landry,  of  Louisiana. 

James  O.  Langland,  of  Iowa. 

Donald  R.  Lesh,  of  Massachusetts. 

Paul  A.  London,  of  New  York. 

•  Howard  C.  Loper,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Matthew  T.  Lorimer,  of  New  Hampshire. 
George  E.  Lowe,  of  Illinois. 

Hallock  R.  Lucius,  of  Montana. 

Robert  S.  McClellan,  of  New  York. 

William  J.  McDonough,  of  Illinois. 

John  J.  MacDougall,  of  Massachusetts. 
Donald  M.  Maclay,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Edward  A.  Mainland,  of  California. 

Thomas  W.  Mapp,  of  California. 

William  H.  Marsh,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Jim  B.  Marshall,  of  Tennessee. 

Robert  A.  Martin,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Harlan  G.  Moen,  of  Wisconsin. 

Gerald  Joseph  Monroe,  of  New  Mexico. 


John  B.  Moody,  of  Georgia. 

James  H.  Moss,  of  the  District  of  Columbi/i 
Gerald  H.  Murphy,  of  New  York. 

William  V.  P.  Newlin,  of  Pennsylvania., 
Thomas  J.  O’Donnell,  of  Michigan. 
Donathon  C.  Olliff,  of  Alabama. 

Robert  O’Neil,  of  Virginia. 

Robert  H.  Pelletreau,  Jr.,  of  New /fork. 

John  D.  Perkins,  of  Indiana. 

Donald  K.  Petterson,  of  California. 

Miss  Anne  Pinkney,  of  California. 

Lutz  Alexander  Prager,  of  ^Maryland. 

Henry  Precht,  of  Virginia 
Robert  L.  Pugh,  of  Washington. 

Miss  Virginia  Randolph,  of  Pennsylvania. 
Alexander  L.  Rattray;  of  California. 

Leo  J.  Reddy,  of  Maryland. 

Robert  G.  Richmond,  of  New  Hampshire. 
Thomas  J.  Roes^n,  of  Ohio. 

Irving  L.  Sand/Trs,  of  Washington. 

Richard  C.  Synenck,  of  New  York. 

Carl  W.  Schmidt,  of  New  Jersey. 

Louis  Schwartz,  Jr.,  of  Illinois. 

RichartLC.  Scissors,  of  Missouri. 

Norman  T.  Shaft,  of  Minnesota. 

JohryC.  Shea,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Harnson  B.  Sherwood,  of  Minnesota, 
w/liam  T.  Shinn,  Jr.,  of  Minnesota, 
ohn  P.  Sifting,  of  Ohio, 
lenry  Jacob  Silverman,  of  New  Jersey. 
Richard  J.  Smith,  of  Connecitcut. 

Robert  R.  Strand,  of  Ohio. 

William  O.  Sugg  III,  of  Tennessee. 

Peter  A.  Sutherland,  of  Massachusetts. 
Garett  Gordon  Sweany,  of  Washington. 
Rush  W.  Taylor,  Jr.,  of  Texas. 

Elroy  Thiel,  of  Wisconsin. 

Charles  H.  Thomas  II,  of  New  Hampshire. 
Samuel  B.  Thomsen,  of  California. 

Ralph  G.  Thorslund,  of  Florida. 

Thomas  M.  Tracy,  of  Massachusetts. 

Mrs.  Joan  L.  Ward,  of  Ohio. 

John  William  Warnock,  Jr.,  of  Ohio. 
Keith  W.  Wheelock,  of  Maryland. 
Theodore  S.  Wilkinson  III,  of  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

H.  L.  Dufour  Woolfley,  of  Louisiana. 

Warren  Zimmermann,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  7. 
vice  consuls  of  career,  and  secretaries  in  the 
diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Jack  R.  Binns,  of  Washington. 

John  S.  Brims,  of  New  Jersey. 

Richard  P.  Draves,  of  New  York. 

Irving  Lewis  Fuller,  Jr.,  of  Virginia. 
Marshall  J.  Jeannero,  of  Massachusetts. 
Ulan  M.  Parrent,  of  Kentucky, 
i^avid  E.  Zweifel,  of  Colorado. 

following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  ''as  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  8, 
vice  coneuls  of  career,  and  secretaries  in  the 
diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Adrian  Anthony  Basora,  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Richard  W.  BcSgosian,  of  Massachusetts. 
John  Franklin 'Campbell,  of  California. 
Daniel  H.  Clare  1(1,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Clarke  N.  Ellis,  of  California. 

Donald  C.  Ellson,  of  Indiana. 

William  A.  Garland,  of 'Maryland. 

Donald  Furse  Herr,  of  OHv 
Richard  Holbrooke,  of  NeV  York. 

Robert  Onan  Homme,  of  Minnesota. 
Robert  G.  Houdek,  of  Illinois.' 

William  A.  K.  Lake,  of  Connecticut. 
Vladimir  Lehovich,  of  New  York. 

William  Harold  Levit,  Jr.,  of  California. 
David  E.  Long,  of  Florida. 

Joseph  Charles  Luman,  of  Pennsylvafvyt. 
George  R.  Martens,  of  New  York. 

James  Richard  Matz,  of  Texas. 

George  E.  Mercer,  of  Michigan. 

Bradford  William  Miller,  Jr.,  of  New  York.' 
Ronald  Peter  Myers,  of  Michigan. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate 

passed 

farm  bill.  Senate  committee 

reported  agricultural 

appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  expres seek concern  over  possible  contamination 
of  milk  by  radioactive  fallout.  Sen. /tong,  Mbu ,  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to 
validate  certain  erroneous  payments  to  participants  in  emergency  wheat  and  feed 
grain  program.  Sen.  Williams,  N.J,/  inserted  article  commending  advance  in  con¬ 
servation  programs. 

L  '  SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  47  to  37,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12391,  the 

farm  bill  (pp.  16211-25,  16240),  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  16223). 

2.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

with  amendments  thLs  bill,  H,  R.  12648  (S.  Rept.  1908) (pV  16190)  .  Attached 
to  this  Digest  is /a  copy  of  the  committee  report,  which  explains  the  committee 
actions.  /  \ 

3.  MILK.  Sen.  Humphrey  referred  to  "the  tragic  fact  that  in  my  S^te  of  Minnesota 

the  public  health  department  has  had  to  serve  notice  that  milk  \s  today  in  dan¬ 
ger  of  being  contaminated  by  iodine  131,"  urged  a  cessation  of  nuelear  weapons 
testing,  ^md  inserted  his  correspondence  with  the  director  of  the  iL  S,  Arms 
Control /^nd  Disarmament  Agency  concerning  the  situation,  pp.  16194-(> 

4.  DRUGS  ^/MONOPOLIES .  Began  debate  on  S.  1552,  to  amend  and  supplement  thVanti- 

trusx  laws  with  respect  to  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of  drugs  (pp\  16225** 
32/  16236,  16241)  .  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  additional  amendment  S\to 
fcne  bill  earlier  in  the  day  (S.  Rept.  1744,  part  2) (p.  16189). 


5. 


NERALS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Minerals,  Materials,  and  Fuels  of  the  Interior 
ahd  Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  the 
following  bills:  S.  1696,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of/the 
Interior  to  conduct  a  survey  of  federally  owned  lands  for  the  purpose  o&lccating 
strategic  minerals;  S.  J.  Res.  136,  with  amendment,  to  determine  the  suscepti¬ 
bility  \>f  minerals  to  electrometallurgical  processes;  H.  R.  9280,  to/4uthorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  dispose  of  surface  resources  by  negotiation, 
rather  th\n  by  competitive  bid,  when  in  the  best  interests  of  the  ^Government; 
and  H.  R.  i0540,  to  exclude  deposits  of  petrified  wood  from  appropriation 
under  U.  S.  loining  laws.  p.  D756  / 

6.  HEALTH;  VACCINATIONS.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee /reported  without 

amendment  H.  R.  \0541,  the  proposed  Vaccination  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (S.Rept, 
1907).  p.  16190  \  / 

7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  rdorse  announced  he  had  sent  each  Senator  an  invitation  to 

attend  a  briefing  nexk  Tuesday  on  the  foreign  trade  bill  by  Peter  Jones, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce,  p.  16193  / 

8.  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURE.  Sen.NProxmire  inserted  an  article  on  agricultural  con¬ 

ditions  in  Yugoslavia,  "Yugoslavs  Seek  to  Improve/Farming  Efficiency."  pp,  (, 


16240-1 


9.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  discussing  the  research  program 
of  the  Agency  for  International  development  /to  aid  the  economic  development 
of  under- developed  countries,  including  agricultural  conditions,  pp.  16197-8 
Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  bus inesaman' s/address  on  the  responsibilities  of 
private  industry  in  assisting  the  economic  development  of  under- developed 
countries,  including  agricultural  cormitions.  pp.  16193-4 

10.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  following  watershed  pro¬ 

jects:  Twin  Caney,  Kans.;  Brandywine  Creek,  Pa.  and  Del.;  Salado  Creek,  Tex.; 
Valley  Creek,  Tex. ;  and  Sandy  Creau,  Pa.  pC  D756 

11.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  Commerce  a  report  on  Scientific  research  grants  for 

fiscal  year  1962.  p.  16190  /  \ 


12.  DATA  PROCESSING.  Received  from  GAO  a  report'  on  the,  review  of  planning  for 

automatic  data  processing  /equipment ,  Wash,,  D.  C. ,  regional  office,  GSA. 
p.  16190  7  \ 

13.  ROADS.  Received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  review  of  apportionments  of  Federal- 
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on  this  side  of  the  aisle  are  more 
than 'fortunate  to  have  as  our  leader  the 
able  junior  Senator  from  Illinois,  whose 
devotionVto  the  chores  we  have  thrust 
upon  himSis  matched  only  by  the  skill 
and  abilityNhe  displays  in  seeing  that  a 
difficult  task\is  accomplished  efficiently 
and  expeditiously. 

I  know  that  \he  admiration  that  we 
on  this  side  of  t)he  Chamber  have  for 
Everett  Dxrksen  issshared  by  those  Sen¬ 
ators  who  may  diffefc,  with  us  politically. 
We  admii'e  him  as  a\ourageous  fighter 
for  those  principles  which  he  knows  are 
in  the  best  interests  of\his  State  and 
Nation,  but  most  of  all  we  cherish  the 
friendship  of  this  great  American. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  PresidenKl  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr] 
without  my  losing  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  shn  de¬ 
lighted  to  join  in  the  tributes  to  ou\dis- 
tinguished  minority  leader  and  add 
word  of  commendation,  respect,  and 
fection  for  a  man  whom  I  regard  as 
great  patriot,  a  great  statesman,  a  great 
Senator,  and  a  man  of  courage,  whose 
word  is  good,  and  who  is  greatly  es¬ 
teemed  by  all  who  know  him,  including 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Sentor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
without  my  losing  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  each 
of  Senator  Dirksen’s  colleagues  has  a 
personal  and  individual  acquaintance¬ 
ship  and  experience  and  appraisal  of  the 
man,  particularly  a  friendship  which  is 
individual  and  unique. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  has  always 
considered  it  a  privilege  and  a  blessing 
that  during  the  years  since  the  two  of 
us  came  to  the  Senate — and  we  came  on 
the  same  day — we  have  lived  in  the  same 
apartment  building,  which  has  brought 
us  physically  close  to  each  other. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  has  another 
unusual  background  for  his  relationship 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  which  he 
has  never  put  into  words  until  now.  As 
the  leader  of  the  Republicans  in  the 
Senate,  Senator  Dirksen  may  be  as¬ 
sumed  to  project  a  kind  of  father  image 
to  the  rest  of  us.  I  say  to  him  now  that 
so  far  as  I  am  personally  concerned,  t] 
fact  has  always  intrigued  me  because 
he  looks  very  much  like  my  own  father. 
He  has  the  same  kind  of  curly  hair  and 
the  same  kind  of  helpful  attitui 

I  know  of  no  better  tribute  that  I  can 
pay  to  my  friend  than  to  dhrect  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  great  facility  he  has  with  the 
Scriptures,  his  ability  to /fuote  the  apt 
Scripture  on  a  particular  occasion,  his 
ability  to  use  Scripture/or  a  telling  pur¬ 
pose. 

I  hope  I  may  be  Pardoned  if  today  I 
try  to  summarize  ray  feelings  of  the  con 
tributions  that  ^Senator  Dirksen  has 
made  to  us,  andony  feeling  of  the  meas¬ 
ure  of  the  man:  as  the  Republican  leader, 
in  the  words  of  the  Master,  who  de¬ 
scribed  the' ideal  leadership.  Senators 
may  remember  those  words.  I  am  now 
reading 

Thene  came  to  Him  the  mother  of  Zebe- 
dee’s  /fnildren  with  her  sons,  worshiping  Him, 
and/desiring  a  certain  thing  of  Him. 

Mid  He  said  unto  her.  What  wilt  thou? 
le  salth  unto  Him,  grant  that  these  my  two 
ons  may  sit,  the  one  on  Thy  right  hand, 


and  the  other  on  the  left,  In  Thy  king¬ 
dom.  *  *  * 

And  when  the  10  heard  it,  they  were 
moved  with  Indignation  against  the  2 
brethren. 

But  Jesus  called  them  unto  Him.  and  said. 
Ye  know  that  the  princes  of  the  gentiles 
exercise  dominion  over  them,  and  they  that 
are  great  exercise  authority  upon  them. 

But  it  shall  not  be  so  among  you:  but 
whosoever  will  be  great  among  you,  let  him 
be  your  minister; 

And  whosoever  will  be  chief  among  you, 
let  him  be  your  servant. 

I  think  in  his  service  as  leader  of  our 
party  in  the  Senate  Senator  Dirksen 
has  beautifully  demonstrated  his  under¬ 
standing  of  and  devotion  to  that  para¬ 
doxical  principle  set  forth  in  this  ideal 
definition  of  great  leadership. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  am  about 
to  yield  the  floor.  We  have  had  a  most 
happy  interlude.  Seldom  does  a  man 
find  out  during  his  lifetime  how  much 
his  friends,  associates,  and  colleagues 
think  of  him.  I  am  sure  that  in  this 
28th  year  of  service  of  the  Senator  from 
llinois  in  Congress  he  must  feel  grati- 
k!  to  sense  the  confidence  as  well  as  tl 
a  nation  and  admiration  which  afi/of 
us  nSswe  for  him. 

MrNpresident,  I  yield  the  floor. 
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The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  the  Senate  will  vote 
at  2  o’clock  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  ask  the  attention 
for  a  moment  of  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  whom  we  have  serenaded 
for  some  time — and  rightly  so.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
and  on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle 
there  was  a  desire  on  the  part  of  certain 
Senators  to  speak  on  the  farm  bill. 

After  consulting  with  the  minority 
leader,  I  find  it  would  be  advantageous 
and  desirable  if  the  time  for  the  vote 
could  be  extended  a  few  minutes  in  order 
to  accommodate  certain  Senators  who 
have  statements  they  wish  to  make  on 
the  farm  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  hour 
for  voting  be  changed  from  2  to  2 : 15  p.m. 
I  hope  there  will  be  no  objection.  Does 
that  request  meet  with  the  approval  of 
the  minority  leader? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  agreeable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  necessity 
for  a  quorum  call  be  waived. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  now  operating  on  the  time 
which  will  be  equally  divided,  and  we 
shall  make  whatever  concessions  of  time 
as  are  necessary  in  order  to  accommo¬ 
date  Senators. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  is  the  Sen¬ 
ate  now  on  limited  time? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  we  are. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  in  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader’s  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
available  time  is  to  be  equally  divided, 
there  will  be  21  minutes  available  on 
each  side. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  efforts  to  secure  better  farm 
price  support  legislation  during  this  ses- 
sesion  of  Congress  have  encountered 
many  difficulties.  Different  and  at  times 
contradictory  positions  of  the  various 
farm  organizations  have  been  confusing 
to  say  the  least,  and  especially  to  those 
who  are  not  close  to  actual  farm  think¬ 
ing.  Adding  to  the  problems  of  farm 
legislation  was  the  delay  of  a  month  or 
more  caused  by  the  filibuster  on  the 
communications  satellite  legislation. 

Vicious  and  inaccurate  attacks  on 
farm  programs  have  had  an  adverse  ef¬ 
fect  on  public  opinion  as  well  as  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress.  I  regret  to  say  that 
each  year  there  are  fewer  and  fewer 
Members  of  Congress,  who  believe  in 
price  supports.  If  this  trend  continues, 
price  supports — which  are  practically 
the  only  protection  against  disastrously 
low  farm  prices — could  well  be  reduced 
to  completely  ineffective  levels  or 
abolished  completely. 

The  trend  so  far  as  every  other  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy  is  concerned,  is 
directly  opposite.  Subsidies  and  many 
other  forms  of  assistance  and  protection 
are  being  added  for  labor  and  industry 
each  year.  I  think  I  speak  for  almost 
every  farmer,  when  I  say  that  farmers 
would  be  willing  to  go  it  alone  if  every 
other  segment  of  our  economy  were 
willing  to  do  the  same. 

The  final  vote  on  this  farm  bill  will 
soon  be  taken.  Unfortunately,  I  have 
not  been  able  to  take  part  in  much  of 
the  debate  on  this  farm  bill.  At  exactly 
the  same  time  that  the  farm  bill  was 
being  discussed  and  considered  on  the 
Senate  floor,  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  was  meeting  to 
mark  up,  or  take  final  action,  on  the 
agriculture  appropriations  bill. 

Since  I  am  the  ranking  Republican  on 
this  committee,  I  felt  it  more  necessary 
that  I  attend  these  important  meetings 
than  to  take  part  in  the  debate  on  this 
bill. 

The  choice  on  final  passage  of  this 
agriculture  bill  is  not  a  happy  one. 
There  are  many  good  provisions  in  it, 
and  many  undesirable  ones.  I  particu- 
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larly  regret  that  the  provisions  of  the 
feed  grain  price  support  section  are  such 
that  farmers  could  well  find  themselves 
with  extremely  low  price  supports  for 
feed  grains  in  1964.  There  is  every  pos¬ 
sibility  that  this  situation  can  and  will 
be  corrected  when  the  Senate-House 
conference  committee  meets  to  iron  out 
the  differences  between  this  bill  and  the 
bill  passed  by  the  House.  I  expect  to 
be  a  member  of  this  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  am  not  at  all  pleased  with  the  wheat 
section  of  the  bill  which  embodies  the 
provisions  of  the  wheat  certificate  plan. 
A  more  simple  two-price  system — such 
as  that  advocated  by  the  Grange  for 
many  years;  by  that  fine  Congressman 
and  great  friend  of  farmers,  former  Con¬ 
gressman  Clifford  Hope,  of  Kansas;  by 
another  distinguished  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  and  by 
me — would  be  much  better.  I  am  in 
hopes  that  the  wheat  certificate  plan, 
too,  can  be  improved  in  conference  with 
the  House. 

The  wheat  certificate  plan  provides 
for  continued  production  controls.  One 
of  the  objections  often  raised  to  it  is 
that  it  requires — as  does  the  present 
law — that  the  same  acreage  reduction 
be  applied  to  every  kind  of  wheat  in 
every  area  of  the  United  States.  It 
would  be  far  better  if  a  higher  percentage 
cut  in  acreage  were  applied  to  the  kinds 
of  wheat  in  greatest  surplus. 

This  disadvantage  is  offset  to  a  con¬ 
siderable  degree  by  a  provision  I  was 
able  to  place  in  this  bill  permitting  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  increase  the 
acreage  of  any  kind  of  wheat  in  short 
supply.  Legislation  with  similar  pro¬ 
visions  has  worked  well  for  Durum  wheat 
in  my  State  for  4  different  years  since 
1955.  An  increase  in  Durum  wheat  acre¬ 
age  has  been  permitted  because  it  was 
in  very  short  supply.  I  have  every  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  these  provisions  that 
have  worked  so  well  for  Durum  wheat 
can  be  applied  just  as  effectively  to  any 
other  kind  of  wheat  which  may  be  in 
short  supply. 

With  all  of  the  shortcomings  of  the 
wheat  certificate  plan,  it  is  certainly  far 
better  than  nothing  at  all  or  most  alter¬ 
native  proposals.  Farmers  would  indeed 
be  better  off  with  no  program  at  all  than 
some  of  the  proposals  being  made  in 
Congress  for  extremely  low  price  sup¬ 
ports  coupled  with  massive  land  retire¬ 
ment  programs.  Such  proposals  are  not 
acceptable  to  the  vast  majority  of  farm¬ 
ers  nor  to  the  millions  of  people  in  the 
small  towns  and  cities  who  are  closely 
associated  with  the  farmers  by  provid¬ 
ing  vital  services  to  them. 

The  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment,  in  its  recent  report,  made  some 
startling  disclosures  regarding  the  effects 
of  their  proposal.  The  CED’s  proposal 
is  the  same  as  some  others  floating 
around  Congress.  It  would  gradually 
abolish  price  supports  and  have  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  embark  upon  a  huge 
land  retirement  program.  The  CED  was 
frank  to  admit  that  under  its  program 
practically  one-third  of  the  farmers 
would  have  to  leave  their  farms  and  seek 
jobs  in  the  big  cities  of  this  Nation — 


many  of  which  are  already  troubled  with 
unemployment. 

The  CED  program,  as  well  as  other 
similar  ones  for  which  bills  have  been 
introduced  in  Congress,  would  deal  a 
tragic  blow  to  rural  America. 

I  hope  and  pray  that  the  time  is  not 
far  off  when  the  leaders  of  this  Nation 
will  seek  true  and  accurate  information 
regarding  the  serious  problems  farmers 
are  facing  and  the  solutions  that  are 
necessary,  rather  than  to  listen  to  often 
phony  and  self-proclaimed  authorities 
on  agriculture. 

A  prosperous  and  solvent  agriculture 
is  as  vital  to  the  overall  economy  of  this 
Nation  now  as  it  has  been  in  years  past. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  vote  for_ 
this  bill.  It  is  not  a  happy  choice  but  it* 
is  far  better  than  a  negative  vote.  Be¬ 
lieving  as  I  do  that  without  farm  price 
supports  we  would  have  a  bankrupt  agri¬ 
culture,  and  believing  as  I  do  that  there 
is  still  some  hope  of  writing  a  better  bill 
in  the  House-Senate  conference  commit¬ 
tee,  I  am  going  to  vote  “aye”  to  send  this 
bill  to  conference. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
yesterday  I  spoke  at  great  length  on  the 
farm  bill.  The  speech  is  carried  in  the 
Record  of  yesterday.  I  merely  wish  to 
say  now  that  I  cannot  under  any  cir¬ 
cumstances  vote,  for  the  bill  as  it  stands 
now  and  as  it  will  come  up  for  final  pas¬ 
sage,  for  several  reasons. 

First,  in  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
there  is  completely  destroyed  the  corn 
program  in  this  country.  As  v/as 
pointed  out  yesterday  so  eloquently  by 
several  Members  of  the  Senate,  the  so- 
called  Benson  proposal  of  some  years 
ago,  which  was  objected  to  so  strenu¬ 
ously,  of  giving  the  Secretary  discretion 
for  setting  support  prices  between  0  and 
90  percent,  as  was  said  yesterday,  has 
completely  out-Bensoned  Benson.  In 
addition  to  including  the  provision  that 
the  support  prices  on  com  shall  be  from 
0  to  90  percent  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  the  framers  of  the  bill  went 
further  and  provide  that  he  cannot  use 
support  prices  on  corn  if  by  so  doing  it 
will  add  anything  to  the  accumulated 
CCC  crops.  That  inevitably  means  no 
support  price  on  corn.  It  destroys  the 
corn  program.  We  in  the  com  and  feed 
grain  area  simply  cannot  stand  for  that 
kind  of  program.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can  possibly  support  the  certificate  plan 
for  wheat,  which  is  contained  in  the  bill, 
because  it  will  inevitably  result  in  the 
dumping  of  surplus  wheat  on  the  market 
in  competition  with  feed  grains  at  what¬ 
ever  the  market  will  be.  That  will  have  a 
devastating  effect  on  prices  and  will  drive 
them  all  down  in  the  feed  grain  area. 

I  will  not  dwell  at  length  on  the  effect 
on  the  livestock  market,  because  every¬ 
one  knows  that  as  the  price  of  feed  and 
feed  grain  goes  down  so  does  the  live¬ 
stock  market.  Therefore,  the  effect  of 
the  bill  will  be  devastating  upon  the  live¬ 
stock  producer  who  depends  upon  feed 
grains  for  his  prosperity. 


One  last  thing,  Mr.  President.  There 
is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  one  of 
the  major  objectives  behind  the  provi¬ 
sions  that  now  exist  in  the  bill  will  be 
to  place  the  agricultural  economy  of  this 
country  in  such  a  state  of  devastation 
that  farmers  in  desperation  will  be 
forced  to  accept  the  Kennedy-Freeman- 
Cochrane  control  system  on  agriculture, 
which  starts  out  with  acreage  alloca¬ 
tions  and  marketing  quotas  and  price 
distribution,  and  everything  else  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
The  freedom  of  American  agriculture 
will  be  lost  if  that  occurs.  If  this  bill 
as  it  is  written  today  goes  into  effect, 
it  will  have  the  tendency  to  force  farm¬ 
ers,  in  desperation,  into  the  controlled 
program,  because  there  will  be  no  alter¬ 
native  for  them.  Therefore,  I  cannot 
under  any  circumstances  support  the 
bill  with  my  vote,  coming  as  I  do  from 
one  of  the  greatest  agricultural  areas 
in  the  world. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  wonder  whether  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  would 
yield  to  me  some  extra  time,  even  though 
I  am  on  the  opposite  side. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  3  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  13  minutes. 

Mr  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  review  if  I  may,  in  this  time 
allotted  to  me,  the  reasons  why  I  believe 
Senators  should  vote  against  the  agricul¬ 
tural  bill  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
will  soon  be  taken.  As  one  who  has 
normally  supported  farm  bills  when  they 
have  come  before  the  Senate,  and  who 
is  predisposed,  of  course,  representing  a 
great  agricultural  State — one  which  has 
been  called  frequently  the  most  agricul¬ 
tural  State  in  the  Union — to  vote  for 
such  farm  bills,  I  would  do  so  if  I  thought 
it  would  be  beneficial  to  the  farmers  of 
America. 

Therefore  I  should  like  to  summarize 
what  I  have  to  say,  by  first,  emphasizing 
what  was  just  pointed  out  so  well  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper] 
that  the  corn  section  as  presently 
written,  with  the  Ellender  amendment, 
makes  this  an  impossible  bill  as  far  as 
the  farm  economy  of  a  State  like  South 
Dakota  or  Iowa  is  concerned.  South 
Dakota  as  do  many  other  States  depends 
in  large  measure  on  corn  and  feed  grain 
and  livestock  for  its  income.  It  would 
be  bad  enough  if  it  were  simply  a  0  to  90 
percent  flexible  price  program  which  the 
bill  now  contains,  such  as  was  advocated 
by  Secretary  Ezra  Taft  Benson  and  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower.  Mr.  Benson  advocated 
it  with  futility.  However,  finally  he  sold 
it  to  enough  members  of  the  Democratic 
party  so  that  yesterday  by  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  the  Senate  adopted  that  program. 
As  I  say,  it  would  be  bad  enough  if  the 
Benson  concept  of  flexible  price  supports 
had  been  adopted,  but  when  the  framers 
of  the  bill  tied  to  it  the  mandate  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  he  could 
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provide  no  price  support  for  corn  at  all 
if  the  level  of  such  price  support  was 
sufficient  to  attract  a  single  bushel  of 
corn  into  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  it  practically  abolishes  the  price 
supports  for  corn. 

When  we  abolish  price  supports,  or 
set  them  at  a  pauperizing  level — because 
it  is  written  into  the  act  that  price 
supports  for  feed  grains  are  to  be  related 
to  price  supports  for  corn  and  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  corn  in  turn  are  to  be  related 
solely  to  CCC  stocks  of  surplus  corn — 
we  automatically  drag  down  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  all  the  feed  grains  that  are 
raised. 

What  impact  will  that  have  on  a  corn 
farmer  in  South  Dakota,  Iowa,  or  Wis¬ 
consin — where  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  now  presiding  lives — or  in  any  other 
corn  or  feed  grains  State?  It  means  that 
a  farmer  who  raises  corn  cannot  sell  it 
in  the  cash  market  without  going  broke. 
However,  he  has  all  that  corn.  So  he 
starts  accumulating  hogs  and  cattle  and 
livestock,  so  that  he  can  sell  the  corn 
on  the  hoof,  by  feeding  it  to  the  livestock. 
In  that  way  there  is  created  a  surplus  of 
livestock  in  America,  which  in  turn 
forces  down  livestock  prices  in  every 
State,  thus  creating  an  insistence  on  the 
part  of  people  who  will  then  be  injured 
economically  to  provide  some  kind  of 
price  control  for  livestock. 

So  by  the  chain  reaction  of  this  suc¬ 
cessful  attempt  to  out-Benson  Benson 
with  a  flexible  price  support,  firmly  tied 
to  the  CCC  supplies  of  corn,  forcing  price 
supports  for  corn  virtually  down  to  0, 
we  create  chaos  out  in  the  farm  area 
where  we  depend  upon  the  combination 
of  corn,  feed  grains,  and  livestock  to 
produce  a  profit  for  the  family  farmer. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  seems  to  me  this 
bill  will  perpetuate  the  surplus  problem, 
because  this  means  that  CCC  stocks  are 
going  to  be  perpetuated,  because  they 
will  not  find  an  outlet  in  the  open 
market.  There  will  also  be  no  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  amount  of  new  corn  to  be 
produced  and  no  inducements  to  re¬ 
tire  corn  acres.  They  have  fixed  the 
sales  price  of  all  corn  at  a  price  so  high 
that  the  cash  price  of  corn  may  not  pos¬ 
sibly  rise  high  enough  so  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  dispose  of  its  CCC  stocks. 

I  like  some  sections  of  the  bill.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  title  V  is  exceedingly  good, 
because  it  provides  at  long  last  for  indus¬ 
trial  uses  for  farm  products,  and  sets  up 
the  mechanism  to  do  that.  This  is  a 
section  added  to  the  bill  by  my  amend¬ 
ment  in  committee.  Unhappily  I  will 
have  to  vote  against  that  section,  too, 
when  I  vote  against  the  rest  of  the  bill. 
I  do  so  with  some  degree  of  relief,  how¬ 
ever,  because  we  will  vote  later  this  week 
or  next  week  on  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  in  connection  with  which, 
in  cooperation  with  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  I  offered  an  amendment  which 
was  unanimously  adopted  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  provide  $25  million  in  cash 
to  start  a  crash  program  of  industrial 
uses  for  agricultural  products.  There¬ 
fore,  even  though  this  legislative  bill 
should  die,  and  I  hope  it  will,  unless  it  is 


greatly  amended  in  conference,  we  will 
be  on  our  way  with  a  program  for  indus¬ 
trial  uses  for  farm  products. 

Now  as  to  the  wheat  section.  If  noth¬ 
ing  else  were  changed  in  the  bill  from  the 
way  in  which  it  left  our  committee,  I 
think  I  could  compel  myself  to  vote  for 
the  wheat  section,  despite  the  fact  that 
my  amendment  to  offer  a  free  choice  to 
the  wheat  farmers  was  defeated.  We 
have  a  program  here  which  is  a  CCC 
program  for  wheat.  It  is  controversial. 
It  is  complicated  and  it  is  confusing. 
The  wheat  farmers  of  America  do  not 
clearly  understand  its  impact,  and  most 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  clearly 
also  do  not  understand  its  impact  upon 
the  mechanism. 

So  I  thought  it  would  be  well  to  have 
a  free  choice  referendum,  explain  the 
facts  to  the  wheat  farmers,  and  let  them 
decide  between  the  two  programs. 

What  will  they  now  confront  when 
they  vote  in  a  referendum  on  a  so-called 
multiprice  program?  They  will  have 
the  alternative  of  taking  that  program 
or  living  without  a  wheat  program  at 
all,  because  even  when  the  Cooper 
amendment  was  adopted,  it  provides 
only  a  50-percent  price  support,  and  no 
farmer  can  succeed  with  a  50-percent 
price  support  for  wheat. 

I  submit  it  will  be  a  sorry  day  for  ag¬ 
riculture  if  the  Senate  approves  this 
bill.  It  will  force  the  farmers  of  Amer¬ 
ica  to  confront  the  unhappy  prospect 
next  year  of  voting  for  a  compulsory 
program  of  marketing  agreements  and 
production  controls — the  so-called 
Freeman-Cochrane-Kennedy  compul¬ 
sory  farm  program  as  an  alternative  to 
disaster.  Whether  or  not  they  will  se¬ 
lect  freedom  with  economic  disaster  next 
year,  or  the  Freeman-Cochrane-Ken¬ 
nedy  compulsory  program  with  a  loss 
of  freedom  on  the  farm,  nobody  knows. 
The  bill  now  before  us  offers  the  farmer 
no  more  attractive  alternatives. 

In  doing  this,  it  seems  to  me  we  are 
striking  against  the  whole  price  support 
concept  if  we  pass  this  bill.  It  will  not 
be  very  long  before  the  same  group  will 
be  back,  trying  to  destroy  price  supports 
for  wheat,  trying  to  destroy  the  price 
support  mechanism  which  is  working 
satisfactorily  for  our  southern  friends, 
with  their  southern  crops  of  rice,  pea¬ 
nuts,  cotton,  and  tobacco,  because  this 
country  will  not  remain  half  supported 
and  half  unsupported;  half  of  it  hav¬ 
ing  a  farm  support  mechanism  that 
works,  and  half  of  it  having  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  that  destroys  agriculture.  I  think 
our  southern  friends  are  flirting  with 
disaster  if  they  believe  they  can  long 
continue  to  have  a  satisfactory  price 
support  program  for  their  southern 
crops,  while  supporting  the  proposed 
program  which  will  destroy  the  prices 
of  crops  and  downgrade  the  incomes  of 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  North  and 
the  Northwest. 

In  addition  to  embracing  the  Benson 
flexible  price  support  program  by  voting 
“aye”  on  the  pending  farm  bill,  the 
Senate  would  be  placing  a  stamp  of  ap¬ 
proval  on  a  horrible  program  called  an 
adaptive  program  for  agriculture, 
which  was  issued  last  month  by  the 
Committee  for  Economic  Development. 


Persons  who  are  actually  farmers  have 
universally  condemned  this  proposal.  It 
proposes  precisely  what  has  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  in  the  form  of  the  Ellender 
amendment’s  price  supports  for  com 
and  feed  grains.  I  read  from  page  44  of 
that  CED  report; 

For  several  reasons  It  Is  important  that 
price  supports  be  moved  to  levels  that,  if 
wrong,  will  be  low  rather  than  high. 

It  is  indeed  significant  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Economic  Development  rec¬ 
ommends  that  if  mistakes  are  to  be  made 
they  shall  be  paid  for  out  of  the  income 
of  the  farmers. 

As  I  tried  to  learn  who  is  behind  this 
report,  I  began  to  realize  that  it  con¬ 
tains  a  direct,  frontal  attack  upon  the 
fanner.  Let  me  state  some  of  the  names 
of  the  so-called  agricultural  experts  who 
wrote  the  report.  Among  them  are  our 
former  colleague  from  Connecticut,  Bill 
Benton,  chairman  of  the  board  of  En¬ 
cyclopaedia  Britannica,  a  man  having  no 
farm  background;  James  B.  Conant,  for¬ 
mer  president  of  Harvard  University; 
Philip  L.  Graham,  president  of  the 
Washington  Post  Co.;  Paul  Hoffman, 
head  of  the  Fund  for  the  Repub¬ 
lic;  Eric  Johnston,  president  of 
the  Motion  Picture  Association  of  Amer¬ 
ica;  David  Lilienthal,  chairman  of  the 
board  of  Development  and  Resources 
Corp. ;  Stanley  Marcus,  president  of  the 
Neiman-Marcus  Co.,  whose  experience 
with  agriculture  has  been  that  his  store 
has  provided  a  number  of  suits  for  Agri¬ 
cultural  Department  friends  of  Billie 
Sol  Estes;  Ed  Pauley,  chairman  and 
president  of  Pauley  Petroleum  Co. ; 
Harry  Scherman,  chairman  of  the  board 
of  Book  of  the  Month  Club — what  a 
farm  expert  he  has  turned  out  to  be; 
James  M.  Symes,  chairman  of  the  board 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  a  railroad 
which  does  not  even  run  through  the 
Farm  Belt;  it  runs  through  the  eastern 
section  of  the  country. 

The  list  also  includes  Theodore  O. 
Yntema,  chairman  of  the  finance  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Ford  Motor  Co.  I  suppose 
he  may  know  something  about  Ford 
motor  cars  and  export  policies,  but  he 
knows  very  little  about  the  agricultural 
problems  confronting  the  farmers  of 
America.  I  suspect  his  knowledge  about 
building  a  good  farm  program  is  no  more 
and  no  less  than  the  knowledge  the 
average  farmer  has  on  how  to  build  a 
Ford  automobile. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  entire  list  of  the  board  of 
trustees  of  the  Committee  for  Economic 
Development  on  the  subject  of  the  re¬ 
duction  of  price  supports  for  farmers, 
because  this  committee  of  city  advisers 
wants  to  force  the  grain  price  and  the 
wheat  price  and  all  support  prices  down 
to  the  barest  minimum. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Committee  for 
Economic  Development 
chairman 

Theodore  V.  Houser,  director.  Sears,  Roe¬ 
buck  &  Co. 
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VICE  CHAIRMEN 

Marion  B.  Folsom,  Eastman  Kodak  Co. 
Frederick  R.  Kappel,  chairman,  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

Fred  Lazarus,  Jr.,  chairman  of  board,  Fed¬ 
erated  Department  Stores,  Inc. 

Philip  D.  Reed,  New  York,  N.Y. 

William  C.  Stolk,  chairman,  American  Can 
Co. 

Frazar  B.  Wilde,  chairman  of  board,  Con¬ 
necticut  Life  Insurance  Co. 

TREASURER 

Thomas  Roy  Jones,  vice  chairman,  Schlum- 
berger,  Ltd. 

MEMBERS 

F.  W.  Ackerman,  chairman,  the  Greyhound 
Corp. 

Carl  E.  Allen,  vice  president,  General  Mo¬ 
tors  Corp. 

James  L.  Allen,  senior  partner  and  chair¬ 
man,  executive  committee,  Booz,  Allen  & 
Hamilton. 

Frank  Altschul,  New  York,  N.Y. 

O.  Kelley  Anderson,  president,  New  Eng¬ 
land  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 

Robert  B.  Anderson,  partner,  Carl  M.  Loeb, 
Rhoades  &  Co. 

George  S.  Armstrong,  chairman,  George  S. 
Armstrong  &  Co.,  Inc. 

Lloyd  L.  Austin,  chairman,  Security  First 
National  Bank. 

Jervis  J.  Babb,  New  York,  N.Y. 

John  A.  Barr,  chairman  of  board,  Mont¬ 
gomery  Ward  &  Co. 

S.  D.  Bechtel,  chairman  of  board,  Bechtel 
Corp. 

William  S.  Beinecke,  president,  the  Sperry 
&  Hutchinson  Co. 

S.  Clark  Beise,  president,  Bank  of  America. 
Elliott  V.  Bell,  chairman,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  McGraw-Hill  Publishing  Co.,  Inc. 

William  Benton,  chairman  of  board,  Ency¬ 
clopaedia  Britannica,  Inc. 

John  D.  Biggers,  chairman,  finance  com¬ 
mittee,  Libbey-Owens-Ford  Glass  Co. 

Sarah  G.  Blanding,  president,  Vassal-  Col¬ 
lege. 

Joseph  L.  Block,  chairman  of  board.  In¬ 
land  Steel  Co. 

Roger  M.  Blough,  chairman  of  board, 
United  States  Steel  Corp. 

Harold  Boeschenstein,  president,  Owens- 
Corning  Fiberglas  Corp. 

Marvin  Bower,  managing  director,  McKin- 
sey  &  Co.,  Inc. 

W.  Harold  Brenton,  president,  Brenton 
Cos.,  Inc. 

Edgar  M.  Bronfman,  president,  Joseph  E. 
Seagram  &  Sons,  Inc. 

Howard  S.  Bunn,  vice  chairman.  Union 
Carbide  Corp. 

John  L.  Burns,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Jack  K.  Busby,  president,  Pennsylvania 
Power  &  Light  Co. 

Thomas  D.  Cabot,  chairman  of  board, 
Cabot  Corp. 

James  V.  Carmichael,  president,  Scripto, 
Inc. 

Rafael  Carrion,  Jr.,  president,  Banco  Pop¬ 
ular  de  Puerto  Rico. 

Edward  W.  Carter,  president,  Broadway- 
Hale  Stores,  Inc. 

Hung  Wo  Ching,  president.  Aloha  Air¬ 
lines,  Inc. 

Walker  L.  Cisler,  president,  the  Detroit 
Edison  Co. 

Paul  F.  Clark,  chairman  of  the  board,  John 
Hancock  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 

S.  Bayard  Colgate,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Emilio  G.  Collado,  vice  president,  Standard 
Oil  Co.  (New  Jersey). 

James  B.  Conant,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Fairfax  M.  Cone,  chairman,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  Foote,  Cone  &  Belding,  Inc. 

John  T.  Connor,  president,  Merck  &  Co., 
Inc. 

John  E.  Corette,  president,  Montana  Power 
Co. 

H.  H.  Corey,  chairman  of  the  board,  Geo. 
A.  Hormel  &  Co. 


Gardner  Cowles,  president  and  editor, 
Cowles  Magazines  &  Broadcasting,  Inc. 

Mark  W.  Cresap,  Jr.,  president.  Westing- 
house  Electric  Corp. 

John  P.  Cunningham,  chairman,  executive 
committee,  Cunningham  &  Walsh,  Inc. 

Charles  E.  Daniel,  chairman,  Daniel  Con¬ 
struction  Co. 

Donald  K.  David,  vice  chairman,  the  Ford 
Foundation. 

Paul  L.  Davies,  chairman  of  board,  FMC 
Corp. 

Nathanael  V.  Davis,  president,  Aluminium, 
Ltd. 

Donald  C.  Dayton,  president,  Dayton’s. 
William  C.  Decker,  chairman,  Corning 
Glass  Works. 

George  S.  Dinwiddie,  chairman,  New 
Orleans  Public  Service,  Inc. 

Wesley  M.  Dixon,  chairman  of  board.  Con¬ 
tainer  Corp.  of  America. 

Robert  W.  Dowling,  president,  City  In¬ 
vesting  Co. 

Charles  E.  Ducommun,  president,  Ducom- 
mun  Metals  &  Supply  Co. 

Frederick  W.  Ecker,  chairman  of  board, 
Metropolitan  Life  Insurance  Co. 

Robert  W.  Elsasser,  New  Orleans,  La. 
Charles  W.  Engelhard,  chairman  and  presi¬ 
dent,  Englehard  Industries,  Inc. 

Jewett  T.  Flagg,  president,  Flagg-Utica 
Corp. 

Ralph  E.  Flanders,  Washington,  D.C. 

Ralph  G.  Follis,  chairman  of  board,  Stand¬ 
ard  Oil  Co.  of  California. 

Lamar  Fleming,  Jr.,  chairman  of  board, 
Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.,  Inc. 

Marion  B.  Folsom,  Eastman  Kodak  Co. 
John  M.  Fox,  executive  vice  president, 
United  Fruit  Co. 

Fred  C.  Foy,  chairman,  Koppers  Co.,  Inc. 
David  L.  Francis,  president,  Princess  Coals, 
Inc. 

Gaylord  A.  Freeman,  Jr.,  vice  chairman,  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Chicago. 

Walter  D.  Fuller,  the  Curtis  Publishing 
Co. 

Paul  S.  Gerot,  president,  the  Pillsbury  Co. 
Philip  L.  Graham,  President,  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  Co. 

Lincoln  Gries,  executive  vice  president,  the 
May  Department  Stores  Co. 

Joseph  Griesedieck,  president,  Falstaff 
Brewing  Corp. 

Gabriel  Hauge,  vice  chairman  of  the  board, 
Manufacturers  Hanover  Trust  Co. 

Ben  W.  Heineman,  chairman,  Chicago  & 
North  Western  Railway  Co. 

H.  J.  Heinz,  II,  chairman,  H.  J.  Heinz  Co. 
Robert  Heller,  chairman,  Robert  Heller  & 
Associates,  Inc. 

J.  V.  Herd,  chairman,  America  Fore  Insur¬ 
ance  Group. 

William  A.  Hewitt,  president,  Deere  &  Co. 
David  G.  Hill,  president,  Pittsburgh  Plate 
Glass  Co. 

Oveta  Culp  Hobby,  president,  the  Houston 
Post. 

Paul  G.  Hoffman,  Pasadena,  Calif. 
Theodore  V.  Houser,  director.  Sears,  Roe¬ 
buck  &  Co. 

J.  C.  Hullett,  president,  Hartford  Fire  In¬ 
surance  Co. 

G.  W.  Humphrey,  chairman,  the  M.  A. 
Hanna  Co. 

Porter  M.  Jarvis,  president,  Swift  &  Co. 
Alvin  R.  Jennings,  managing  partner  and 
chairman,  executive  committee,  Lybrand, 
Ross  Bros.  &  Montgomery. 

Ralph  B.  Johnson,  president,  the  Hawaiian 
Electric  Co.,  Ltd. 

Norris  O.  Johnson,  vice  president,  First 
National  City  Bank. 

Eric  Johnston,  president,  Motion  Picture 
Association  of  America,  Inc. 

Thomas  Roy  Jones,  vice  chairman,  Schlum- 
berger,  Ltd. 

Frederick  R.  Kappel,  chairman,  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

J.  Ward  Kleener,  president,  the  B.  F. 
Goodrich  Co. 
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Charles  H.  Kellstadt,  Sears,  Roebuck  &  Co. 

James  M.  Kemper,  Jr.,  president,  Com¬ 
merce  Trust  Co. 

Charles  N.  Kimball,  president,  Midwest  Re¬ 
search  Institute. 

Lawrence  A.  Kimpton,  director,  Standard 
Oil  Co.  (Indiana) , 

Donald  P.  Kircher,  president,  the  Singer 
Manufacturing  Co. 

Robert  J.  Kleberg,  Jr.,  president.  King 
Ranch,  Inc. 

Sigurd  S.  Larmon,  chairman  of  board, 
Young  &  Rubicam,  Inc. 

Roy  E.  Larsen,  chairman,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  Time,  Inc. 

Fred  Lazarus,  Jr.,  chairman  of  board,  Fed¬ 
erated  Department  Stores,  Inc. 

Ralph  Lazarus,  president.  Federated  De¬ 
partment  Stores,  Inc. 

David  Lilienthal,  chairman  of  board,  De¬ 
velopment  &  Resources  Corp. 

James  A.  Linen,  III,  president,  Time,  Inc. 

E.  A.  Locke,  Jr.,  president.  Union  Tank 
Car  Co. 

Roy  G.  Lucks,  president,  California  Pack¬ 
ing  Corp. 

Franklin  J.  Lunding,  chairman  of  board, 
Jewel  Tea  Co.,  Inc. 

Thomas  B.  McCabe,  chairman,  Scott  Paper 
Co. 

L.  F.  McCollum,  president.  Continental  Oil 
Co. 

Neil  H.  McElroy,  chairman,  Procter  &  Gam¬ 
ble  Co. 

Ralph  McGill,  publisher,  the  Atlanta  Con¬ 
stitution. 

Earl  M.  McGowin,  vice  president,  W.  T. 
Smith  Lumber  Co. 

Frank  L.  Magee,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Aluminum  Co.  of  America. 

Stanley  Marcus,  president,  Neiman-Marcus 
Co. 

J.  Willard  Marriott,  president,  Hot  Shoppes, 
Inc. 

Joseph  A.  Martino,  president.  National 
Lead  Co. 

Oscar  G.  Mayer,  Jr.,  president,  Oscar  Mayer 
&  Co. 

H.  Talbot  Mead,  vice  president,  finance,  the 
Mead  Corp. 

Edwin  B.  Meissner,  Jr.,  president,  St. 
Louis  Car. 

John  F.  Merriam,  chairman,  Northern 
Natural  Gas  Co. 

J.  Irwin  Miller,  chairman,  Cummins  Engine 
Co. 

Don  G.  Mitchell,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Maurice  B.  Mitchell,  president,  Encyclo¬ 
paedia  Britannica,  Inc. 

C.  G.  Mortimer,  chairman,  General  Foods 
Corp. 

William  B.  Murphy,  president,  Campbell 
Soup  Co. 

Clarence  J.  Myers,  director,  New  York  Life 
Insurance  Co. 

Robert  R.  Nathan,  president,  Robert  R. 
Nathan  Associates,  Inc. 

Alfred  C.  Neal,  president,  Committee  for 
Economic  Development. 

Isidore  Newman,  II,  president,  City  Stores 
Co. 

I.  Wilson  Newman,  chairman  of  board,  Dun 
&  Bradstreet,  Inc. 

Albert  L.  Nickerson,  chairman  of  board, 
Socony  Mobil  Oil  Co.,  Inc. 

Aksel  Nielsen,  chairman,  the  Title  Guaran¬ 
ty  Co. 

Herman  C.  Nolen,  president,  McKesson  & 
Robbins,  Inc. 

James  F.  Oates,  Jr.,  president,  the  Equit¬ 
able  Life  Assurance  Society. 

Robert  S.  Oelman,  chairman  and  president, 
the  National  Cash  Register  Co. 

William  F.  Oliver,  president,  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Co. 

Nathaniel  A.  Owings,  partner,  Skidmore, 
Owings  &  Merrill. 

H.  Bruce  Palmer,  president,  the  Mutual 
Benefit  Life  Insurance  Co. 

DeWitt  J.  Paul,  vice  chairman,  Beneficial 
Finance  Co. 
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Edwin  W.  Pauley,  chairman  and  president, 
Pauley  Petroleum,  Inc. 

Morris  B.  Pendleton,  president,  Pendleton 
Tool  Industries,  Inc. 

John  A.  Perkins,  president,  University  of 
Delaware. 

Howard  C.  Petersen,  president,  Fidelity- 
Philadelphia  Trust  Co. 

C.  Wrede  Petersmeyer,  president,  Corinthi¬ 
an  Broadcasting  Corp. 

Donald  C.  Power,  chairman  pf  hoard,  Gen¬ 
eral  Telephone  &  Electronics  Corp. 

Philip  D.  Reed,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Richards  S.  Reynolds,  Jr.,  president,  Reyn¬ 
olds  Metals  Co. 

James  D.  Robinson,  Jr.,  chairman  of  board, 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Atlanta. 

Kinsey  M.  Robinson,  chairman,  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Water  Power  Co. 

Frederick  Roe,  partner,  Stein  Roe  &  Farn- 
ham. 

George  Romney,  vice  chairman,  American 
Motors  Corp. 

William  M.  Roth,  chairman  of  board, 
Pacific  National  Life  Assurance  Co. 

George  Russell,  executive  vice  president, 
General  Motors  Corp. 

Stuart  T.  Saunders,  president,  Norfolk  & 
Western  Railway  Co. 

Harry  Scherman,  chairman  of  board,  Book- 
of-the-Month  Club,  Inc. 

Ellery  sedgwick,  Jr.,  president,  Medusa 
Portland  Cement  Co. 

Leon  Shimkin,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Simon  &  Schuster,  Inc. 

Neil  D.  Skinner,  president,  Hoffman  Spe¬ 
cialty  Manufacturing  Corp. 

Donald  C.  Slichter,  president,  Northwest¬ 
ern  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 

George  F.  Smith,  Johnson  &  Johnson. 

S.  Abbot  Smith,  president,  Thomas  Stra- 
han  Co. 

John  L.  S.  Snead,  Jr.,  president,  Chicago 
Express,  Inc. 

John  I.  Snyder,  Jr.,  chairman  and  presi¬ 
dent,  U.S.  Industries,  Inc. 

H.  Christian  Sonne,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Philip  Sporn,  chairman,  System  Develop¬ 
ment  Committee,  American  Electric  Power 
Co.,  Inc. 

Robert  C.  Sprague,  chairman  of  board, 
Sprague  Electric  Co. 

Allan  Sprout,  Kentfield,  Calif. 

Frank  Stanton,  president,  Columbia  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc. 

J.  E.  Wallace  Sterling,  president,  Stanford 
University. 

Edgar  B.  Stern,  Jr.,  president,  WDSU 
Broadcasting  Corp. 

William  C.  Stolk,  chairman,  American  Can 
Co. 

Alexander  L.  Scott,  vice  president  and 
comptroller,  American  Telephone  &  Tele¬ 
graph  Co. 

Julius  A.  Stratton,  president,  Massachus¬ 
etts  Institute  of  Technology. 

Anna  Lord  Strauss,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Frank  L.  Sulzberger,  chairman  of  board, 
Enterprise  Paint  Manufacturing  Co. 

J.  M.  Symes,  chairman,  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Co. 

H.  Gardiner  Symonds,  chairman,  Tennes¬ 
see  Gas  Transmission  Co. 

Charles  P.  Taft,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

C.  A.  Tatum,  Jr.,  president,  Dallas  Power  & 
Light  Co. 

Wayne  C.  Taylor,  Washington,  D.C. 

Frank  A.  Theis,  president,  Simonds- 
Shields-Theis  Grain  Co. 

J.  Cameron  Thomson,  retired  chairman  of 
the  board.  Northwest  Bancorporation. 

C.  E.  Thwaite,  Jr.,  charman  of  board.  Trust 
Co.  of  Georgia. 

H.  C.  Turner,  Jr.,  president.  Turner  Con¬ 
struction  Co. 

Arthur  B.  Van  Busklrk,  vice  president,  T. 
Mellon  &  Sons. 

Sidney  J.  Weinberg,  partner,  Goldman, 
Sachs  &  Co. 

Leo  D.  Welch,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Standard  Oil  Co.,  (New  Jersey) . 


Herman  B.  Wells,  president,  Indiana  Uni¬ 
versity. 

J.  Huber  Wetenhall,  president,  National 
Dairy  Products  Corp. 

Walter  H.  Wheeler,  Jr.,  chairman,  Pitney- 
Bowes,  Inc. 

Erskine  N.  White,  president,  New  England 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

Frazar  B.  Wilde,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Connecticut  General  Life  Insurance  Co. 

A.  L.  Williams,  president,  International 
Business  Machines  Corp. 

Walter  Williams,  chairman  of  board,  Con¬ 
tinental,  Inc. 

O.  Meredith  Wilson,  president,  University 
of  Minnesota. 

Walter  W.  Wilson,  partner,  Morgan  Stan¬ 
ley  &  Co. 

Theodore  O.  Yntema,  chairman,  finance 
committee,  Ford  Motor  Co. 

J.  D.  Zellerbach,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Crown  Zellerbach  Corp. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  committee  is  comprised  of  well  mo¬ 
tivated  men.  They  surely  know  some¬ 
thing  about  their  own  businesses  and 
about  foreign  trade.  But  if  they  do  not 
know  any  more  about  trade  than  they 
know  about  farming,  I  would  look  with 
a  jaundiced  eye  upon  what  they  would 
recommend  about  trade  expansion. 
They  also  issue  reports  on  the  economy 
and  the  literacy  of  America;  they  com¬ 
ment  on  the  guidance  of  metropolitan 
groups;  but  none  of  them  lives  on  a  farm 
or  has  an  agricultural  background.  Yet 
we  are  being  asked  to  vote  for  a  farm 
program  which  incorporates  in  the  corn 
and  feed  grain  section  the  precise  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Committee  for 
Economic  Development  on  “an  adaptive 
program  for  agriculture”  which  was 
published  by  the  Committee  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  last  month,  and  in 
which  they  themselves  say  that  if  it  is 
adopted,  2  million  American  farmers  will 
be  driven  off  the  farm.  That  seems  to 
be  the  best  answer  as  to  what  is  wrong 
with  their  farm  program  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

I  prefer  to  go  along  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  who  said,  when  we  debated 
the  same  issue  some  time  ago,  some¬ 
thing  which  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
subscribe  to  today,  because  in  that  state¬ 
ment  made  on  the  Senate  floor  on 
March  7,  1956,  Senator  Humphrey  said, 
speaking  of  the  Benson  philosophy: 

Let  me  say  right  now  that  it  has  been 
Secretary  Benson’s  philosophy  of  cheap  feed 
that  has  brought  on  cheap  hogs  and  cheap 
beef  and  thrown  the  greatest  income-pro¬ 
ducing  segments  of  our  agriculture  into  a 
tailspin.  That  was  testified  to  again  and 
again  in  the  Senate  committee  hearings. 
When  cheap  feed  is  available  there  will  be 
cheap  hogs  and  cheap  cattle.  And  let  me 
hasten  to  add  that  it  is  cheap  hogs  and 
cheap  beef  to  the  producer,  not  to  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

My  friends,  that  is  just  a  few  short 
years  ago  when  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  was  castigating  Secretary  Benson 
for  proposing  just  what  the  Ellender 
amendment  will  now  do.  In  that  debate 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  told  the 
Senate  in  talking  about  the  Benson  scare 
philosophy  of  surpluses : 

In  order  to  meet  this  so-called  monstrous 
problem,  it  has  again  embraced  a  fallacious 
economic  philosophy — the  same  economic 
practices  that  were  tried  and  that  failed,  in 
the  days  of  unemployment  in  the  early  thir¬ 
ties.  The  idea  that  by  reducing  prices,  pro¬ 


duction  will  be  reduced  and  thereby  agri¬ 
culture’s  Income  problems  will  be  solved 
is  a  throwback  to  a  repudiated  political- 
economic  formula  that  was  tried  on  other 
surpluses  a  generation  ago. 

Mr.  President,  I  agreed  with  that  state¬ 
ment  in  1956  and  I  agree  with  it  today. 
We  cannot  repudiate  Mr.  Benson  in  one 
speech  and  then  embrace  him  with  sup¬ 
port  of  this  amendment  if  we  hope  to 
maintain  a  sound  economic  farm  indus¬ 
try. 

Mr.  President,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
[Mr.  Ellender]  stated  on  February  23, 
1956,  in  the  debate  on  the  farm  bill,  with 
respect  to  Mr.  Benson’s  program : 

To  be  frank,  Mr.  President,  I  could  not  in 
good  conscience  support  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture’s  farm  program  and  still  look 
the  farmers  of  America  straight  in  the  face. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  support  the 
present  farm  bill  which  is  the  Benson 
Committee  for  Economic  Development 
program  of  ruination  and  return  to 
South  Dakota  and  look  our  corn,  small 
grain  and  livestock  producers  in  the  face. 
I  hope  many  others  will  join  me  in  op¬ 
posing  this  ill-conceived  farm  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  May  I  have  1  more 
minute? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  cannot  afford  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  farm  bill  that  the  Senate  is  about 
to  vote  on  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  improve¬ 
ment  over  existing  law. 

Although  the  bill  has  five  titles,  cover¬ 
ing  land  use  adjustment,  Public  Law  480, 
credit,  industrial  uses,  and  feed  grains 
and  wheat,  most  of  the  debate  and  in¬ 
terest  has  been  devoted  to  the  commodity 
section. 

Earlier  this  year  the  Senate  acted 
favorably  upon  provisions  affecting  feed 
grains  and  wheat,  which,  in  my  estima¬ 
tion,  were  extremely  desirable,  beneficial, 
and  realistic  not  only  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  providing  farmers  with  a  sta¬ 
bility  of  income  but  also  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  protecting  the  taxpayers  of  this 
Nation. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  the  bill  provides 
for  a  minimum  quota  of  1  billion  bushels, 
which  would  replace  the  existing  55  mil¬ 
lion  minimum  acre  provision  now  in  the 
law.  It  is  this  minimum  acreage  provi¬ 
sion  which  has  contributed  most  to  the 
accumulation  of  the  huge  surpluses  in 
Government  hands  which  are  neither 
necessary  nor  desirable.  By  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  one  provision  alone,  I  feel 
that  the  Senate  will  act  wisely.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  however,  the  Senate  in  accepting 
the  wheat  provisions  will  have  moved  a 
long  way,  not  only  in  reducing  the  huge 
surpluses  that  now  exist,  but  also  in  pro¬ 
viding  wheat  farmers  with  the  means 
whereby  their  income  can  be  improved 
immeasurably. 

Mr.  President,  a  realistic  program  is 
beneficial  to  farmers  as  well  as  to  the 
Nation  as  a  whole  and,  in  my  opinion, 
the  provisions  as  they  relate  to  wheat  are 
very  realistic. 
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In  the  case  of  feed  grains,  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  because  of  the  practicalities  of  leg¬ 
islative  life,  has  accepted  the  substitute 
which  I  proposed  in  lieu  of  the  original 
program  as  contained  in  S.  3225.  It  is 
my  firm  conviction  that  the  feed  grain 
program  passed  by  the  Senate  in  May 
was  much  more  desirable  in  every  way. 
That  program  put  it  squarely  up  to 
farmers  themselves  to  decide  whether 
they  wished  to  accept  strict  controls, 
coupled  with  high  price  supports,  or  no 
controls  with  so-called  free  market 
price  supports.  The  route  which 
farmers  were  to  take  would  have  been 
decided  in  a  referendum,  and  strict  con¬ 
trols  would  have  gone  into  effect  only 
if  two-thirds  of  the  farmers  had  voted 
in  favor  of  them. 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  reenact  this 
program,  I  chose  the  alternative  which, 
in  my  estimation,  provided  both  farmers 
and  taxpayers  with  the  greatest  pro¬ 
tection.  Under  this  proposal,  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  com  will  be  set  at  between 
0  and  90  percent  of  parity  and  at 
such  a  level  that  will  assure  no  increase 
in  the  Government  stocks  of  corn.  Price 
supports  for  other  feed  grains  may  be 
set  in  relation  to  corn. 

Under  no  circumstances  can  any  con¬ 
trols  be  imposed  on  feed  grains. 
Farmers  are  assured  of  complete  free¬ 
dom  from  Government  intervention  in 
the  production  of  feed  grains.  That  is 
what  many  Senators  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  desired;  and  if  this  bill  is 
enacted  into  law,  that  is  what  they  will 
get.  The  taxpayers  are  assured  that 
Government  expenditures  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  feed  grains  will  be  minimized. 
This  program  will  go  into  effect  in  1964. 

In  the  meantime,  for  1963  I  proposed 
an  extension  for  the  third  time  of  the 
so-called  temporary  feed-grain  program. 
I  did  this  reluctantly,  because  of  the 
excessive  cost  of  the  program.  In  1961 
this  so-called  temporary  program  cost 
$825  million.  In  1962,  it  is  expected  to 
cost  slightly  in  excess  of  $1  bil¬ 
lion.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  total 
reduction  in  production  below  that  in 
1960  will  amount  altogether  to  about  950 
million  bushels  of  feed  grains  for  the 
2 -year  period.  It  is  my  fervent  hope 
that  the  extension  of  this  temporary 
program  for  1963  will  result  in  a  further 
substantial  reduction  in  production. 

If  this  occurs,  feed-grain  producers  in 
1964  will  move  into  a  new  program,  with 
stocks  of  feed  grains  at  a  much  more 
reasonable  level,  and  at  about  the  same 
that  existed  in  1956.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  and  coupled  with  the  in¬ 
creased  feeding  rate,  as  well  as  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  animals  to  be 
fed,  it  is  my  feeling  that  feed-grain 
producers,  will  be  operating  under  very 
desirable  conditions,  with  the  likelihood 
that  farm  income  may  be  improved  im¬ 
measurably  over  that  at  present. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  bill  was  de¬ 
signed  to  give  feed-grain  producers  the 
complete  freedom  they  so  earnestly 
desire,  but  at  the  same  time  to  provide 
for  a  maximum  level  of  income  protec¬ 
tion  for  farmers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  more  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
1  more  minute. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in 
my  estimation,  the  enactment  of  this 
bill  will  result  in  a  realistic  program 
for  feed  grains  and  wheat  that  will 
reverse  the  trend  of  the  previous  pro¬ 
grams  under  which  the  Government  ac¬ 
cumulated  huge  stocks  of  these  commod¬ 
ities. 

This  is  extremely  important,  for  I 
feel  that  when  the  taxpayers  are  pro¬ 
tected,  we  also  protect  all  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  I  think  it  has  become  evident 
that  unless  this  is  accomplished,  all  farm 
programs  may  well  fall  by  the  wayside. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  it  fair 
to  say  that,  on  the  one  hand,  farm  in¬ 
come  will  be  protected,  and,  on  the  other, 
taxpayers  in  time  will  be  relieved  of  the 
heavy  burden  of  the  excessive  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures  experienced  in  past 
years  in  supporting  the  price  of  these 
commodities.  Furthermore,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  the  Senate  has  acted  to  save  all 
farm  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  in  connection  with  my  remarks, 
an  analysis  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senate  Committee  on 

Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

August  22,  1962. 

Short  Explanation  of  H.R.  12391,  as  Passed 

by  the  Senate  (Indicating  Amendments 

to  the  Committee  Amendment  Agreed  to 

by  the  Senate) 

H. R.  12391,  as  amended  by  the  Senate,  con¬ 
sists  of  five  titles  providing  for — 

TITLE  I - LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT 

I.  Permanent  administration  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  on  a  national 
basis. 

2.  Payments  to  producers  under  long-term 
agreements  (not  to  exceed  15  years)  to  con¬ 
serve  and  develop  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife, 
and  recreation  resources.  Appropriations 
are  restricted  to  $10  million  annually. 
i/5.  Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agen¬ 
cies  to  carry  out  land  utilization  plans. 

4.  Amendments  to  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  providing, 
■  among  other  things,  for  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  installation  costs  for  recreation  pur¬ 
poses  and  in  land  costs  for  public  fish,  wild¬ 
life,  and  recreation  purposes. 

TITLE  II - PUBLIC  LAW  480 

Long-term  supply  contracts  with  the 
private  trade  and  other  amendments  of  title 
IV  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress. 

TITLE  ni  (SUBTITLE  A) - FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

1.  Extension  of  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  1963  crop.  Price  support  would 
not  be  limited  to  the  normal  production  of 
the  1963  acreage  (Young  of  North  Dakota 
amendment).  Producers  would  be  required 
to  take  appropriate  erosion  control  measures 
on  diverted  acres  (Mundt  amendment) . 

2.  Effective  with  the  1964  crop,  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  corn  would  be  at  such  level, 
not  exceeding  90  percent  of  parity,  as  will 
not  increase  CCC  stocks;  other  feed  grain 
support  would  be  discretionary  at  up  to  90 
percent  of  parity;  and  the  Secretary  is  di¬ 
rected  to  submit  any  new  feed  grain  legisla¬ 
tion  he  deems  desirable  to  the  next  Congress 
(Ellender  amendment) .  Effective  with  the 


1964  crop,  the  minimum  CCC  corn  and  feed 
grain  resale  price  for  unrestricted  use  would 
be  65  percent  of  parity,  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges  (Di  ksen  amendment  as 
modified  by  Ellender  proposal) .  Effective  on 
enactment,  feed  grains  could  be  made  avail¬ 
able  at  prices  in  the  public  interest  to  milk 
producers  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of 
milk  free  from  radioactive  fallout  contam¬ 
ination  (Proxmire  amendment) . 

TITLE  III  (SUBTITLE  B) - WHEAT  PROGRAM 

The  marketing  quota  program  would  be 
revised  to  provide  for  more  effective  controls 
and  for  an  acreage  diversion  program  with 
payments  for  the  first  3  years  of  diversion. 
A  marketing  certificate  plan  under  which 
noncertificated  wheat  would  be  supported  at 
a  level  determined  after  consideration  of  its 
feed  value  and  world  price,  and  certificated 
wheat  would  be  supported  at  between  65 
and  90  percent  of  parity.  Certificates  would 
be  issued  to  producers  for  all  wheat  con¬ 
sumed  domestically  for  food  and  such  part 
of  the  exports  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  would  carry  out  the  price  and  income 
objectives  of  the  bill.  If  marketing  quotas 
were  disapproved  by  producers,  the  support 
level  would  be  50  percent  of  parity  (Cooper 
amendment).  Under  the  diversion  program, 
erosion  control  could  be  required  when  pay¬ 
ments  were  made  (Mundt  amendment). 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL 

1.  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  for 
recreational  facilities  and  sewers. 

2.  An  increase  (from  $10  million  to  $25 
million)  in  the  amount  of  direct  FHA  real 
estate  loans  for  immediate  resale  which  can 
be  made  from  the  agricultural  credit  insur¬ 
ance  fund. 

3.  A  single  loan  fund  for  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administration  loans,  to  include  funds 
appropriated,  borrowed,  or  repaid,  and  to  be 
available  for  loans  only  as  authorized  in 
appropriation  acts. 

4.  Congressional  policy  concerning  use  of 
private  trade  channels  by  CCC  (Humphrey 
amendment) . 

5.  Congressional  policy  favoring  use  of 
farmer  cooperatives  in  administering  farm 
laws  and  according  them  equal  treatment 
with  individuals  (Humphrey  amendment). 

6.  Advertising  under  cherry  marketing  or¬ 
ders  (Hart  amendment). 

7.  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  to 
fish  farmers  (Fulbright  amendment). 

TITLE  V - INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

Establishes  an  Agricultural  Research  and 
Industrial  Use  Administration  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  coordinate  and 
expedite  an  expanded  research  program  on 
industrial  uses  of  agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  state  that  it  is  difficult  for  one  to  de¬ 
cide  how  to  vote  on  this  farm  bill.  It 
contains  many  sections  of  which  I  ap¬ 
prove,  and  also  many  sections  of  which  I 
do  not  approve. 

However,  Mr.  President,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  on  final  analysis  I  feel 
that  I  should  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  the  main  reason  w'hy 
the  Kennedy-Freeman  bill  was  defeated 
not  long  ago  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
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atives  was  that  it  made  it  necessary  for 
farmers  to  choose  between  the  loss  of 
their  freedom  and  the  loss  of  their  farms. 
Either  they  would  lose  their  freedom,  be¬ 
cause  the  bill  would  have  provided  very 
strict  controls  under  great  numbers  of 
additional  employees  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  with  price  supports;  or, 
on  the  other  hand,  farmers  would  have 
had  no  price  supports  whatever.  It  has 
been  demonstrated  by  studies  made  at 
Iowa  State  University  that  to  remove  all 
price  supports  immediately  would  result 
in  chaos. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  published  to¬ 
day  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  an  article 
entitled  “Senate  Moves  To  Force  New 
Feed  Law  in  1963.”  In  the  interest  of 
brevity,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
the  article  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Senate  Moves  To  Force  New  Feed  Law  in 
1963 — Bill  Would  Slash  Feed  Grain  Props 
if  New  Program  Is  Not  Approved  by  Next 
Year — Current  Act  To  Be  Extended 
Washington. — The  Senate  approved  by  a 
comfortable  margin  a  proposal  that  would 
require  a  slash  in  price  supports  for  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  if  Congress  fails  to 
write  a  new  feed  grain  law  next  year. 

Despite  Republican  charges  that  the  plan 
would  “put  the  farmer  in  the  poor  house” 
and  hand  coercive  power  to  Agriculture 
Secretary  Freeman,  the  Senate  wrote  the 
provision  into  the  pending  farm  bill  by  a 
58-to-23  vote.  Favoring  it  were  51  Demo¬ 
crats  and  7  Republicans;  opposed  were  3 
Democrats  and  20  Republicans. 

The  Senate  completed  work  on  all  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  the  farm  bill,  but  put 
off  the  rollcall  vote  on  final  passage  until 
today.  The  bill,  the  second  the  Senate  has 
tackled  this  year,  would  extend  through  1963 
the  present  inducements  to  farmers  to  re¬ 
duce  feed  grain  plantings  voluntarily. 
Farmers  who  cut  their  corn,  sorghums,  and 
barley  plantings  at  least  20  percent  below  the 
1959-60  average  receive  price  supports  and 
acreage-diversion  payments. 

As  the  bill  was  first  presented  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  Permanent  Corn  Act,  passed  in  1958, 
would  go  back  into  effect  when  this  1- 
year  extension  of  the  voluntary  program  ex¬ 
pires  in  1964.  The  Corn  Act,  much  criticized 
as  an  “open  end”  measure  that  helped  swell 
the  huge  grain  surpluses  held  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  would  provide  price  supports  without 
any  production  restraints.  Supports  would 
be  fixed  at  90  percent  of  the  average  market 
price  for  a  3-year  period,  or  65  percent  of 
parity,  whichever  is  higher.  Parity  is  the 
ratio  of  prices  farmers  receive  for  their  prod¬ 
ucts  to  the  prices  they  pay  for  things  they 
buy. 

FARM  CHIEF  WOULD  SET  PARITY 

The  amendment  adopted  by  the  Senate 
yesterday  would,  instead,  repeal  the  1958 
act  and  provide  that,  when  the  voluntary 
program’s  extension  expired  in  1964,  the  Ag¬ 
riculture  Secretary  fix  price  supports  for  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  anywhere  between 
zero  and  90  percent  of  parity.  The  amend¬ 
ment  specifies  that  he  would  decide  on  a 
support  level  that  “will  not  result  in  in¬ 
creasing”  the  stocks  of  grain  held  by  the 
Government’s  Commodity  Credit  Corp. 

Senator  Ellender,  Democrat,  of  Louisiana, 
chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
and  a  champion  of  mandatory  curbs  on  feed 
grain  output,  sponsored  the  amendment. 
He  said  he  would  have  preferred  Congress 
to  enact  a  mandatory  program,  but  because 
this  was  rejected  by  the  House  this  sum¬ 
mer  “it  appears  that  the  only  alternative 


left  is  discretionary  supports.”  He  said  this 
step  is  necessary  to  protect  the  Government 
against  the  prospect  of  "unlimited  produc¬ 
tion”  if  the  1958  law  were  to  go  back  into 
effect. 

The  Ellender  amendment  was  actually 
adopted  on  a  voice  vote  with  only  a  few 
Senators  present.  Republicans,  who  said 
they  were  caught  unaware  by  this  move, 
later  filed  a  motion  to  reconsider  that  ac¬ 
tion.  This  the  Senate  tabled  by  the  58-to- 
23  rollcall  which,  in  effect,  confirmed  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

RESEMBLES  BENSON  PLAN,  GOP  SAYS 

Republicans  charged  that  the  amendment 
was  simply  designed  to  put  pressure  on  farm¬ 
ers  to  support  legislation  for  compulsory 
feed  grain  controls  when  Congress  recon¬ 
venes  in  January.  Senator  Hickenlooper, 
Republican,  Iowa,  said  Mr.  Freeman  could 
threaten  farmers  with  no  supports  at  all 
unless  they  accepted  mandatory  production 
curbs. 

Republicans  also  said  the  proposal  for 
discretionary  supports  from  zero  to  90  per¬ 
cent  closely  resembled  legislation  that  was 
advocated  by  Ezra  Taft  Benson,  Agriculture 
Secretary  under  former  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  and  bitterly  opposed  at  that  time  by 
congressional  Democrats.  Senator  Mundt, 
Republican,  South  Dakota,  who  opposed  the 
amendment,  said  some  Democratic  Senators 
have  become  “Johnny-come-lately  converts 
to  the  Benson  philosophy.” 

The  Senate  adopted  another  amendment 
that  would  provide  that  if  and  when  the 
zero  to  90  percent  support  plan  does  take 
effect,  the  Government  would  be  barred  from 
selling  its  own  stocks  of  corn  and  feed 
grains  at  a  price  less  than  65  percent  of 
parity. 

The  farm  bill  approved  by  the  House  sim¬ 
ply  would  extend  the  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  for  1  year.  When  the  Senate 
passes  its  own  version,  it  will  fall  to  a  Sen¬ 
ate-House  conference  to  iron  out  the  differ¬ 
ences.  Sponsors  of  the  Senate  measure  ex¬ 
pressed  confidence  about  retaining  the  El¬ 
lender  amendment  in  some  form. 

The  other  major  provision  of  the  Senate 
bill  would  institute  a  new  wheat  certificate 
plan  beginning  with  the  1963  crop.  In  con¬ 
trast,  the  House  measure  would  merely  ex¬ 
tend  for  1  year  the  current  so-called  emer¬ 
gency  wheat  program.  Some  Senators  are 
talking  about  compromising  these  two  ap¬ 
proaches  in  the  conference  by  combining 
them — extending  the  emergency  program  for 
a  year  and  then  inaugurating  the  certificate 
plan  in  1964. 

mundt  proposal  rejected 

Under  the  emergency  program  in  effect 
for  1962,  wheat  acreage  allotments  were  re¬ 
duced  10  percent  on  a  mandatory  basis.  In 
exchange,  farmers  receive  support  prices 
from  the  Government — payments  for  the 
crops  they  elect  not  to  sell  on  the  open 
market — plus  payments  for  diverting  crop¬ 
land  to  conservation  purposes. 

Under  the  certificate  plan,  which  would 
require  farmer  approval  in  a  referendum, 
the  present  national  minimum  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  of  55  million  acres  would  be  repealed 
and  replaced  by  a  national  marketing  quota 
of  at  least  1  billion  bushels.  Producers 
would  need  Government  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  to  sell  their  allotted  wheat,  and  they 
would  receive  price  supports  on  wheat  for 
domestic  food  use  at  6  to  90  percent  of 
parity. 

A  Mundt  proposal  to  let  wheat  farmers 
choose  in  a  referendum  between  this  certi¬ 
ficate  plan  and  a  2-year  extension  of  the 
emergency  program  was  rejected,  50  to  29. 

Both  House  and  Senate  bills  contain  a 
new  land  use  program  designed  to  encour¬ 
age  the  conversion  of  farmland  to  such 
uses  as  recreation  and  conservation.  The 
Agriculture  Department  would  be  author¬ 
ized  to  help  State  and  local  agencies  carry 
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out  land  utilization  plans.  Senator  Keat¬ 
ing,  Republican,  of  New  York,  offered  an 
amendment  that  would  have  prohibited  any 
Federal  assistance  to  such  projects  if  they  in¬ 
volved  public  facilities  where  racial  segrega¬ 
tion  would  be  practiced.  The  Senate  nar¬ 
rowly  tabled  his  proposal,  40  to  37. 

amendment  approved 
The  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  that 
would  permit  the  Government  to  release  its 
stored  feed  to  dairy  farmers  if  this  is  deemed 
necessary  to  assure  the  production  of  milk 
free  from  contamination  by  radioactive  fall¬ 
out.  The  amendment  was  sponsored  by 
Senator  Proxmire,  Democrat,  of  Wisconsin, 
and  was  accepted  by  the  bill’s  sponsors. 
Dairy  farmers  in  some  parts  of  Utah  are  feed¬ 
ing  their  cows  on  stored  grain  instead  of 
pasture  because  high  levels  of  radioactivity 
were  found  in  their  milk,  presumably  be¬ 
cause  fallout  from  tests  of  atomic  devices  in 
neighboring  Nevada  contaminated  their 
grass. 

By  a  55 -to- 17  vote  the  Senate  turned 
down  an  amendment  by  Senator  Tower, 
Republican,  of  Texas,  that  would  have  di¬ 
rected  Agriculture  Secretary  Freeman  to  sub¬ 
mit  legislation  to  Congress  by  the  end  of 
this  year  for  the  abolition  of  all  Federal  farm 
programs  within  4  to  6  years.  A  somewhat 
comparable  proposal  by  a  business-spon¬ 
sored  research  group,  the  Committee  for 
Economic  Development,  has  encountered 
little  support  in  Washington. 

By  voice  vote,  the  Senate  defeated  a  plan 
sponsored  by  Minnesota  Democrats  McCar¬ 
thy  and  Humphrey  to  provide  incentive 
payments  and  higher  support  prices  to  dairy 
farmers  who  voluntarily  reduce  their  milk 
output.  A  somewhat  similar  plan  is  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  House  farm  bill,  but  Sena¬ 
tors  have  been  cool  to  so-called  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  unless  accompanied  by 
penalties  for  dairymen  who  boost  their 
output. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  from  a 
reading  of  the  article  and  a  knowledge 
of  the  background  of  this  bill,  we  can 
see  that,  come  1964,  if  not  earlier,  the 
Members  of  Congress  who  represent  the 
agricultural  interests  will  be  faced  with 
the  necessity  of  choosing  between  a  con¬ 
trol-type  program,  on  the  one  hand,  or, 
on  the  other  hand,  nothing,  because  un¬ 
der  the  Ellender  amendment,  which  was 
adopted  yesterday,  farmers  will  not  have 
any  opportunity  to  have  price  supports 
after  1963. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article,  from  today’s  Wall  Street  Journal, 
entitled  “Freeman  Condemns  Congress 
Halfway  Steps  on  Agriculture,”  con¬ 
taining  a  criticism  of  the  administra¬ 
tions  control-type  program  by  Prof.  Don 
Paarlberg  of  Purdue  University ;  and  an 
article,  from  the  August  issue  of  the 
Farm  Journal,  entitled  “What  Do  We 
Do  Now?” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Freeman  Condemns  Congress  Halfway 
Steps  on  Agriculture — He  Urges  Adop¬ 
tion  of  Kennedy’s  Supply -Management 
Plan;  Criticizes  CED’s  Proposal 
Storrs,  Conn. — Agriculture  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  assailed  “halfway  measures”  in  Con¬ 
gress  that  send  Federal  farm  costs  soaring, 
and  reiterated  his  plea  for  farmers  to  de¬ 
cide  between  the  free  market  concept  and 
the  Kennedy  administration’s  supply-man¬ 
agement  plan. 

Mr.  Freeman  spoke  here  at  a  meeting  of 
the  American  Farm  Economic  Association  to 
more  than  1,500  agriculture  economists  from 
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the  United  States  and  several  foreign  coun- 
tries. 

The  supply-management  concept  calls  for 
Government  action  to  bring  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  into  line  and  convert  millions  of  crop¬ 
land  acres  into  recreation  sites,  grassland 
and  timber.  It  offers,  the  Agriculture  Sec¬ 
retary  declared,  ‘*the  only  real  freedom  of 
action,  of  individual  management  decision, 
to  the  American  farmer,”  permitting  pro¬ 
ducers  jointly  to  agree  to  limit  their  output 
in  exchange  for  Government  supports  that 
will  maintain  their  incomes. 

SECRETARY  CRITICIZES  CED  PLAN 

Mr.  Freeman  sharply  criticized  the  free- 
market  farm  policy  recently  proposed  by  the 
business-sponsored  Committee  for  Economic 
Development.  He  said  the  CED  plan,  pro¬ 
viding  5  years  of  gradually  declining  Gov¬ 
ernment  aid  to  agriculture,  would  reduce 
net  income  per  farm  to  $700  by  1966  from 
about  $3,360  in  1961,  and  total  net  farm  in¬ 
come  would  decline  by  1966  to  about  $2  bil¬ 
lion  from  $12.8  billion  in  1961. 

“Rural  America  would  be  irreparably 
changed,  with  communities  destroyed  and 
institutions  seriously  damaged,”  Mr.  Free¬ 
man  said.  “Unemployment  rates  would  be 
raised  sharply  as  displaced  farmers  entered 
the  labor  force.  They  would  compete  with 
workers  already  affected  by  industry’s  prob¬ 
lems  of  excess  capacity  and  automation — 
and  both  would  find  jobs  more  difficult  to 
get.” 

Earlier,  a  former  Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion  official  branded  President  Kennedy’s 
farm  policies  “a  kind  of  neomerchantilism, 
wary  of  the  market  and  of  individual  deci¬ 
sionmaking.” 

POLICY  LIKENED  TO  1STH  CENTURY 

The  appraisal  was  made  by  Don  Paarlberg, 
an  Assistant  Agriculture  Secretary  and  Food 
for  Peace  Coordinator  during  the  Eisenhower 
administration,  after  Willard  M.  Cochrane, 
.chief  economist  for  Agriculture  Secretary 
Freeman,  reviewed  the  Kennedy  administra¬ 
tion’s  supply  management  concept. 

Mr.  Paarlberg  had  some  praise  for  admin¬ 
istration  efforts  to  step  up  food  donations 
to  needy  people  at  home  and  abroad,  to  ex¬ 
pand  export  markets  for  farm  goods,  and  to 
speed  economic  development  of  depressed 
rural  areas.  But  he  likened  other  New  Fron¬ 
tier  farm  policies  to  18th-century  mercan¬ 
tilist  doctrine  that  prescribed  strict  gov¬ 
ernment  controls  on  some  production,  mar¬ 
keting  and  trade.  The  harsh  application  of 
this  doctrine  by  England  has  been  called  one 
of  the  causes  of  the  American  Revolution. 

Mr.  Paarlberg,  now  a  professor  of  agricul¬ 
ture  at  Purdue  University,  criticized  “the  low 
esteem  with  which  the  administration  holds 
the  ability  of  the  farmer  to  make  wise  deci¬ 
sions  as  to  resource  use,  and  the  unwar¬ 
ranted  high  regard  it  has  for  the  ability  of 
Government  to  make  these  decisions.” 


What  Do  We  Do  Now? 

When  the  turkey  growers  of  the  country 
turned  in  a  heavy  adverse  vote  on  a  national 
marketing  order  the  other  day,  it  was  the 
third  time  within  a  year  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  had  been  told  “loud  and  clear”  that 
farmers  don’t  want  any  more  Government 
control  of  agriculture  than  they’ve  already 
got. 

One  wonders  whether  the  message  isn’t 
coming  through  down  there  in  Washington 
or  whether  farmers’  opinions  don’t  carry 
much  weight  with  this  administration.  It 
must  be  one  or  the  other. 

The  first  time  was  when  Congress  uncere¬ 
moniously  tossed  out  the  administration’s 
1961  omnibus  farm  bill,  which  would  have 
transferred  some  of  the  law-writing  func¬ 
tions  of  Congress  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

The  second  time  was  a  month  ago  when  in 
a  bitter  fight  the  1962  Kennedy-Freeman  get 
tough,  compulsory-control  farm  bill  was  de¬ 


feated  in  the  House  by  48  courageous  Demo¬ 
crats  and  all  but  one  of  the  Republicans. 

Now  it’s  the  turkey  growers  who  have  been 
heard  from.  Last  year  they  got  themselves 
in  trouble  by  raising  too  many  turkeys.  But 
rather  than  accept  Government  control  as 
a  cure,  they’ve  elected  to  solve  their  own 
problems.  Like  the  rest  of  the  livestock 
industry,  they  prefer  to  take  a  bad  year  now 
and  then,  and  let  that  supply  the  corrective, 
rather  than  have  the  Government  tell  them 
how  to  run  their  business. 

Three  rebuffs  in  one  year  ought  to  begin 
to  add  up  to  something  for  anyone  who  cares 
to  listen. 

THAT  BILLION-DOLLAR  COST 

On  the  defeat  of  his  farm  bill,  President 
Kennedy  said  the  country  would  now  pay  an 
extra  billion  dollars  a  year. 

We  doubt  it  very  much.  True,  we  may 
pay  more  storage  and  handling  costs,  but 
what  about  the  cost  of  administering  and 
policing  an  expanded  system  of  compulsory 
controls  on  the  individual  farms  of  the 
country? 

Moreover,  some  of  whatever  additional  cost 
there  is  will  be  paid  to  farmers,  and  we  re¬ 
fuse  to  weep  over  that.  As  we’ve  pointed 
out  before,  they  won’t  be  paid  “for  doing 
nothing,”  taut  for  doing  something — laying 
up  part  of  a  productive  plant  in  which  they 
have  got  a  lot  of  money  invested.  They  are 
renting  it  to  the  Government  in  the  public 
interest,  and  the  Government  should  ex¬ 
pect  to  pay  the  rent. 

Nor  can  we  feel  very  sorry  for  the  city  man 
who  helps  dig  up  the  rent  money.  The  fact 
is  farmers  have  done  far  more  subsidizing 
of  consumers  than  the  other  way  around. 
Farmers,  more  than  any  other  group,  have 
stood  between  consumers  and  higher  costs 
of  living. 

The  cost  of  living  increased  15.1  percent 
from  1951  to  1961.  Prices  paid  to  farmers 
for  food  and  fiber  decreased  22.6  percent  in 
the  same  10  years.  This  dollar  contribution 
by  farmers  to  consumers  would  make  $1 
billion  extra  a  year  for  a  farm  program  look 
paltry — even  if  the  billion-dollar  extra  cost 
were  actually  there. 

WHAT  TO  DO  NOW? 

Probably  the  best  we  can  do  in  this  session 
of  Congress  is  extended  the  present  wheat 
and  feed-grain  programs.  If  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  anxious  to  cut  costs  it  can  well 
revert  to  1960  support  prices,  which  never 
should  have  been  raised,  anyway.  Mean¬ 
while,  we  can  go  on  with  present  programs  on 
cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  and  tobacco. 

There’s  a  much  sounder  way  to  spend 
Government  farm-program  money,  and  it 
would  begin  to  cure  the  problem,  not  just 
temporarily  relieve  it.  For  the  longer  range 
we  hope  the  lawmakers  will  take  a  fresh — 
and  bipartisan — look  at  an  adequate  pro¬ 
gram  of  voluntary  land  retirement.  We’ve 
never  had  such.  It  could  work.  It  would 
cost  no  more  than  compulsory  controls 
would.  And  it  would  leave  farming  in  farm¬ 
ers’  hands — which  is  exactly  where  it  belongs. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  vote  against  this  bill, 
H.R.  12391,  which  the  administration 
describes  as  its  solution  to  the  farm 
problem.  This  bill  does  not  begin  to 
touch  the  real  problem  confronting  the 
American  farmers,  nor  does  it  provide  a 
solution  to  the  program  under  which 
billions  of  dollars  worth  of  agriculture 
commodities  have  been  accumulated  in 
the  Government  warehouses. 


During  World  War  n  Congress  guar¬ 
anteed  to  the  American  farmers  a  sup¬ 
port  price  for  certain  agriculture  com¬ 
modities  based  upon  90  percent  of  parity 
with  the  proviso  that  this  90  percent 
guarantee  would  extend  for  2  years  fol¬ 
lowing  the  end  of  World  War  II. 

This  program  guaranteeing  these  rela¬ 
tively  high  support  prices  was  approved 
for  the  announced  purpose  of  increasing 
the  production  of  agriculture  commodi¬ 
ties  and  to  guarantee  the  farmers  that 
should  the  war  suddenly  end  they  would 
be  protected  against  loss  during  the  2 
year  interval  following  the  readjustment 
of  their  production  schedules. 

This  program  was  successful  in  ob¬ 
taining  a  substantial  increase  in  the 
agriculture  production  which  was  need¬ 
ed  to  supply  the  citizens  of  our  country 
and  our  allies  during  the  struggle,  and 
had  I  been  in  Congress  at  that  time  I 
would  have  supported  such  a  program. 

But  this  program  guaranteeing  90  per¬ 
cent  supports  should  have  expired  on 
schedule  following  the  end  of  hostilities. 
At  that  time  we  had  relatively  no  sur¬ 
plus  inventory  of  agriculture  commodi¬ 
ties.  The  adjustments  could  have  been 
made  without  hardship  to  the  farmers 
and  with  a  minimum  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers;  but  instead  of  allowing  this  high 
support  price  to  expire  as  originally 
scheduled,  Congress  proceeded  to  ap¬ 
prove  a  series  of  1-  and  2 -year  exten¬ 
sions,  each  time  with  the  promise  that 
as  the  next  expiration  date  approached 
they  would  realistically  reappraise  the 
program. 

For  15  years  Congress  has  procrasti¬ 
nated.  Billions  of  dollars  have  been 
poured  down  the  drain  under  the  guise 
of  helping  the  American  farmers,  and 
today  we  have  a  multibillion-dollar  in¬ 
ventory  in  the  Government  warehouses 
which  hangs  as  a  ceiling  over  the  prices 
of  all  agriculture  commodities. 

I  entered  the  Senate  in  1947  and  joined 
the  minority  in  opposing  the  first 
extension  of  these  high  support  prices. 
I  warned  then  that  unless  they  were 
promptly  reduced,  the  support  prices 
would,  as  the  inventories  accumulated, 
become  ceiling  prices. 

Furthermore,  this  program  which  is 
flaunted  as  being  of  great  assistance  to 
the  small  farmer  is  a  farce.  During  these 
15  years  more  small  farmers  have 
closed  their  operations  than  ever  before 
in  the  history  of  our  country. 

I  recognize  that  all  of  this  change  can¬ 
not  be  charged  to  the  support  program, 
however,  since  with  the  mechanization  of 
our  farms  with  modern  equipment,  farm¬ 
ing  operations  of  necessity  have  become 
large  business,  but  under  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  as  it  has  been  approved  by  the 
Congress  over  these  years,  this  trend 
from  the  small  farm  has  been  acceler¬ 
ated.  s 

Under  the  New  Frontier  feed  grains 
program,  as  first  approved  last  year  and 
as  proposed  to  be  extended  here  today, 
the  benefits  will  not  go  to  the  small 
farmer  but  rather  it  will  perpetuate  sub¬ 
sidization  of  the  expansion  of  the  large 
corporate  type  of  operations. 

A  small  family-type  farmer  cannot  so 
readily  curtail  his  operation.  He  must 
still  keep  a  tractor,  combine,  planters, 
and  other  types  of  equipment  in  operat- 
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ing  condition.  His  equipment  and  labor 
costs  are  not  lessened  should  he  put  a 
part  of  his  acreage  under  lease  to  the 
Government  under  the  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram.  His  expenses  are  the  minimum 
fixed  liabilities,  and  they  continue  even 
though  he  lets  a  part  of  his  farm  lie  idle. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  corporate-type 
owner  and  a  large  operator  can  take  all 
or  parts  of  their  acreage  out  of  produc¬ 
tion,  put  some  of  their  tractors,  com¬ 
bines,  and  other  equipment  in  the  barn, 
dismiss  their  employees,  and  spend  the 
winter  in  Florida  on  the  cash  benefits 
which  they  collect  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  for  the  land  being  retired  from 
production. 

Recently  I  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  under  the  Kennedy  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  the  Ford  Motor  Co.,  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary,  one  of  the  largest 
banks  in  Illinois,  and  a  couple  of  air¬ 
ports  had  all  been  qualified  as  little  farm¬ 
ers  eligible  for  substantial  subsidies 
under  this  program. 

The  bill  before  us  today  extends  this 
farce,  and  these  same  payments  would 
be  authorized  for  another  12-month 
period. 

By  what  line  of  reasoning  can  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  qualify  for 
$45,000  subsidy  under  a  farm  program,  or 
the  Ford  Motor  Co.  qualify  as  a  farmer 
in  need  of  assistance  from  the  Federal 
Treasury? 

By  what  line  of  reasoning  can  an  air¬ 
port  which  buys  an  adjoining  farm  for 
the  purpose  of  extending  its  runways 
qualify  as  a  fanner  and  collect  payments 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  in  return  for 
an  agreement  not  to  raise  com  on  its 
extended  runways  or  between  its  run¬ 
ways? 

By  what  line  of  reasoning  could  any¬ 
one  ever  think  that  the  city  of  St. 
Louis  is  a  farmer;  yet,  last  year  under 
the  Kennedy  feed  grains  program  the 
city  of  St.  Louis  collected  over  $12,000. 

A  farm  operating  in  the  State  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  that  is  owned  by  a  corporation, 
with  headquarters  at  Manchester,  Eng¬ 
land,  qualified  as  an  American  farmer, 
and  we  sent  them  over  $11,000  as  an 
inducement  to  cut  down  on  its  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  here  in  America. 

All  of  these  payments  were  legal  and 
will  be  legal  again  next  year  if  this  bill 
before  us  today  is  approved. 

Last  year  the  Government  paid  to  the 
American  farmers — including  those  cor¬ 
porations,  penitentiaries,  airports,  banks, 
motels,  and  so  forth,  who  qualified  as 
farmers — $1,118,233,897.  These  pay¬ 
ments  were  made  under  the  1961  feed 
grains  program  and  under  the  soil  bank 
conservation  reserve  program. 

In  addition,  they  paid  $208,182,000  to 
subsidize  the  purchase  of  additional  lime 
and  fertilizer  and  for  certain  soil  con¬ 
servation  practices.  This  subsidized 
lime  and  fertilizer  was  made  available 
for  the  announced  purpose  of  increas¬ 
ing  the  productivity  of  the  remaining 
acreage. 

In  addition,  during  the  first  IT  months 
of  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Government  lost 
another  $2,159,974,974  in  its  disposal  of 
surplus  agriculture  commodities. 

This  does  not  begin  to  represent  the 
overall  cost  to  the  American  taxpayers 


of  perpetuating  this  uneconomic  farm 
program.  For  instance  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  capitalized  with  a 
borrowing  authority  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  of  $14*4  billion.  As  of  May  31, 
1962,  its  financial  statement  showed  that 
it  had  utilized  $13,617,025,550.17  of  this 
authority,  but  as  security  for  this  $13,- 
617  million  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  as  of  that  same  date,  reported 
loans  and  inventories  as  having  a  net 
book  value  of  only  $5,653,855,237. 

In  its  May  31,  1962,  report  on  page  11 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  re¬ 
ported  an  accumulative  net  deficit  of 
$7,361,871,143.55. 

Thus  we  find  that  this  Government 
Corporation,  based  upon  its  own  account¬ 
ing  system,  has  an  accumulated  loss  of 
over  $7  billion  which  still  confronts  the 
taxpayers,  although  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  all  of  this  accumulative  loss  did 
not  accrue  in  the  last  fiscal  year  or  un¬ 
der  this  administration. 

The  Kennedy  administration  has 
offered  the  American  farmers  a  choice 
of  accepting  their  program  with  rigid 
controls  or  of  being  confronted  with  a 
complete  repeal  of  all  support  prices  and 
the  possibility  that  the  surplus  would  be 
dumped  on  the  market  overnight. 

That  is  not  a  free  choice  in  the  light 
of  nearly  $6  billion  in  agriculture  inven¬ 
tories  which  the  Government  owns  and 
which  are  hanging  over  the  market. 

A  threat  to  dump  these  inventories  on 
the  market  can  scare  the  American  farm¬ 
ers  into  accepting  an  unsound  program. 

These  high  support  programs  could 
have  been  repealed  outright  15  years  ago 
without  any  disastrous  effect  to  the 
farmers.  We  had  no  inventories.  They 
could  have  been  repealed  on  many  sub¬ 
sequent  dates  at  which  time  the  inven¬ 
tories  were  not  excessive,  but  now  the 
inventories  are  there.  No  responsible 
person  is  suggesting  that  they  be  dumped 
on  the  market  or  destroyed.  They  can¬ 
not  be  dumped  on  the  world  market  with¬ 
out  creating  international  complications 
or  chaos.  Nor  can  they  be  dumped  on 
our  domestic  market  without  a  complete 
demoralization  of  prices. 

The  Government  knows  this  and 
should  stop  holding  the  suggestion  as  a 
threat  oyer  the  American  farmers.  Out¬ 
right  repeal  now  at  this  late  date  is  not 
the  answer,  but  what  can  be  done  is  a 
systematic  withdrawal  of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  the  business  of  operating 
the  American  farms. 

Support  prices  should  be  reduced  to  the 
point  where  they  would  not  guarantee  to 
the  American  farmer  a  profit  on  his 
operation. 

The  Government  should  then  begin  a 
systematic  liquidation  of  its  excessive 
inventories.  It  may  take  2  to  5  years  to 
dispose  of  these  inventories  abroad  or  at 
home,  but  once  these  inventories  are 
out  of  the  way  and  no  longer  hanging 
over  the  market  as  a  threat,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  could  then  under  an  orderly 
free  enterprise  system  begin  to  obtain 
realistic  prices  for  their  production. 

The  farmers  during  this  transition 
period  must  be  protected  against  un¬ 
reasonable  economic  losses,  but  a  support 
price  which  gives  this  protection  should 
not  encourage  increased  or  continued 


heavy  production.  This  support  price 
should  be  at  a  level  where  any  farmer 
would  lose  a  little  bit  of  his  own  money 
in  each  instance  before  he  calls  upon  the 
Federal  Treasury  for  its  guarantee. 
The  alternative  to  such  an  approach  is 
the  unacceptable  rigid  controls. 

As  evidence  of  this  contradictory 
policy  the  Government  itself  last  year 
leased  to  the  American  farmers  for  agri¬ 
culture  production  4,881,395  acres  of 
cropland.  Upon  this  they  received  an 
average  of  less  than  $3  per  acre,  or  a  total 
annual  rental  of  $13,327,953. 

At  a  time  when  the  Government  is 
paying  as  high  as  $50  per  acre  as  an 
inducement  to  farmers  to  retire  some  of 
their  land  from  agriculture  production 
why  could  it  not  just  withdraw  from  pro¬ 
duction  its  own  4,881,000  acres,  upon 
which  it  is  only  receiving  $3  per  acre? 
This  one  step  alone  would  save  nearly 
$100  million. 

Then  again  we  find  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  six  to  eight  different  agencies 
out  calling  on  the  American  farmers, 
trying  to  loan  them  money  to  expand 
their  operations  and  thereby  increase 
their  production  of  commodities  which 
are  already  in  overproduction.  The 
financing  of  these  expanded  operations, 
many  of  which  are  uneconomic,  at  a  time 
when  we  already  have  too  much  does 
not  help  the  farmers  who  are  getting 
these  loans,  and  the  results  of  the  in¬ 
creased  production  are  only  further  ag¬ 
gravating  the  problem  of  the  bona  fide 
farmers. 

What  the  American  farmer  needs  is 
for  the  Washington  bureaucracy  to  adopt 
some  good  common  barnyard  sense  in 
planning  a  farm  program,  and  this  can 
best  be  accomplished  by  listening  to  the 
American  farm  organizations  themselves 
rather  than  listening  to  some  of  the  Har¬ 
vard  technicians,  many  of  whose  only 
experience  with  farmland  has  been  that 
which  was  gained  on  the  golf  course. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  sub¬ 
sidy  program  for  the  American  farmer 
is  but  one  of  the  many  unwarranted  sub¬ 
sidy  programs  which  are  operated  by  the 
U.S.  Government,  and  the  formula  which 
I  am  advocating  here  today  under  which 
an  American  farmer  would  lose  a  little 
of  his  own  money  before  he  receives 
Government  support  is  a  formula  which 
should  be  extended  to  every  phase  of 
our  economic  system  and  every  subsidy 
program  on  our  statute  books. 

The  American  farmer  is  but  one  of  the 
multitude  of  expensive  subsidy  programs 
which  are  presently  in  existence. 

As  evidence  of  some  of  the  abuse 
which  can  develop  under  this  type  of 
program — a  program  which  is  based 
upon  paying  as  high  as  $50  per  acre  to 
the  farmers  not  to  produce  feed  grains — 
I  cite  an  example  of  how  through  mal¬ 
administration  this  program  has  been 
abused  in  the  State  of  Louisiana. 

In  that  State  it  was  found  that  the 
officials  administering  this  program  were 
juggling  the  records  whereby  they  and 
their  friends  were  collecting  large  pay¬ 
ments — $50  to  $60  per  acre — for  the  re¬ 
tirement  of  their  cropland  whereas  other 
farmei’s  in  the  same  area  who  were  not 
in  the  clique  were  being  offered  as  low 
as  $4  per  acre. 
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I  called  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  before 
they  reported  this  bill  with  the  sugges¬ 
tion  that  it  should  be  investigated  before 
they  recommended  further  extension  of 
the  feed  grains  program.  As  yet  no  re¬ 
port  has  been  rendered,  and  we  are  now 
confronted  with  the  situation  where  we 
are  asked  to  extend  for  another  year 
this  same  program  under  which  this 
abuse  has  been  possible. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
article  outlining  some  of  the  abuse  un¬ 
der  the  1961  feed  grains  program  which 
are  outlined  in  the  August  1962  issue  of 
Farm  and  Ranch  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

It  Happened  in  Louisiana — Federal  Funds 
for  Favored  Sons 
(By  Bill  Kennedy) 

HANDED  “LICENSE  TO  STEAL,”  THIS  ASCS  COM¬ 
MITTEE  JUGGLED  ACREAGES,  YIELDS,  AND  PAY¬ 
MENTS 

(Editor’s  Note. — This  is  a  factual  account. 
No  names  or  places  have  been  changed  to 
protect  the  innocent.) 

“Of  course  I  take  it.  You  be  down  there 
and  see  all  that  money  and  you’d  take  it, 
too.” 

Talking  was  an  ASCS  committeeman.  His 
audience,  a  group  of  five  farmers  standing 
around  the  general  store  at  Mansura,  La. 
All  five  had  ASCS  form  notices  offering  them 
from  $4  to  $14  per  acre  for  taking  corn  out 
of  production  under  the  feed  grains  program. 

One  of  the  five  had  just  confronted  the 
committeeman  with  a  copy  of  the  official's 
own  notice  which  showed  he  was  to  collect 
$59.20  per  acre  for  his  “grain  bank”  acreage, 
although  it  was  generally  known  that  his 
land  was  no  better  than  his  neighbors’. 

It  wasn’t  that  the  committeeman  especially 
wanted  to  keep  his  neighbors’  payments  low. 
It  was  just  a  matter  of  mathematics.  The 
State  allotted  the  county  just  so  much 
money,  based  on  what  the  State  ASCS  office 
decided  was  the  established  average  produc¬ 
tion  for  the  county.  So,  in  order  for  some 
to  get  very  high  payments,  many  others  had 
to  be  cut  to  extremely  low  payment  levels. 

These  and  other  farmers  of  Avoyelles  Par¬ 
ish  (county)  who  did  some  checking  around 
(before  ASCS  records  were  closed  to  inspec¬ 
tion)  found  the  committees  had  applied  a 
simple  formula:  County  and  township  com¬ 
mitteemen,  their  friends  and  influence  ped¬ 
dlers  were  getting  contracts  calling  for  $45 
to  $60  per  acre  for  not  growing  corn;  most 
everybody  else  was  getting  from  $2  to  $15 — 
with  a  few  in  between. 

According  to  reports,  Farmer-Merchant 
Bennie  Gremillion,  of  Hessmer,  got  from  the 
county  ASCS  office  before  Federal  investi¬ 
gators  arrived,  contracts  in  Wards  III  and 
IV  ranged  from  $3.50  to  $45.40  in  1961  (this 
last  for  township  committeemen,  a  county 
committeeman  and  “friends”). 

This  year  it  got  worse.  In  ward  IV,  Town¬ 
ship  Committeeman  Bryan  Bordelon  was 
offered  $61.50.  Kannie  Gaspard  was  to  get 
$59.20.  Clarence  Norman,  $56.80.  William 
Watts  (a  committeeman  last  year  but  not 
reelected)  would  be  paid  $59.20  per  acre. 

Their  neighbor,  Sidney  Ducote  was  offered 
$2  per  acre. 

Right  across  a  narrow  gravel  road  from 
Farmer  Ducote  is  a  farm  owned  by  the  coun¬ 
ty  ASCS  committee  chairman,  Roy  Kirby. 
How  much  for  him?  (Guess.)  That’s  right — 
$59.20.  Kirby  reportedly  has  19  acres  in 
the  grain  bank — yet,  according  to  two  near¬ 
by  farmers,  he  produced  no  more  than  14 
to  1  y2  acres  of  grain  on  this  farm  during 
1959  and  1960  (the  basic  years) . 


Arthur  Deglandon  is  a  corn-growing  cham¬ 
pion.  Last  year  he  won  a  contest  sponsored 
by  a  leading  seed  company  by  producing 
“better  than  60  barrels  per  acre;”  and  his 
testimonial  was  used  in  the  company’s  ad¬ 
vertising.  He,  too,  is  a  ward  IV  farmer. 
ASCS  “established”  his  average  yield  at  19 
bushels  and  this  year  offered  him  $11.80  per 
acre  for  taking  corn  out  of  production. 

Sammy  Ponthieux  is  one  of  the  best 
farmers  in  ward  HI.  His  first  offer  this  year 
was  $6.90  per  acre,  based  on  an  average 
yield  of  11  bushels.  Community  Committee¬ 
man  Alton  Zimmer,  immediately  across  the 
road  from  him,  was  getting  $56.  Sammy 
proceeded  to  put  up  a  howl.  The  committee 
then  raised  his  "established”  average  yield  to 
24  bushels  and  his  grain  bank  price  to  $14.80. 
This  failed  to  quiet  him  down  and  Sammy 
has  recently  been  promised  another  raise. 

Bennie  Gremillion’s  case  is  even  more  in¬ 
teresting.  His  first  offer  this  year  was 
$11.80,  based  on  an  established  average 
yield  of  19  bushels  per  acre — with  34  acres 
of  base  acreage.  His  second  offer,  after  the 
ruckus  started,  was  $19.70  (yield  was  now 
established  at  32  bushels) .  But  Bennie  con¬ 
tinued  to  make  trouble;  was  instrumental 
in  getting  an  investigation  started  and  co¬ 
operated  fully  with  investigators.  After  that 
his  base  acreage  for  the  grain  program  was 
reduced  from  34  acres  down  to  3. 

All  of  this  is  evidence  that  the  committees 
had  complete  flexibility  in  establishing  acre¬ 
ages,  yields,  and  prices.  The  program  is 
based  on  years  when  there  were  no  grain 
crop  allotments,  no  measurements.  No  rec¬ 
ords  of  acreage  nor  yields  were  kept;  all  was 
based  on  estimates  and  subject  to  adjust¬ 
ment.  It  left  the  door  wide  open  for  legal 
discrimination. 

A  Federal  investigator  from  the  regional 
office  in  Texas  was  called  into  Avoyelles 
Parish.  And  in  the  opinion  of  those  who 
helped  and  watched  him  he  did  a  thorough 
job — and  made  a  thorough  report.  It’s  now 
apparent,  however,  that  the  report  will  not 
be  released,  will  not  be  seen  except  by  in¬ 
siders  at  USDA — and  by  Congressman  Mc- 
Sween,  Democrat,  of  Louisiana,  who  re¬ 
portedly  received  a  copy. 

The  State  ASCS  office  sloughed  off  the  mat¬ 
ter  by  reporting  in  the  press  that  “some 
Avoyelles  Parish  farm  payment  rates  had 
been  improperly  established,”  but  went  on 
to  add  that  it  “found  no  evidence  of  inten¬ 
tional  failure  to  follow  prescribed  proce¬ 
dures.”  (Reminds  you  of  Secretary  Freeman 
explaining  the  Estes  fraud.)  The  office  ruled 
that  the  last  half  (harvestime)  payments 
would  not  be  made  on  some  of  the  higher 
contracts  but  asked  for  no  refunds  on  out¬ 
landish  payments  already  made. 

ASCS  tries  desperately  to  pretend  that’s 
the  end  of  it.  But  farmers  in  the  county 
are  far  from  contented.  They  just  don’t  like 
the  idea  of  having  a  small  group  call  all  the 
shots  on  all  the  farms,  regardless  of  who  the 
men  are. 

Asked  why  they  didn’t  elect  new  commit¬ 
teemen  for  this  year  after  seeing  what  hap¬ 
pened  last  year,  Sammy  Ponthieux  summed 
it  up: 

“That  ain’t  so  easy  with  this  system  we 
got.  'Hiey  have  this  voting  by  mail — and  the 
committeemen  are  the  ones  who  count  the 
votes.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  bill  is  an  improvement  over 
Senate  bill  3225,  which  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  last  May,  in  that  the  present 
measure  does  not  contain  the  highly  ob¬ 
jectionable  Kennedy -Freeman  compul¬ 
sory  feed-grain  provisions. 
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Until  a  few  days  ago  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  ,  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee,  planned  to  make  an  effort 
to  include  the  Kennedy-Freeman  com¬ 
pulsory  feed-grain  bill  in  the  present 
measure.  Because  of  those  intentions,  I 
joined  with  other  Senators  in  announc¬ 
ing  that  we  would  vigorously  resist  such 
an  effort  with  any  available  means,  in¬ 
cluding  delay  in  acting  on  the  bill. 

Happily,  this  became  unnecessary  be¬ 
cause  on  Monday  of  this  week  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  declared  that  he  had 
abandoned  all  thoughts  of  having  the 
Kennedy-Freeman  feed-grains  bill 
passed  at  this  session;  and  he  stated  that 
he  would  not  offer  such  an  amendment. 
His  stated  reason  was  not  only  doubts 
that  such  effort  would  be  approved  by 
the  Senate,  but  also  the  fact  that  the 
House  had  refused  to  pass  the  bill  in¬ 
cluding  the  amendment,  and  the  further 
fact  that  the  absence  of  sentiment  in  the 
House  was  such  that  such  a  version  was 
still  unacceptable. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  this  bill  is  the 
better  for  the  absence  of  the  compulsory 
feed-grain  features,  I  do  not  find  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  vote  in  its  favor.  There  are  two 
principal  reasons. 

First,  title  ni,  on  wheat,  includes  an 
involved,  complex,  and  hard-to-under- 
stand  certificate  plan.  Even  legislators 
experienced  in  this  field  acknowledge 
difficulty  in  figuring  out  what  it  means 
and  how  it  will  work.  A  very  casual 
reading  of  it,  however,  makes  clear  that 
under  its  terms  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  be  given  extraordinary 
discretionary  powers.  He  could  issue 
regulations — which  would  apply  to  pro¬ 
ducers,  processors,  warehousemen,  and 
exporters — of  such  nature  and  degree 
that  they  would  make  him  practically  a 
czar  of  the  entire  industry.  He  would 
be  endowed  with  at  least  24  major  dis¬ 
cretionary  powers  and  authority. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
at  this  point  in  my  remarks,  a  list 
thereof. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Title  III-B  of  H.R.  12391  Delegates  Broad 
Authority  to  Secretary 

Major  discretionary  authorities  are  sum¬ 
marized  below: 

1.  Authority  to  determine  if  referendum 
shall  be  for  1,  2,  or  3  years. 

2.  Authority  to  determine  size  of  national 
marketing  quota  (not  less  than  1  billion 
bushels)  and  to  determine  annual  draw¬ 
down  of  stocks. 

3.  Authority  to  determine  that  allotment 
for  any  type  of  wheat  in  short  supply  shall 
be  increased  above  allotment  otherwise  com¬ 
puted  in  amount  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

4.  Authority  to  exclude  from  program  any 
State  with  less  than  25,000  acres  of  allot¬ 
ment. 

5.  Authority  to  determine  what  may  be 
planted  on  diverted  acreage,  the  amount  by 
which  the  diversion  payment  will  be  reduced 
if  such  crops  are  planted,  and  whether  or 
not  diverted  acreage  may  be  grazed. 

6.  Authority  to  determine  the  amount  of 
payment  for  wheat  diverted  acreage  (not 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  support  rate  on 
normal  yield). 
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7.  Authority  to  determine  conservation 
uses  which  must  be  practiced  on  diverted 
acreage  and  to  determine  a  conservation  base 
on  each  farm  which  must  be  exceeded  by 
acreage  of  wheat  diverted  and  to  adjust  pay¬ 
ment  for  failure  to  comply  with  conservation 
requirements. 

8.  Authority  to  determine  if  advance  di¬ 
version  payments  shall  be  made  (not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  percent  of  total) . 

9.  Authority  to  establish  such  terms  and 
conditions  not  specified  in  law  as  Secretary 
deems  “desirable  to  effectuate  purposes”  of 
conservation  program. 

10.  Authority  to  determine  how  many 
wheat  marketing  certificates  shall  be  issued 
for  food  and  export  (export  includes  wheat 
disposed  of  under  Public  Law  480,  including 
donations  and  sales  for  foreign  currencies) . 

11.  Authority  to  determine  the  value  of 
wheat  marketing  certificates. 

12.  Authority  to  issue  regulations  relating 
to  transfer  of  wheat  marketing  certificates. 

13.  Authority  to  determine  under  what  cir¬ 
cumstances  wheat  marketing  certificates 
shall  be  purchased  by  CCC  from  farmers. 

14.  Authority  to  determine  if  CCC  should 
establish  a  pool  for  marketing  certificates 
and  to  prescribe  regulations  relating  thereto 
and  the  fees  to  be  charged  for  handling  mar¬ 
keting  certificates. 

15.  Authority  to  establish  conversion  fac¬ 
tors  to  determine  amount  of  wheat  in  any 
food  product. 

16.  Authority  to  “take  such  action  as  he 
determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the 
transition”  to  the  new  program. 

17.  Authority  to  exempt  “all  or  a  portion” 
of  food  products  in  process  on  effective  date 
of  new  program  or  to  sell  owners  thereof 
certificates  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine. 

18.  Authority  to  require  processors,  ware¬ 
housemen,  exporters,  and  others  dealing  with 
wheat  certificates  to  “keep  such  records  as 
the  Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary.” 

19.  Authority  to  require  processors,  ware¬ 
housemen,  exporters,  and  others  dealing  with 
wheat  certificates  to  submit  such  reports  as 
the  Secretary  finds  necessary. 

20.  Authority  to  examine  the  books,  papers, 
records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts, 
documents,  and  memorandums  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  necessary  to  ascertain  the  correct¬ 
ness  of  records  and  reports. 

21.  Authority  to  deny  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  to  any  producer  “in  whole  or  in  part, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine”  for  any 
violation  of  the  law  or  regulations,  without 
judicial  action. 

22.  Authority  to  “prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  subtitle.” 

23.  Authority  to  establish  a  level  of  price 
support  for  certificate  wheat  at  any  level 
between  65  and  90  percent  of  parity. 

24.  Authority  to  establish  the  level  of  price 
support  for  noncertificate  wheat. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  after 
reading  this  list,  the  least  that  can  be 
said  is  that  the  plan  requires  careful, 
thoughtful  study  and  analysis.  Natural¬ 
ly,  there  is  much  confusion  and  there 
is  much  misunderstanding  as  to  the  plan 
as  contained  in  the  bill.  In  fairness  it 
must  be  said  that  opinion  in  the  Wheat 
Belt  is  very  substantially  divided.  There 
is  considerable  support  for  it;  there  is 
also  considerable  opposition  to  it. 

Regardless  of  its  merits,  therefore, 
instead  of  having  a  choice  between  this 
unknown,  untried,  and  hard-to-under- 
stand  plan  and  an  ineffective,  undesir¬ 
able  price-supports  system,  the  wheat 
farmers  should  have  an  alternative  plan. 
They  should  be  given  the  freedom  of 


choice  which  the  Mundt  amendment 
would  have  given  them  if  it  had  been 
approved;  namely,  a  chance  to  elect  as 
between  the  wheat  certificate  plan,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  a  continuation  for 
2  years  of  the  program  which  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  today. 

Had  this  Mundt  amendment  been 
adopted,  the  wheat  certificate  plan  could 
have  been  thoroughly  studied  in  the 
meantime,  and  there  would  not  be  the 
coercion  which  will  prevail  under  the 
bill  we  are  to  vote  on  today. 

It  is  keenly  regrettable  that  the  Mundt 
freedom-of-choice  amendment  was  de¬ 
feated. 

Rather  than  requiring  the  wheat 
farmer  to  make  the  hard  choice  of  pro¬ 
nouncing  judgment  soon  of  this  new  and 
complicated  concept,  I  shall  cast  my 
vote  against  this  measure. 

The  second  principal  reason  why  I 
find  it  impossible  to  vote  in  favor  of  the 
bill  lies  in  the  very  drastic  amendment 
of  the  present  law  in  regard  to  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  corn.  The  present  law  pro¬ 
vides  that  price  supports  shall  be  not 
less  than  65  percent  of  parity  and  not 
more  than  90  percent.  This  was 
amended  to  strike  out  the  minimum  of 
65  percent,  thus  giving  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  the  power  to  provide  for  corn 
price  supports  anywhere  from  zero  to 
90  percent  of  parity,  and  at  a  level  within 
that  range  which  will  not  result  in  fur¬ 
ther  surplus  accumulations  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Most  of  us  will  recall  the  efforts  of 
former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson 
when  he  tried  to  get  the  same  amend¬ 
ment  approved.  Many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  opposed  him  in  that  desire,  because 
it  was  felt  then,  and  I  feel  now,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  not 
be  permitted  to  possess  such  a  powerful 
and  coercive  tool — the  power  to  fix  price 
supports  without  regard  to  a  specified 
floor  or  minimum.  Certainly  if  such  an 
amendment  was  objectionable  under 
Secretary  Benson,  it  is  objectionable  now 
under  Secretary  Freeman.  The  new  pro¬ 
posal  is  even  worse,  because  of  the  in¬ 
clusion  in  it  of  the  provision  that  the 
price  support  must  be  fixed  low  enough 
so  as  to  prevent  the  addition  of  a  single 
bushel  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  stocks  of  corn. 

An  effort  was  made  yesterday  to  de¬ 
feat  this  amendment,  but  it  failed.  It 
was  curious,  indeed,  to  see  that  all  the 
Democratic  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
voted — with  the  exception  of  two — voted 
in  favor  of  eliminating  the  minimum  of 
65  percent  of  parity  for  corn  price  sup¬ 
ports.  They  did  so  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  for  many  years  under  President  Ei¬ 
senhower’s  administration  there  was  a 
constant  declaration  by  many  members 
of  the  Democratic  Party  for  100  percent 
of  parity,  or  even  more,  for  price  sup¬ 
ports,  and  a  constant  criticism  on  their 
part  of  Secretary  Benson  for  trying  to 
eliminate  the  65 -percent  minimum.  Now 
they  have  completely  forsaken  their 
previous  position,  and  their  many 
previous  declarations. 

Many  of  us  are  fearful  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  will  use  this  newly 
granted  power  to  reduce  corn  prices  to 


such  a  low  level  that,  in  sheer  despera¬ 
tion,  in  their  efforts  to  avoid  complete 
ruin,  corn  and  feed-grain  farmers  will 
knuckle  under  to  the  constant  pressure 
and  the  goal  of  the  White  House,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  leadership  in  Congress,  for  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Kennedy-Freeman-Coch- 
rane  compulsory  feed-grains  bill. 

This  would  be  disastrous,  indeed,  to  the 
bell-being  of  agriculture  generally.  The 
eventual  outcome  would  be  a  manage¬ 
ment-supply  concept  and  production - 
quota  plan,  not  only  for  feed  grains 
alone,  but  also  for  cattle,  hogs,  sheep, 
poultry,  poultry  products,  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts,  and,  in  fact,  all  farm  products  gen¬ 
erally. 

This  was  the  essence  of  the  thinking 
earlier  this  year  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  when  it  refused  to  pass  the 
farm  bill.  Yet  we  are  now  arming  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  power  to 
reduce  corn  and  feed-grain  price  sup¬ 
ports  to  such  a  low  level  as  to  be  able  to 
create  a  pressured  political  climate  that 
will  result  in  a  coerced  adoption  of  the 
compulsory  feed-grains  program  as  au¬ 
thored  by  President  Kennedy,  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Freeman,  and  Professor 
Cochrane. 

Such  a  plan  would  go  a  long  way  to¬ 
ward  reducing  agriculture  to  the  status 
of  a  Government-regulated  public  util¬ 
ity.  It  would  go  a  long  way  toward  de¬ 
struction  of  the  opportunity  in  the  call¬ 
ing  of  agriculture,  in  the  life  and  future 
of  the  farm. 

Any  government  which  can  tightly 
control  the  supply  of  food  is  in  a  position 
where  it  can  assume  a  tyrannical  and 
all-powerful  position  in  all  other  regards 
insofar  as  its  citizenry  is  concerned. 
This  concept  is  totally  alien  to  our  free- 
enterprise  system,  the  system  which  has 
given  us  such  a  strategic  weapon  and 
advantage  in  our  present  battle  for  a  free 
world. 

Should  this  bill  be  passed  by  the 
Senate,  it  is  my  earnest  hope  that  in  the 
conference  the  provisions  of  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  will  prevail;  that  the 
wheat  certificate  plan  will  be  stricken 
out,  in  favor  of  an  extension  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  wheat  program;  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  removing  the  65-percent  minimum 
price  support  on  corn  and  feed  grains 
will  be  deleted;  and  that  the  1962  feed- 
grain  program  will  be  extended  into  the 
year  1963.  Such  a  result  is  to  be  vastly 
preferred  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
we  are  now  debating.  It  is  my  hope  that 
it  will  be  defeated,  for  the  reasons  I 
have  cited. 

There  are  many  alternatives  which  are 
far  more  workable  and  acceptable  than 
the  pending  bill.  Several  are  pending 
in  the  Congress  now.  The  administra¬ 
tion  and  Congress  will  do  well  to  dis¬ 
card  the  obnoxious  compulsory  manage¬ 
ment  supply  idea,  and  to  work  toward  a 
solution  more  in  keeping  with  the  tra¬ 
dition  and  thinking  of  a  free  American 
agriculture  with  opportunity  for  prog¬ 
ress. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  available  to  me? 

Tire  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six 
minutes. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  I  made  the  motion  to  strike  the 
feed  grain  control  program,  and  to  re¬ 
port  instead  to  the  Senate  the  farm  bill 
approved  earlier  by  our  committee.  My 
motion  was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  9  to  8. 
Later,  the  modified  wheat  program  was 
incorporated  in  the  bill  by  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  for  which 
I  voted.  As  a  result,  the  two  main  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  as  it  came  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  were  first,  a  1-year  extension  of  the 
emergency  feed  grain  program,  and  sec¬ 
ond,  a  modified  wheat  allotment  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  made  my  motion,  which  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  committee,  because  I 
wanted  to  see  a  farm  bill  adopted  at 
last,  and  to  see  action  taken  on  wheat — 
the  most  serious  and  persistent  surplus. 
Further,  wheat  has  been  controlled  in 
the  past;  it  has  had  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  program,  ap¬ 
proved  by  producers  in  annual  referenda, 
for  many  years.  The  essential  feature 
of  the  modified  program  would  be  to 
limit  the  liability  of  the  Government  in 
supporting  the  price  of  wheat.  It  would 
do  so  by  fixing  the  number  of  bushels 
of  wheat  eligible  for  price  support  at  65 
to  90  percent  of  parity.  I  thought  action 
on  wheat  appropriate  because  stocks  of 
wheat  owned  by  the  Federal  Government 
now  amount  to  half  the  value  of  all  price 
support  commodities  in  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  inventories,  while 
stocks  of  corn  are  only  17  percent. 

I  had  hoped  to  vote  for  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  our  committee  for  the  reasons 
I  have  given,  and  because  I  have  admired 
the  efforts  of  our  chairman,  Senator 
Ellender,  to  secure  a  better  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  But  yesterday  the  Senate  rejected 
by  a  vote  of  58-23  my  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  and  oppose  the  adoption  of  the 
Ellender  amendment,  and  because  of  the 
implications  of  the  amendment,  I  cannot 
vote  for  the  bill. 

The  consequences  of  the  Ellender 
amendment  may  not  have  been  clear 
yesterday.  We  did  not  fully  comprehend 
the  effect  of  the  language  prohibiting  the 
Secretary  from  setting  price  supports  for 
the  1964  and  subsequent  crops  of  corn  at 
a  level  which  would  increase  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn.  The 
amendment  was  never  considered  in 
committee;  there  was  no  expression  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  to  how 
any  price  support  could  be  extended  to 
farmers  under  the  provision;  and  it  was 
adopted  immediately  upon  taking  up  the 
farm  bill  without  discussion  and  with 
very  few  Senators  present. 

The  amendment  has  been  described  in 
the  press  as  part  of  a  compromise  offered 
by  the  chairman  accompanying  a  1-year 
extension  of  the  emergency  feed  grain 
program  for  the  1963  crop  of  corn.  But 
I  point  out  that  that  extension  was  in 
the  bill  as  reported  by  our  committee, 
without  the  Ellender  amendment,  and 


was  also  in  the  bill  passed  by  the  House, 
so  that  adoption  of  the  Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  extension  of  the  emergency  feed 
grain  program  next  year. 

The  amendment  is  a  far  more  radical 
change  than  Congress  enacted  in  1958 
after  full  debate,  when  price  support  for 
corn  was  reduced  from  75  to  65  percent 
of  parity.  This  is  the  situation  as  the 
farm  bill  goes  to  conference: 

The  Ellender  amendment  removes  the 
permanent  provision  of  law,  adopted  in 
1958,  providing  price  support  for  corn  at 
65  percent  of  parity,  or  90  percent  of  the 
3-year  market  average,  whichever  is 
higher.  Further,  it  provides  that  price 
support  could  not  be  set  at  any  level  that 
would  result  in  increasing  Government 
stocks  of  corn.  I  believe  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  will  be  to  abandon  any  corn 
program  after  the  1963  crop,  and  to  put 
unlimited  production  of  com  on  the  free 
market  without  protection  for  farmers 
who  grow  corn,  and  without  protection 
for  producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and 
poultry  whose  markets  are  stabilized 
through  stabilization  of  the  price  of 
feed — and  you  know  that  cheap  feed 
means  cheap  livestock.  So  the  Senate 
bill  abandons  the  ability  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  acquire  corn  in  order  to  support 
its  market  price. 

The  House  bill  abandons  the  parity 
concept  for  corn,  for  it  removes  price 
support  for  corn  at  65  percent  of  parity, 
and  substitutes  80  percent  of  the  3 -year 
market  average — which  would  be  about 
80  cents  a  bushel  in  1964,  and  perhaps 
65  cents  2  years  later. 

Between  the  Senate  provision  aban¬ 
doning  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
authority  to  acquire  corn,  unless  it  puts 
an  equivalent  amount  onto  the  market, 
and  the  House  provision  abandoning  the 
parity  concept  for  corn,  adoption  of  this 
farm  bill  means  the  end  of  any  corn  pro¬ 
gram  in  1964,  with  a  prospect  of  un¬ 
limited  production  of  corn  at  ruinous 
prices. 

I  should  think  the  effect  would  be  to 
threaten  any  stability  in  beef  cattle 
prices,  hog  prices,  and  poultry  prices — 
unstabilizing  the  production  and  prices 
of  all  livestock. 

This  will  be  done  without  a  referen¬ 
dum,  such  as  that  held  in  1958,  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  farmers  wish  to  abandon 
price  support  for  feed  grains.  It  is  a 
radical  change.  It  is  a  coercive  effort  to 
force  adoption  of  the  administration’s 
compulsory  control  programs.  In  saying 
this  I  do  not  refer  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  committee,  Senator 
Ellender,  who  is  open,  forthright  and 
without  guile.  But,  the  language  makes 
it  mandatory  for  the  Secretary  to  drive 
down  supports — which  would  drive 
down  prices  of  corn — and  thus  coerce 
corngrowers  to  accept  compulsory  con¬ 
trols.  For  with  corn  at  ruinous  levels, 
and  chaos  in  the  livestock  industry,  and 
with  the  administration  opposed  to  any 
other  program,  there  would  be  no  alter¬ 
native. 

The  Secretary  and  his  Department  of 
Agriculture  insist  upon  having  their 
compulsory  programs,  or  chaos.  This 
amendment  could  destroy  the  existing 
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corn  program,  destroy  the  parity  con¬ 
cept,  and  abandon  Government  support 
for  farmers — at  least  on  this  greatest 
American  crop  which  is  basic  to  all  live¬ 
stock  production — unless  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  given  the  power  it  desires  to  place 
controls  over  all  crops  and  over  vir¬ 
tually  all  farmers. 

I  have  opposed  the  compulsory  feed 
grain  control  program  for  three  reasons. 
First,  the  surplus  of  feed  grains,  while 
large  in  volume  and  value,  amounts  to 
less  than  6  months’  use,  which  may  be 
needed  in  the  event  of  drought — or  even 
in  the  event  that  radioactive  fallout  pre¬ 
vents  pasturing  livestock  for  a  time  in 
some  areas  of  the  country.  As  Senators 
know,  this  is  not  a  remote  possibility. 
News  at  any  time — tomorrow — could 
change  our  mind  about  the  value  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  stocks  of  corn. 

Second,  the  feed  grain  control  pro¬ 
gram  would  deny  some  farmers  the  right 
to  grow  the  feed  required  for  the  live¬ 
stock  operations  on  their  own  farms. 
Fanners  have  never  approved,  and  have 
never  had  a  program  which  prohibits 
them  from  raising  sufficient  feed  for 
their  own  use.  Even  under  the  wheat 
program,  which  has  had  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas  for  many 
years,  an  exception  has  been  written  into 
the  law  for  farmers  growing  wheat  fed 
out  on  the  same  farm. 

Third,  adoption  of  feed  grain  controls 
could  lead  to  compulsory  livestock  con¬ 
trols,  such  as  the  Secretary  proposed  last 
year  and  again  this  year  for  dairy  farm¬ 
ers.  The  hearings  before  our  committee 
made  clear  that  the  Secretary  and  his 
assistants  desire  such  power — another 
evidence  of  the  administration’s  drive  for 
power  in  every  field. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  wanted 
to  put  its  feed  grain  control  program  into 
effect  this  year,  before  farmers  had  the 
opportunity  to  study  it,  and  consider  its 
ultimate  effects.  Defeated  in  the  Senate 
committee  but  succeeding  by  a  narrow 
margin  on  the  Senate  floor,  defeated  in 
the  House,  defeated  again  in  the  Senate 
committee  last  month,  the  administra¬ 
tion  finally  discovered  that  the  Senate 
would  not  again  adopt  its  feed  grain 
control  program — perhaps  because  it  is 
becoming  better  understood. 

Now  the  amendment  adopted  yester¬ 
day,  and  against  which  I  fought,  would 
remove  from  basic  law  any  reasonable 
alternative  to  a  compulsory  program,  and 
create  a  situation  where  farmers  could 
be  forced  to  accept  a  compulsory  pro¬ 
gram. 

Before  I  close,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
during  my  service  in  the  Senate  I  have 
voted  for  strict  controls  on  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton,  rice,  and  tobacco — when  approved 
by  farmers  in  a  referendum.  But  I  have 
not  voted  for  compulsory  controls  on  feed 
grains.  There  is  a  difference.  The  great 
volume  of  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  and  to¬ 
bacco  goes  into  the  commercial  market. 
This  is  true  to  some  degree  of  corn,  but 
a  great  proportion  of  corn  and  other 
feed  grains  is  fed  out  on  the  farm,  and  is 
closely  connected  with  the  farmer’s  pro¬ 
duction  of  livestock.  To  deny  the  farm¬ 
er — any  farmer — the  right  to  grow  grain 
for  his  own  use,  is  quite  different  from 
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applying  strict  controls  on  the  other 
crops  I  have  mentioned. 

I  believe  farmers  should  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  understand  the  full  implica¬ 
tions  and  consequences  of  the  compul¬ 
sory  feed  grain  control  program,  and  that 
they  should  have  a  reasonable  alterna¬ 
tive  if  they  are  called  upon  to  vote  on 
such  a  program.  I  hope  hearings  will  be 
held  throughout  the  country  to  give 
farmers  a  voice  in  this  matter.  For 
there  is  no  reason  to  assume  that  farm¬ 
ers  have  no  ideas,  and  that  a  compulsory 
program  is  the  only  possible  solution. 

The  emergency  feed  grain  program  is 
expensive,  and  a  better  program  is 
needed.  But  it  is  not  right  to  force  a 
radical  departure  on  farmers  and  deny 
them  any  alternative.  If  farmers  are 
given  opportunity  for  full  consideration 
of  the  compulsory  feed  grain  program — 
and  reasonable  alternatives — and  choose 
the  program,  it  will  be  all  right.  But  no 
program  should  be  forced  upon  them. 

I  oppose  the  bill  as  amended  yester¬ 
day.  I  will  vote  against  it  because  the 
amendment  ending  any  program  for  feed 
grains  after  next  year  was  adopted.  I 
hope  it  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wish  to  commend  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  for  his  out¬ 
standing  leadership  in  bringing  this  bill 
a  second  time  to  the  Senate  and  for  the 
masterful  manner  in  which  he  has  han¬ 
dled  this  complicated  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  Senate.  I  also  commend  my 
colleagues,  the  majority  of  this  body,  for 
having  supported  the  efforts  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  its  other 
members. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  make  a  few 
comments  in  connection  with  the  farm 
bill.  Generally,  I  am  pleased  with  what 
we  have  done,  or  are  about  to  do.  I  had 
hoped  we  could  go  further,  especially  in 
the  area  of  feed  grains  and  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts.  Nevertheless,  we  are  about  to  pass 
a  good  farm  bill,  one  which  is  designed 
to  and  will  increase  farm  income,  a  bill 
that  will  reduce  the  cost  of  the  farm 
program  to  the  Government  and  the  tax¬ 
payer;  and  will  reduce  surpluses  and  the 
costs  associated  with  them. 

Agriculture  is  moving  again,  Mr. 
President.  Its  path  no  longer  is  blocked 
by  men  whose  theories  and  ideas  and 
policies,  sincere  though  they  might  have 
been,  were  not  suited  to  the  20th  century 
economics  of  American  agriculture. 
How  well  I  remember  sitting  in  this 
Chamber  for  8  years  during  the  previous 
administration  and  seeing  agricultural 
policies  advocated  and,  in  part,  adopted, 
which  slowly  tightened  the  noose  around 
the  neck  of  the  farmer.  Thousands  of 
farmers  were  forced  off  the  land  by  these 
policies,  but,  fortunately,  the  Kennedy 
administration  has  revised  those  policies 
and  given  American  agriculture  new 
hope  and  vitality. 


We  have  made  a  good  start  in  helping 
the  American  family  farmer  to  get  back 
on  his  feet,  Mr.  President.  The  emer¬ 
gency  feed  grain  progi’am  passed  in 
1961,  extended  in  1962,  and  about  to  be 
extended  again  this  year,  has  contrib¬ 
uted  to  the  raising  of  farm  income  by 
more  than  $1  billion,  and,  for  the  first 
time  in  8  years,  we  have  reduced  the 
feed  grain  surplus.  Furthermore,  farm¬ 
ers  like  this  program.  It  is  a  popular 
program.  Some  of  my  colleagues  who 
were  so  opposed  to  it  when  it  was  first 
proposed  have  become  its  champions  be¬ 
cause  they  realized  it  is  a  good  and 
popular  pi-ogram. 

It  must  be  understood,  however,  that 
this  is  an  emergency  program  and  a 
temporary  program.  It  never  was  in¬ 
tended  to  be  anything  else.  It  cannot 
go  on  working  forever  and  ever,  because 
it  was  not  designed  to  do  so.  So  this 
year,  the  President,  who  knows  and  un¬ 
derstands  and  sympathizes  with  the 
pi’oblems  of  the  American  farmer  and 
the  taxpayer — along  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  who  has  worked  night 
and  day  on  the  so-called  farm  problem, 
presented  to  Congress  a  feed  gi'ain  pro¬ 
gram  of  a  permanent  nature.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  passed  that  program  once,  but  our 
sister  body  turned  it  down  and  has  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  so-called  permanent  feed 
grain  program  is  unacceptable. 

So  we  have  done  the  next  best  thing. 
We  have  proposed  an  extension  of  this 
successful  feed  gi'ain  program  for  1 
more  year.  But  we  are  saying  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agi'iculture,  “You  come 
back  here  to  the  Capitol  next  yeax- — ■ 
early  next  yeai' — and  present  to  us  a  new 
feed  grain  pi-ogram.  We  will  look  it 
over,  we  will  hold  hearings  on  it,  and 
let  evei-yone  who  wants  to  come  in  and 
testify.  We  will  improve  on  it.  That 
is  what  we  direct  you  to  do,  Mr.  Secre¬ 
tary.”  I  do  not  envy  him  his  job.  I 
have  known  the  Secretai'y,  Orville  Free¬ 
man,  for  a  long  time  and  I  know  his 
capacity  for  hai'd  work  and  I  know  if 
we  in  the  Congress  direct  him  to  present 
us  with  recommendations  and  a  proposal 
for  a  workable  feed  grain  pi’ogram,  we 
will  receive  it. 

But  with  this  extension  of  the  current 
feed  grain  program,  Mr.  President,  we 
also  have  amended  previous  legislation. 
We  have  cut  the  rope  so  there  cannot 
be  again  an  opportunity  to  place  the 
noose  around  the  faimer’s  neck.  We 
have  said  to  the  Secretai'y,  “Come  back 
to  us  next  year  with  a  feed  gi’ain  pro¬ 
gram,  because  we  are  not  going  back  to 
the  costly,  price-depressing,  surplus¬ 
building  program  of  the  Benson  regime. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  confident  we  will 
pass  a  constructive  program  next  year 
because  I  do  not  think  there  are  many 
of  us  here  in  the  Congress,,  no  matter 
where  we  come  from,  who  are  not  thank¬ 
ful  to  the  American  farmer  for  what  he 
has  given  us.  Surely  we  want  to  help 
him  attain  a  respectable  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say  a  few 
words  about  food  reserves.  There  are 
those  who  say  the  programs  being  advo¬ 
cated  by  the  Kennedy  administration 
are  based  upon  artificial  scarcity.  It  is 


absolutely  necessary  that  we  decide  what 
are  the  minimum  necessary  reserves  of 
food  and  fiber  to  be  maintained — a  de¬ 
fense  reserve,  a  reserve  for  price  stabil¬ 
ization,  a  reserve  for  food  distribution 
programs,  both  domestic  and  foreign, 
and  a  reserve  for  commercial  market  re¬ 
quirements  to  maintain  at  all  times  an 
abundance  of  food  for  the  American  con¬ 
sumer.  This  administration  is  not  ad¬ 
vocating  a  program  of  scarcity.  We  are 
advocating  a  program  of  wise  use  of  our 
production  and  our  abundance. 

It  was  my  intention  to  introduce  an 
amendment  to  the  farm  bill  authorizing 
and  directing  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  make  an  annual  determination  of 
our  overall  food  and  fiber  needs.  I  find, 
however,  that  this  authority  already 
rests  with  the  Secretary  without  such  an 
amendment.  Th£  Department  has  stated 
it  proposes  to  maintain  a  continuous  re¬ 
view  of  production  and  demand  con¬ 
ditions  and  to  determine  periodically  de¬ 
sirable  public  reserve  levels  for  the  ma¬ 
jor  commodities.  The  Secretary  has  fur¬ 
ther  stated  that  preliminary  studies  in¬ 
dicate  that  current  stocks  of  wheat,  feed 
grains,  and  dairy  products  are  beyond 
the  reserve  needs  for  these  commodities 
and  I  am  hopeful,  Mr.  President,  that 
we  can  go  into  this  entire  question  of 
food  reserves  in  detail  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  the  Senate  committee. 

As  to  the  dairy  problem,  I  am  discour¬ 
aged  that  neither  the  industry  nor  the 
Congress  has  been  able  to  meet  it.  I 
have  introduced  legislation  in  this  area, 
and  so  have  many  of  my  colleagues.  Re¬ 
grettably,  we  in  the  Congress  have  not 
been  able  to  agree,  and  neither  have 
those  persons  in  the  industry,  on  a  satis¬ 
factory  program.  A  dairy  program  will 
be  a  priority  item  in  the  consideration  of 
farm  legislation  next  year,  and  I  am 
hopeful — and  I  know  this  hope  is  shared 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellen¬ 
der] — we  can  reach  agreement  and  can 
come  up  with  a  program  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  much-needed  help  to  our  hard¬ 
working  dairy  farmers. 

As  to  the  wheat  marketing  certificate 
program,  Mr.  President,  it  will  reduce 
Government  costs  by  about  $300  million 
in  1964,  compared  with  the  pre-1962  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  both  a  realistic  and  imagi¬ 
native  program — one  which  has  been  in 
the  mill  for  years.  It  will  for  the  first 
time  place  our  needs  on  a  bushel  basis 
rather  than  on  acreage.  The  great  tech¬ 
nological  advances  made  by  American 
agriculture  necessitate  this.  We  no 
longer  will  produce  surpluses  costly  both 
to  the  fanner  and  the  taxpayer,  but  will 
be  able  to  keep  supply  in  balance  with 
demand.  Furthermore,  farm  income 
will  rise  and,  as  I  have  said,  our  sur¬ 
pluses  will  decline. 

Mr.  President,  passage  of  title  I  of  this 
bill  is  another  important  step  toward 
the  economic  development  of  our  rural 
areas  and  will  assist  in  bringing  rural 
income  to  its  proper  level. 

The  rural  areas  development  program 
of  the"Depftrtment  of  Agriculture  is  ra¬ 
pidly  catching  on  as  a  method  of  obtain¬ 
ing  most  efficient  use  of  resources  on  the 
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one  hand  and  in  bringing  important  in¬ 
come  producing  resources  to  the  people 
on  the  other. 

Title  I  helps  to  clear  the  way  for  using 
land  more  efficiently  and  provides  for 
conserving  and  developing,  soil,  water, 
forest,  wildlife,  and  recreational  re¬ 
sources. 

The  title  authorizes  programs  of  land 
conservation  and  land  utilization,  includ¬ 
ing  the  most  economic  use  of  lands  and 
the  retirement  of  lands  which  are  sub¬ 
marginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation  in  order  to  correct  maladjust¬ 
ments  in  land  use  and  thus  assist  in  con¬ 
trolling  soil,  erosion,  reforestation,  and 
enabling  local  public  authorities  to  pro¬ 
vide  public  recreation.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  stated  that,  if  pro¬ 
vided,  it  will  use  this  authority  imme¬ 
diately  on  a  pilot  basil.  The  results  of 
these  pilot  operations  will  mean  much  in 
the  furtherance  of  the  rural  areas  de¬ 
velopment  program. 

The  amendments  contained  within  the 
bill  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  also  aid  in  this 
rural  development  effort,  in  that  consid¬ 
eration  is  given  on  a  broader  basis  to 
the  benefits  that  the  watershed  develop¬ 
ment  can  have  for  the  local  community. 

Thus,  in  the  passage  of  this  title,  we 
have  moved  forward  in  aiding  our  people 
in  rural  areas  to  preserve  and  strengthen 
their  inheritance  and  have  moved  toward 
the  adequate  development  of  the  rural 
economy. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  before  us  a  good 
farm  bill,  and  it  can  be  improved  and 
refined  and  perfected.  I  commend  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  has  worked 
so  hard  for  this  bill,  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  who  also  has  devoted  a 
great  deal  of  his  valuable  time  to  it,  my 
colleagues  here  in  the  Senate,  and  most 
especially  the  Senator  frbm  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
my  earnest  conviction  that  S.  3225,  the 
farm  bill  approved  by  the  Senate  in  May, 
laid  out  a  path  that  would  have  dealt 
in  a  realistic  and  rational  manner  with 
the  problems  of  low  farm  income,  sur¬ 
plus  and  high  Government  costs.  I  was 
greatly  disappointed  by  the  defeat  of 
that  bill  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  legislation  now  before  us  is  not 
as  good  a  bill  as  S.  3225.  However,  out 
of  it,  we  may  be  able  to  salvage  a  wheat 
certificate  plan  for  1964.  If  we  can 
achieve  this  much  following  the  wreck¬ 
age  of  the  farm  bill  in  the  House,  I 
think  we  will  have  made  considerable 
progress  in  putting  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation  on  a  sounder  footing. 

Although  the  bill  before  us  provides 
for  the  certificate  plan  to  take  effect  for 
the  1963  crop  year,  it  is  technically  im- 
possilbe  to  put  it  into  operation  that 
soon,  since  wheat  already  is  being 
planted  in  the  winter  wheat  States. 

For  1963,  the  best  wheat  program  we 
can  now  obtain  is  a  program  similar  to 
the  one  now  in  effect  without  mandatory 
acreage  reductions.  Because  of  the 
original  farm  bill  earlier  this  year  and 
subsequent  delay,  Secretary  Freeman 
has  had  to  go  ahead  and  schedule  a 
wheat  referendum  for  August  30  on  the 
basis  of  a  permanent  law,  enacted  in 


1938,  specifying  a  national  wheat  acreage 
allotment  of  55  million  acres.  Since 
1938,  per-acre  yields  have  doubled,  and 
a  55 -million-acre  base  will  produce  a 
great  excess  of  wheat.  For  this  reason, 
the  Secretary  has  announced  the  sup¬ 
port  level  will  have  to  be  reduced  from 
$2  to  $1.82. 

What  I  hope  can  be  done  is  for  a 
House-Senate  conference  committee  to 
agree  to  retain  the  provisions  in  the 
present  wheat  program  calling  for 
acreage  reductions-  of  up  to  40  percent 
on  a  voluntary  basis,  with  payments  on 
the  idled  land  to  approximate  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  income  it  would  normally 
bring. 

With  a  reduction  in  wheat  production 
through  voluntary  means,  it  is  possible 
that  increasing  the  support  level  beyond 
$1.82  could  be  justified. 

A  certificate  plan,  incorporating  the 
principle  of  bushelage,  which  I  have  ad¬ 
vocated  for  many  years,  would  help 
farmers  control  supply  much  more  pre¬ 
cisely  than  present  methods,  involving 
straight  acreage  controls. 

Under  the  plan,  the  national  quota  for 
wheat  for  food  requirements  would  be 
set  in  terms  of  bushels.  Then  a  farmer 
would  be  given  his  share  of  the  national 
quota  by  means  of  certificates.  He 
could  market  at  a  relatively  high  sup¬ 
port  level  only  the  bushels  for  which 
he  held  certificates.  He  could  raise  ad¬ 
ditional  wheat  within  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  but  he  would  have  to  sell  it  at 
the  price  of  feed  grain  equivalents. 

The  wheat  certificate  plan  would  ap¬ 
ply  an  effective  supply  program  to  wheat. 
The  cotton,  rice,  tobacco,  and  peanut 
programs,  long  recognized  as  success¬ 
ful,  have  been  based  on  similar  supply 
management  techniques. 

It  is  of  vital  importance  to  obtain  a 
supply  management  plan  for  wheat,  of 
course,  to  increase  faim  income.  But 
also  of  great  longrun  importance  is  the 
need  to  remove  objections  to  the  farm 
program  by  reducing  surplus  and  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs.  I  have  been  warning  my 
farmers  in  North  Dakota  that  many  ur¬ 
ban  Congressmen  are  discontented  with 
the  farm  program.  Unless  we  improve 
it  and  make  it  more  acceptable  to  tax¬ 
payers,  they  are  going  to  vote  to  abolish 
it  some  day  soon. 

The  wheat  certificate  plan  is  the  out¬ 
standing  feature  in  the  farm  bill  before 
us.  In  continuing  the  voluntary  feed 
grain  program  for  another  year,  it  of¬ 
fers  the  best  possible  temporary  solution 
to  the  problems  of  feed  grain  producers. 
I  recognize,  and  the  bill  reflects,  the  need 
for  a  permanent  feed  grain  program  by 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
draw  up  a  plan  for  presentation  to  Con¬ 
gress  next  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  for  debate  on  the  bill  has  expired. 

The  question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
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the  senior  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
CapehartI.  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  live  pair 
with  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton],  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I  withhold 
my  vote. 

Mr.  METCALF  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hickey],  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible] 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hickey],  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Carroll],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  and  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Murphy],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen¬ 
ing].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Alaska  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Morton],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy]  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  has  been  previously  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas]. 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Goldwater]  has  been  previously 
announced  by  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Morton]  has  been  previously 
announced  by  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  . 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with 
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1  the  Senatoi'  from  Missouri  LMr.  Syming¬ 
ton].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote  ^ 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  fi-om  Missouri  T 
would  vote  “yea.”  * 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  47, 
nays  37,  as  follows: 

[No.  213  Leg.] 

YEAS— 47 


Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


Bartlett 

Hill 

Muskie 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Cannon 

Johnston 

Pearson 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Randolph 

Dodd 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell 

Ellender 

Long,  Hawaii 

Smathers 

Engle 

Long,  La. 

Smith,  Mass. 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Fong 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Hayden 

Moss 

NAYS— 37 

Aiken 

Dirksen 

Prouty 

Allott 

Eastland 

Proxmire 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Robertson 

Bennett 

Holland 

Saltonstall 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Scott 

Bottum 

Javits 

Smith,  Maine 

Bush 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Butler 

Keating 

Thurmond 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kuchel 

Tower 

Case 

Lausche 

Wiley 

Cooper 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

Miller 

Curtis 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-16  ^ 

Anderson 

Douglas 

Metcalf 

Bible 

Goldwater 

Morton 

Capehart 

Gruening 

Murphy 

Carroll 

Hickey 

Symington 

Church 

Kefauver 

Clark 

Mansfield 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  was  passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair).  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  hi  the  engrossment  of  the 
Senate  substitute  amendment  to  H.R. 
12391,  be  authorized  to  correct  any  typo¬ 
graphical,  clerical,  or  printing  errors 
that  may  appear. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  bill, 
as  passed,  be  printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its 
amendment,  request  a  conference  with 
the  House  of  Representatives  thereon, 
and  that  the  Presiding  Officer  appoint 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  El-  , 
lender,  Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Holland/ 


DRUG  INDUSTRY  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1703,  S. 
1552. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1552)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  antitrust 
laws  with  respect  to  the  manufacture 
and  distribution  of  drugs,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(S.  1552)  to  amend  and  supplement  the 
antitrust  laws  with  respect  to  the  manu¬ 
facture  and  distribution  of  drugs,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  had  been 
riginally  reported  from  the  Committee 
oiv  the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment, 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

ThatNthis  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Drug 
IndustryS^tct  of  1962’’. 

TION  ON  PATENTS  FOR  DRUGS 

Sec.  2.  Se&tfion  702  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  372)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected,  upon  requestNfrom  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents,  to  furnishSfull  and  complete  in-/ 
formation  with  respecc^  to  such  questior 
relating  to  drugs  as  the ''Commissioner  nyiy 
submit  concerning  any  patent  application. 
The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected,  upon  receipt  of  any  such  request,  to 
conduct  or  cause  to  be  conduced,  sqch  re¬ 
search  as  may  be  required.” 

REGISTRATION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  V  of  the  Fedfer&l  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  UJ5.C.  361  et 
seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  >at  the\md 
thereof  the  following  section: 

“REGISTRATION  OF  PRODUCERS  OF  DRUGS 

“Sec.  508.  (a)  As  used  in /this  section¬ 
'll)  the  term  ‘manufacture,  preparation, 
propagation,  compounding,  or  processing’ 
shall  include  repackaging  or  otherwise 
changing  the  container /wrapper,  or  labeling 
of  any  drug  package  m  furtherance  of  the 
distribution  of  the  cuug  from  the  original 
place  of  manufacture  to  the  person  who 
makes  final  delivery  or  sale  to  the  ultimate 
consumer. 

“(2)  the  term  Aame’  shall  include  in  the 
case  of  a  partnership  the  name  of  each  part¬ 
ner  and,  in  th/  case  of  a  corporation,  the 
name  of  each  ^corporate  officer  and  director, 
and  the  State  of  incorporation. 

“(b)  On  dr  before  December  31  of  each 
year  every  person  who  owns  or  operates  any 
establishment  in  any  State  engaged  in  the 
manufacture,  preparation,  propagation,  com¬ 
pounding,  or  processing  of  a  drug  or  drugs 
shall  r/gister  with  the  Secretary  his  name, 
places/  of  business,  and  all  such  establish¬ 
ment 

c)  Every  person  upon  first  engaging  in 
th/  manufacture,  preparation,  propagation, 
compounding,  or  processing  of  any  drug  in 
ny  establishment  which  he  owns  or  oper¬ 
ates  shall  immediately  register  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  his  name,  place  of  business,  and  such 
establishment. 
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“(d)  Every  person  duly  registered  in  ac-/ 
cordance  with,  this  section  shall  immediately 
register  with  the  Secretary  any  addition/l 
establishment  which  he  owns  or  operates 
and  in  which  he  begins  the  manufacture, 
preparation,  propagation,  compounding,  or 
processing  of  a  drug  or  drugs. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  assign  a  registra¬ 
tion  number  to  any  person  or  any  establish¬ 
ment  registered  in  accordance  wit/  this  se- 
tion. 

"(f)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available  for 
inspection,  to  any  person  so  requesting,  any 
registration  filed  pursuant  to  this  section. 

“(g)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to — 

“(1)  pharmacies  which  maintain  estab¬ 
lishments  in  conformance  Aith  any  appli¬ 
cable  local  laws  regulating  the  practice  of 
pharmacy  and  medicine  and  which  are  regu¬ 
larly  engaged  in  dispensing  prescription 
drugs,  upon  prescriptions  of  practitioners 
licensed  to  administe/  such  drugs,  or  pa¬ 
tients  under  the  car a  of  such  practitioners 
in  the  course  of  tSIfir  professional  practice 
and  which  do  nog  manufacture,  prepare, 
propagate,  compo/nd,  or  process  drugs  for 
sale  other  than  i nr  the  regular  course  of  their 
business  of  dispensing  or  selling  drugs  at 
retail: 

“(2)  practitioners  licensed  by  law  to  pre¬ 
scribe  or  administer  drugs  and  who  manu¬ 
facture,  prepare,  propagate,  compound,  or 
process  drugs  solely  for  use  in  the  course 
of  their  professional  practice; 

“(3)  persons  who  manufacture,  prepare, 
propagate,  compound,  or  process  drugs  solely 
for  wsf  in  research,  teaching,  or  chemical 
analyses  and  not  for  sale; 

“  (/)  such  other  classes  of  persons  as  the 
Sec/etary  may  by  regulation  exempt  from 
the!  application  of  this  section  upon  a  finding 
tjjat  registration  by  such  classes  of  persons 
a  accordance  with  this  section  is  not  neces- 
'sary  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health. 

(h)  Every  establishment  registered  with 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  inspection  pursuant  to  section 
704  and  shall  be  so  inspected  by  one  or  more 
officers  or  employees  duly  designated  by  the 
Secretary  at  least  once  in  the  two-year  period 
beginning  with  the  date  of  registration  of 
such  establishment  pursuant  to  this  section 
and  at  least  once  in  every  successive  two- 
year  period  thereafter.” 

(b)  Section  301  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  331) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“(o)  The  failure  to  register  as  required  by 
section  508.” 

(c)  Section  502  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  352) 
^s  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

lowing  new  paragraph: 
n)  If  it  is  a  drug  and  was  manufactured, 
prepared,  propagated,  compounded,  or  proc¬ 
essed  rn  an  establishment  not  duly  registered 
under  section  508.” 

FACTORY  INSPECTION 

Sec.  4.  (^)  Section  704(a)  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  374 
(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  For  purposes  of  enforcement  of  this 
Act,  officers  or  employees  duly  designated  by 
the  Secretary,  upon,  presenting  appropriate 
credentials  and  a  written  notice  to  the  owner, 
operator,  or  agent  in  oharge,  are  authorized 
(1)  to  enter,  at  reasonable  times,  any  factory, 
warehouse,  or  establishment  in  which  food, 
drugs,  devices,  or  cosmetics  are  manu¬ 
factured,  processed,  packed, \r  held,  for  in¬ 
troduction  into  interstate  commerce  or  after 
such  introduction,  or  to  enterSany  vehicle 
being  used  to  transport  or  holdNmch  food, 
drugs,  devices,  or  cosmetics  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce;  and  (2)  to  inspect,  at  reasonable 
times  and  within  reasonable  limits  and  in  a 
reasonable  manner,  such  factory,  warehouse, 
establishment,  or  vehicle  and  all  pertinent 
equipment,  finished  and  unfinished  mate 
rials,  containers,  and  labeling  therein;  and 
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(3) \n  the  case  of  any  factory,  warehouse, 
establishment,  or  a  consulting  laboratory  In 
which  prescription  drugs  are  manufactured, 
processecK  packed,  or  held,  the  inspection 
shall  extend  to  all  things  therein  (includ¬ 
ing  recordN  files,  papers,  process,  controls, 
and  facilitieSV  bearing  on  whether  prescrip¬ 
tion  drugs  wlUeh  are  adulterated  or  mis¬ 
branded  within\he  meaning  of  this  Act,  or 
which  may  not  bXmanufactured,  introduced 
into  interstate  commerce,  or  sold,  or  offered 
for  sale  by  reason  of  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  have  been  or  ark  being  manufactured, 
processed,  packed,  transported,  or  held  in 
any  such  place,  or  otherwise  bearing  on  viola¬ 
tion  of  this  Act.  No  Inspection  authorized  for 
prescription  drugs  by  subdivision  (3)  of  this 
subsection  shall  extend  to  (Ay\financial  data, 

(B)  sales  data  other  than  shipment  records, 

(C)  pricing  data,  (D)  personmd  data  (E) 
data  of  anything  in  or  related  no  research 
activity:  Provided,  however.  That  inspection 
of  data  relating  to  clinical  experience  with 
respect  to  new  drugs  a#d  antibiotics  Vithin 
the  purview  of  section  507  shall  be  made'only 
to  the  extent  authorized  under  and  subject 
to  the  applicable  provisions  of  section  505  ( 
and  (j)  and  section  507(d)  and  (g),  and  witl 
respect  to  other  drugs  shall  be  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by 
the  Secretary  which  shall  have  due  regard 
for  the  professional  ethics  of  the  medical 
profession  and  shall  provide,  where  the  Sec¬ 
retary  deems  it  to  be  appropriate,  for  ex¬ 
amination,  upon  request,  by  the  persons  to 
whom  such  regulations  are  applicable,  of 
similar  information  received  or  otherwise 
obtained  by  the  Secretary.  A  separate  notice 
shall  be  given  for  each  such  inspection,  but  a 
notice  shall  not  be  required  for  each  entry 
made  during  the  period  covered  by  the  in¬ 
spection.  Each  such  inspection  shall  be 
commenced  and  completed  with  reasonable 
promptness.  The  provisions  of  subdivision 
(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to — 

“(1)  pharmacies  which  maintain  estab¬ 
lishments  in  conformance  with  any  applica¬ 
ble  local  laws  regulating  the  practice  of 
pharmacy  and  medicine  and  which  are  regu¬ 
larly  engaged  in  dispensing  prescription 
drugs,  upon  prescriptions  of  practioners 
licensed  to  administer  such  drugs,  or  pa¬ 
tients  under  the  care  of  such  practitioners 
in  the  course  of  their  professional  practice 
and  which  do  not  manufacture,  prepare, 
propagate,  compound,  or  process  drugs  for 
sale  other  than  in  the  regular  course  of  their 
business  of  dispensing  or  selling  drugs  at 
retail; 

“(2)  practitioners  licensed  by  law  to  pre¬ 
scribe  or  administer  drugs  and  who  manu¬ 
facture,  prepare,  propagate,  compound,  or 
process  drugs  solely  for  use  in  the  course  o}‘ 
their  professional  practice; 

“(3)  persons  who  manufacture,  prenifre, 
propagate,  compound,  or  process  drugs  solely 
for  use  in  research,  teaching,  or  domical 
analysis  and  not  for  sfale; 

“(4)  such  other  classes  of  perso/s  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulation  exempt  from 
the  application  of  this  section  ut/on  a  finding 
that  inspection  as  applied  to  sfcch  classes  of 
persons  in  accordance  with /this  section  is 
not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  health.” 

(b)  Section  704(b)  o^such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
374(b))  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “warehouse”  fie  words  “consulting 
laboratory.” 

QUALITY  MANUFACTURING  CONTROLS 

Sec.  5.  Section  501(a)(2)  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
351(a)  (2) )  if  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

“(2)  (A)  if  it  has  been  prepared,  packed,  or 
held  under  insanitary  conditions  whereby  it 
may  have  been  contaminated  with  filth,  or 
whereby  it  may  have  been  rendered  injurious 
to  he&lth;  or  (B)  if  it  is  a  drug  and  the 
meUiods  used  in,  or  the  facilities  or  controls 
u^d  for,  its  manufacture,  processing,  pack¬ 


aging,  or  holding  do  not  conform  to  current 
good  manufacturing  practice  to  assure  that 
such  drug  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
Act  as  to  safety  and  has  the  identity  and* 
strength,  and  meets  the  quality  and  purity^ 
characteristics,  which  it  purports  or  is  repre¬ 
sented  to  possess.  The  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  issue  interpretative  regulations,  upon 
notice  and  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1003),  which  shall, 
in  any  proceeding  involving  this  paragraph, 
be  prima  facie  evidence  of  what  constitutes 
current  good  manufacturing  practice." 

NEW  DRUG  CLEARANCE  PROCEDURE 

Sec.  6.  Section  505(c)  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  355(c)), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  An  application  provided  for  in  sub¬ 
section  (b)  shall  become  effective  on  the 
ninetieth  day  after  the  filing  thereof  (or  on 
such  later  date,  not  more  than  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  filing  thereof,  as 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  study  and  investigate  the  application) , 
unless,  prior  to  such  day  (or  prior  to  such 
later  date),  the  Secretary  issues  a  notice  to 
the  applicant  of  opportunity  for  hearing  as 
Vfo  whether  the  application  satisfies  the  re¬ 
tirements  of  subsection  (d) .  The  date 
scheduled  for  the  commencement  of  such , 
heading,  if  a  hearing  is  requested,  shall  be 
the  thirtieth  day  after  the  date  of  service ft 
noticeNin  accordance  with  the  methods  of 
service  Set  forth  in  subsection  (g),  unless  a 
differentiate  is  agreed  upon  betwqwi  the 
Secretary  and  the  applicant.” 

RECORDS  ANdXrEPORTS  AS  TO  EXPEDIENCE  ON 
NEW  DRUGS  AND  ANTIBIOTICS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Suteection  (i)  ol/ection  505  of 
the  Federal  FooaV  Drug,  anf  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  U.S.C.  355(1) )  ikamendtKf  (1)  by  inserting 
“the  foregoing  subsitionf/ of”  after  “opera¬ 
tion  of”;  (2)  by  insiting  the  words  “and 
effectiveness”  after  th^word  “safety”;  and 
(3)  by  adding  at  thg  e\d  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  sentence/ “Sui  regulations  may 
provide  for  condi/ioning  \uch  exemption 
upon  the  establishment  arui  maintenance 
of  such  records/and  the  making  of  such  re¬ 
ports  to  the  Secretary,  of  data  ^obtained  as 
the  result  of/uch  investigational  \se  of  such 
drugs,  as  the  Secretary  finds  will  enable  him 
to  evaluate  the  safety  and  effectiveness  of 
such  drugs  in  the  event  of  the  filing  of\n  ap- 
plicaty/r  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  -\Pro- 
videf  however.  That  regulations  isNed 
under  this  subsection  and  under  sins- 
se/fon  (j)  shall  have  due  regard  for  the 
Zofessional  ethics  of  the  medical  profession  ’ 
'and  shall  provide,  where  the  Secretary  deems 
it  to  be  appropriate,  for  the  examination, 
upon  request,  by  the  persons  to  whom  such 
regulations  are  applicable,  of  similar  infor¬ 
mation  received  or  otherwise  obtained  by 
the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Section  505  (21  U.S.C.  355)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  subsection : 

“(j)  (1)  In  the  case  of  any  drug  for  which 
an  application  filed  pursuant  to  this  section 
is  in  effect,  the  applicant  shall  establish  and 
maintain  such  records,  and  make  such 
reports  to  the  Secretary,  of  data  relating  to 
clinical  experience  and  other  data  or  infor¬ 
mation,  received  or  otherwise  obtained  by 
such  applicant  with  respect  to  such  drug, 
as  the  Secretary  may  by  general  regulation, 
or  by  order  with  respect  to  such  application, 
prescribe  on  the  basis  of  a  finding  that  such 
records  and  reports  are  necessary  in  order  to 
enable  the  Secretary  to  determine,  or  facili¬ 
tate  a  determination,  whether  there  is  or  may 
be  ground  for  invoking  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section. 

“(2)  Every  person  required  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  maintain  records,  and  every  person 
in  charge  or  custody  thereof,  shall  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  an  officer  or  employee  designated  by 
the  Secretary,  permit  such  officer  or  employee 


at  all  reasonable  times  to  have  access  to  anjj 
copy  and  verify  such  records.” 

(c)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  507  of  srfch 
Act  (21  U.S.C.  357(d)  is  amending  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following/  new 
sentence:  “Such  regulations  may  provide  for 
conditioning  the  exemption  under  clause  (3) 
upon  the  establishment  and  mainffenance  of 
such  records,  and  the  making  of  fich  reports 
to  the  Secretary,  of  data  obt/ined  as  the 
result  of  such  investigatiomu  use  of  such 
drugs  within  the  purview  of  this  section,  as 
the  Secretary  finds  will  enable  him  to  evalu¬ 
ate  the  safety  and  effectiveness  for  use  of 
such  drugs  within  the/purview  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  event  of  fa.  application  for  cer¬ 
tification  or  release /pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  :  Provided,  hf never.  That  regulations 
issued  under  this/subsection  and  under  sub¬ 
section  (g)  shafl  have  due  regard  for  the 
professional  ethics  of  the  medical  profession 
and  shall  pro/ide,  where  the  Secretary  deems 
it  to  be  appropriate,  for  the  examination, 
upon  request,  by  the  persons  to  whom  such 
regulations  are  applicable,  of  similar  infor- 
matioiyreceived  or  otherwise  obtained  by  the 
Secrejrary.” 

(f)  Section  507  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  357) 
is /mended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such 
setion  the  following  new  subsection: 

‘(g)(1)  Every  person  engaged  in  manu¬ 
facturing,  compounding,  or  processing  any 
drug  within  the  purview  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  which  a  certificate  or  release  has 
been  issued  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
establish  and  maintain  such  records,  and 
make  such  reports  to  the  Secretary,  of  data 
relating  to  clinical  experience  and  other  data 
or  information,  received  or  otherwise  ob¬ 
tained  by  such  person  with  respect  to  such 
drug  within  the  purview  of  this  section,  as 
the  Secretary  may  by  general  regulation,  or 
by  order  with  respect  to  such  certification  or 
release,  prescribe  on  the  basis  of  a  finding 
that  such  records  and  reports  are  necessary 
in  order  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  make, 
or  to  facilitate,  a  determination  as  to 
whether  such  certification  or  release  should 
be  rescinded  or  whether  any  regulation  is¬ 
sued  under  this  section  should  be  amended 
or  repealed. 

“(2)  Every  person  required  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  maintain  records,  and  every  person 
having  charge  or  custody  thereof,  shall,  upon 
request  of  an  officer  or  employee  designated 
by  the  Secretary,  permit  such  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  at  all  reasonable  times  to  have  access 
to  and  copy  and  verify  such  records.” 

(e)  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
331(e))  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and 
£he  following:  "or  the  failure  to  establish 

maintain  any  record,  or  make  any  report, 
required  under  section  505  (i)  or  (j)  or  507 

(d)\or  (g),  or  the  refusal  to  permit  access 
to  orwerificatlon  or  copying  of  any  such  re- 
quiredVecord”. 

(f)  Section  302(a)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
332(a) )  ^amended  by  striking  out  “(e),”. 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Sec.  8.  (a)NSection  505(b)  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
355(b) )  is  amended  by  inserting  therein  im¬ 
mediately  after  tne  words  “is  safe  for  use”, 
the  words  “and  wither  such  drug  is  effec¬ 
tive  in  use.” 

(b)  Section  505(d)  )V>f  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
355 (d  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  the  Secretary,  finds,  after  due 
notice  to  the  applicant  inv  accordance  with 
subsection  (c)  and  giving  Mm  an  opportun¬ 
ity  for  a  hearing,  in  accordance  with  said 
subsection,  that  (1)  the  investigations,  re¬ 
ports  of  which  are  required  to  oft  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (b), 
do  not  include  adequate  tests  by  alNmethods 
reaonably  applicable  to  show  whethekor  not 
such  drug  is  safe  for  use  under  thk  con¬ 
ditions  prescribed,  recommended,  or  \ug- 
gested  in  the  proposed  labeling  thereof;  ^g) 
the  results  of  such  tests  show  that  such 
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reportedly  threatened.  Eliminat¬ 
ing  this  deduction  would  remove  a  sub¬ 
stantial  incentive  toward  homeowner- 
ship\  It  could  also  curb  the  home  con¬ 
struction  industry,  upon  which  a  sizable 
share  or,  our  hopes  for  prosperity  and 
economic  growth  rests. 

Still  another  change  said  to  be  under 
considerationavould  limit  deductions  for 
medical  expenses  even  more  than  they 
are  today.  Su\h  deductions  help  to 
relieve  the  burden  of  unforeseeable — 
but  seldom  postponable — outlays,  which 
are  often  large  in  anaount.  To  restrict 
medical  deductions  soil  further  might 
well  lead  to  greater  denaands  for  addi¬ 
tional  governmental  medicare  programs 
involving  unnecessary  coS£s,  redtape, 
and  controls. 

There  are  reports  that  ai\  attempt 
may  be  made  to  curtail  the  adduction 
for  contributions  to  charitable,  educa¬ 
tional,  scientific  and  religious  noiwofit 
organizations.  This  could  be  another 
step  toward  greater  Federal  spending 
If  such  contributions  are  discouraged^ 
these  nonprofit  organizations  will  have 
to  curtail  their  activities  or  appeal  to 
the  Federal  Government  to  step  in,  pro¬ 
vide  funds,  and,  of  course,  control  what 
is  being  spent. 

Present  treatment  of  capital  gain  in¬ 
come  appeal’s  also  to  be  under  threat. 
Even  now,  section  13  of  the  proposed 
Revenue  Act  of  1962  would  classify  as 
ordinary  income  for  tax  purposes  cer¬ 
tain  income  treated  at  present  as  capi¬ 
tal  gain.  Additional  proposals  may  be 
in  the  offing  to  broaden  this  provision 
further,  which  would  be  limited  to  tan¬ 
gible  personal  property — other  than 
livestock — and  depreciable  real  prop¬ 
erty — other  than  buildings  and  struc¬ 
tural  components.  In  addition,  there 
may  be  proposals  to  lengthen  the  hold¬ 
ing  period  for  long-term  capital  gains, 
and  to  raise  the  tax  rate  on  capital 
gains. 

The  present  6-month  holding  period 
to  qualify  for  long-term  capital  gain 
treatment  was  put  into  the  law  some  20 
years  ago  after  years  of  experimenting 
with  longer  and  more  elaborate  holding 
periods.  These  longer  holding  periods 
inhibited  sales,  because  they  favored  the 
party  that  held  on  to  its  property  th<; 
longest.  The  net  result  was  a  tendene 
to  keep  properties  off  the  market.  Sup¬ 
ply  and  demand  were  accordingly/dis- 
torted,  and  the  efficiency  of  our  economic 
system  was  reduced. 

Although  such  results  may  contem¬ 
plated  with  any  type  of  capital-gains 
provision,  they  were  intensified  before 
the  holding  period  was  simplified  and 
reduced  to  a  flat  6  months.  Obviously, 
the  situation  would  be  complicated  either 
by  increasing  the  cajntal  gains  rate  or 
by  lengthening  the  folding  period. 

Virtually  evervdeveloped  country,  ex¬ 
cept  the  United  States,  exempts  the  non¬ 
business  capital  gains  of  individuals. 
This  is  true  of  Canada,  England,  and  all 
the  Western^  European  countries  except 
Denmark  .end  a  few  Swiss  cantons.  In 
recent  y^ars,  the  present  tax  on  capital 
gains  has  been  particularly  inequitable 
because  ostensible  gains  often  repre¬ 
sented  price  inflation,  with  little  or  no 


real  gain  in  terms  of  additional  pur¬ 
chasing  power. 

Attacks  on  capital  gains  are  reported 
to  center  on  a  number  of  important  items 
now  eligible  for  capital  gain  treatment. 
.The  items  threatened  include  income 
received  as  coal  royalties,  stock  options 
exercised  by  employees  of  corporations, 
and  income  that  farmers  receive  from 
selling  timber  and  breeding  stock.  All 
these  items,  however,  have  long  been 
eligible  for  capital  gains  treatment  undci> 
present  laws.  These  laws  were  carefully* 
considered  by  both  the  legislative  and 
executive  branches  of  the  Government 
before  being  enacted. 

The  same  considerations,  of  course, 
apply  to  other  features  of  current  tax 
provisions.  All  represent  the  outcome  of 
detailed  study  and  years  of  experience. 
Deductions  for  interest  and  taxes  and 
allowances  for  casualty  losses  are  as  old 
as  the  Civil  War  income  tax  of  1861-72. 
Allowances  for  philanthropic  contribu¬ 
tions  were  first  permitted  in  1917.  De¬ 
ductions  for  medical  and  dental  expenses 
vwere  added  in  1942.  None  should  be 
langed  without  fully  considering  the, 
iriequities  likely  to  arise  and  the  cost 
likely  to  be  incurred. 

Mrv  President,  the  purported  Sflx- 
refornK  proposals  I  have  discussed  are 
by  no  mbans  the  only  ones  that  haye  been 
publicly  mentioned.  But  whatever  com¬ 
bination  or\tax-reform  measures  even¬ 
tually  comeXforth,  we  can  be  sure  that 
it  will  be  baited  with  the  ^promise  of  a 
tax  reduction. 

Once  a  tax  refol'm-tax/tut  measui’e  has 
passed,  however,  wh  cannot  be  sure  that 
we  will  see  the  end  oNne  matter.  With¬ 
in  a  year  or  so  the/aoministration  may 
be  back  with  a  request  for  heavier  taxes 
in  the  middle  and  upper  income  brackets 
in  order  to  offset  some  of  the  budget 
deficit  resulting  from  increased  spend¬ 
ing  programs  and  reduced  tax\revenues. 
In  that  event,  the  bait  of  a  tax  reduc¬ 
tion  nexd  year  to  sweeten  tax  reforms 
will  turn  out  to  be  sour,  indeed.  Ifiiei’e 
is  but/one  sound  basis  on  which  to  prem¬ 
ise  ar  tax  cut — reduce  spending  and  bal¬ 
ance  the  budget. 

'Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will' 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen  - 
ator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  on  his  very  strong 
emphasis  on  a  sound  fiscal  policy  in  his 
speech.  This  is  one  of  several  speeches 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  has  given  in 
which  he  has  hammered  away  on  the 
theme  of  fiscal  responsibility  particu¬ 
larly  in  times  of  prosperity;  and  the  ne¬ 
cessity  for  us  to  raise  enough  revenue  to 
come  close  to  balancing  the  budget.  If 
we  cannot  do  it  now,  when  will  we  be  able 
to  do  it? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  We  now  have  a 
gross  national  product  estimated  to  be 
up  at  $555  billion  a  year.  That  is  an 
alltime  high.  We  have  a  national  pro¬ 
duced  income  which  is  also  at  an  all- 
time  high.  Yet,  as  I  pointed  out,  we 
will  certainly  have,  without  any  tax  cut, 
a  deficit  which  will  range  anywhere  from 
$3  billion  to  $8  billion  in  the  current 
fiscal  year,  depending  on  the  number  of 


new  schemes  that  are  put  into  effect 
including  the  wage  proposal  pending  in 
the  House,  amounting  to  $1,500  million  a 
year  for  increases  in  Federal  pay  ynich 
will  be  retroactive  to  July  1. 

If  we  pass  a  tax  cut  in  any /Amount 
such  as  that  which  the  labor  unions  are 
recommending,  running  up  to^lO  billion, 
there  will  be  the  biggest  peacetime  def¬ 
icit  in  history  and  the  Worst  inflation 
we  have  ever  had,  except  immediately 
after  a  major  war. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  ,£)id  I  not  hear  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  say  that  there  is 
already  a  reduction  of  $1,500  million  in 
revenue  as  a  result  of  the  depreciation 
adjustment  oftnis  year? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct. 
The  bill  to  be  considered  will  give  credit, 
again,  of  niore  than  a  billion  dollars  by 
reason  ojr  the  7-percent  depreciation  on 
new  investments.  This  will  be  in  effect 
without  any  new  tax  cut. 

I  /mentioned  a  number  of  spending 
scjzemes  that  have  not  been  acted  on  yet, 
it  which  could  be  enacted.  One  of 
ihose  I  did  not  mention  is  mass  trans¬ 
portation.  It  is  expected  that  the  Pol¬ 
icy  Committee  will  bring  up  that  bill. 
That  will  cost  $500  million,  and  it  is  not 
even  included  in  the  budget. 

So  we  must  look  very  closely  to  see 
where  we  are  going  and  what  will  hap¬ 
pen. 

Taxes  are  burdensome ;  there  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  and  I  earnestly  hope  that  we 
may  live  to  see  the  day  when  we  can  con¬ 
scientiously  vote  to  reduce  taxes;  but 
we  believe  that  a  balanced  budget  should 
come  first  and  that  we  should  not  pay  for 
a  tax  cut  in  borrowed  dollars. 


PRESENT  INDICATORS  CONFIRM 
WISDOM  OF  NO  QUICKIE  TAX  CUT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
follow  up  my  colloquy  with  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  by  saying  that  the  Joint 
Economic  Committee  just  completed  to¬ 
day  a  series  of  extensive  hearings. 
Some  of  the  finest  economists  in  our 
country  and  some  of  the  top  economic 
iolicy  advisers  of  the  President  of  the 
lited  States  testified.  Their  conclu¬ 
sion  is  that  there  is  no  question  that  the 
economy  is  moving  too  slowly.  There  is 
no  question  that  it  should  grojy  more 
rapidly\than  it  is  growing.  But?  there  is 
a  serious,  and  profound  question  as  to 
whether  we  should  stimulate  the  econ¬ 
omy  by  reducing  taxes. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  was  correct 
in  stating  that  our  economy  is  expanding 
at  a  time  when\we  have  a  deficit,  and 
when  we  know  and  are  absolutely  cer¬ 
tain  that  there  wil\be  a  deficit  in  this 
fiscal  year,  and  that\deficit  is  going  to 
be  a  big  one. 

The  administration  has  already  re¬ 
duced  taxes  by  $1,500  million.  The  bill 
to  come  before  us  will  reduce  taxes  an¬ 
other  $1  billion.  The  recommendation 
of  the  President  is  that  beginning  on 
January  1,  there  be  a  furtheu  substan¬ 
tial  across-the-board  tax  cut. 

This  certainly  means  that  we  will'll ave 
a  huge  deficit  for  fiscal  1963,  a  yean  in 
which  we  feel,  and  the  economic  ao 
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visers  tO'ho  appeared  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  seemSto  feel,  generally,  there  would 
be  a  prosperous  period. 

The  NevAYork  Times  this  morning 
states  that  the  indicators  for  July  were 
better  than  they  have  been  for  any 
month  since  February. 

The  position  orv  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  against  a  quickie  tax  cut 
this  year,  has,  to\that  extent,  been 
vindicated. 

PROXMIRE  EXPLAINS  “NO”  VOTE 
ON  THE  FARM  BILL 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  to¬ 
day  I  voted  against  the  farm  bill.  I  did 
so  with  a  heavy  heart.  I  am  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  I  favored  the  bill  as  it  was 
reported  by  the  committee.  I  thought 
it  was  a  good  bill.  I  voted  against  it 
only  because  it  contained  a  provision 
with  respect  to  feed  grains  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  after  the  present  emergency 
retirement  provision  for  feed  grains  ex¬ 
pires  at  the  end  of  1963,  unless  Congress 
acts  next  year,  there  will  be  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  price  support  on  feed  grain,  with 
the  additional  provision,  however,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  prohibited 
from  setting  that  price  support  at  a  level 
which  will  result  in  the  acquisition  of 
stocks  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

What  this  means,  on  the  basis  of  my 
inquiry  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  is  that  price  supports  will  be  at  43 
percent  of  parity. 

That  could  mean  70-cent  corn.  It 
could  mean  8-cent  hogs.  It  will  mean 
utter  disaster  on  the  farms.  Of  course, 
that  will  not  actually  happen  because 
we  will  have  a  new  act  in  1963.  But  the 
difficulty  is  that  all  Senators  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  will  have  their  feet  to 
the  fire — will  be  under  pressure  to  report 
a  measure  which  will  conform  with  legis¬ 
lation  on  feed  grains  that  passed  the 
Senate  earlier  this  year,  legislation  which 
I  think  was  extremely  ill  advised.  We 
can  have  mandatory  supports  of  this 
kind  in  other  areas.  When  they  are  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  feed  grains  we  will  be  in 
trouble,  because  85  percent  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  who  grow  feed  grain,  feed  it  on  the 
farm. 

There  is  every  evidence  that  a  heavy 
negative  vote  will  take  place  when  this 
question  is  submitted  to  a  referendum. 
I  feel  certain  that  the  dairy  farmers  will 
vote  against  such  a  program.  Their  eco¬ 
nomic  interests  would  persuade  them  to 
vote  against  it.  If  one-third  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  involved  vote  against  it,  there  will 
be  no  program  at  all. 

Having  no  program  would  mean  very 
low  prices  and  farm  disaster,  and  that 
would  be  followed  by  economic  disaster 
for  America. 

Therefore,  although  I  recognize  that 
the  other  four  titles,  of  the  five  titles 
in  the  farm  bill,  are  sound,  I  had  to 
vote  against  the  farm  bill. 


NOW 

F. 


TITO  CRACKS  DOWN  ON 
ILY  FARM  IN  YUGOSLAVIA 

r.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  a 
bnth  or  so  ago  the  Senate  and  the 


House  approved  a  foreign  aid  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  which  included  aid  to  Yugo¬ 
slavia.  I  opposed  that  bill,  and  espe¬ 
cially  that  provision  in  the  bill,  as 
strongly  as  I  could.  We  who  opposed 
that  provision  seemed  to  prevail,  tem¬ 
porarily,  in  the  Senate.  However,  the 
conference  struck  out  that  provision,  and 
aid  to  Yugoslavia  was  included  in  the 
bill  which  finally  passed  the  Senate. 

Since  that  time  I  have  placed  in  the 
■•Record  a  series  of  articles  written  by 
I  Paul  Underwood,  an  excellent  reporter, 
and  Belgrade  correspondent  of  the  New 
York  Times.  Mr.  Underwood  has  re¬ 
ported  that  since  that  date  Tito  has 
reduced  the  area  of  freedom  for  Yugo¬ 
slav  citizens  in  one  part  of  their  life 
after  another,  including  freedom  of 
speech,  freedom  of  press,  freedom  of 
craftsmen  to  practice  economic  freedom. 

This  morning  the  New  York  Times  has 
published  one  of  the  most  telling  articles 
of  all.  In  the  article,  Mr.  Underwood 
L  states  that  whereas  Yugoslavia  has  taken 
;ps  to  reduce  wages  sharply,  although 
they  are  now  very,  very  low,  the  Yugo- 
slavGovernment  has  also  taken  steps  to 
build \  road  into  Bulgaria,  so  as  to  have 
a  closer  connection  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  with  the  Iron  Curtain  countries 
and  with 'Khrushchev.  Mr.  President, 
much  of  thevmuscle  which  made  possible 
the  building  \f  that  road  has  been  ob¬ 
tained  from  ouj^  lavish  $2  billion  foreign 
aid. 

This  morning’s 'Krticle  is  jrfost  depress¬ 
ing.  Mr.  Underwood  state 

In  the  midst  of  its  third/ straight  unsatis¬ 
factory  harvest,  the  Titmaegime  has  decided 
to  take  direct  action  to/nhirge  the  “Socialist 
sector”  of  Yugoslav  a/riculWire. 

The  specific  targejr  will  be\the  thousands 
of  peasants  who  Wrk  at  otherGobs  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  taking  c/re  of  small  landholdings. 

On  the  bashr  of  what  spokesmen  have 
said,  it  is  evident  that  the  regimemlans  to 
use  taxatioipao  force  the  peasants  t\  choose 
between  being  workers  or  farmers.  Vrhere 
appears  tar be  an  assumption  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  those  choosing  farming  would 
have  fro  joint  agricultural  cooperatives  \o 
maintain  their  standard  of  living. 

le  regime’s  long  range  goal  is  the  com-' 
p)6 te  socialization  of  the  countryside.  But 
also  has  a  short-term  aim  of  quickly  in¬ 
creasing  the  size  of  the  Socialist  sector. 

The  great  economic  success  story  of 
America  has  been  in  agriculture.  Here 
is  where  we  have  been  beating  the  Com¬ 
munists  all  over  the  world.  It  has  be¬ 
come  common  knowledge  on  the  part 
of  thousands  of  peasants  and  workers 
in  country  after  country  that  when  com¬ 
munism  takes  control,  whether  in  Cuba 
or  East  Germany  or  China,  hunger  fol¬ 
lows.  Wherever  the  United  States  moves 
in,  with  our  free  system,  economic  abun¬ 
dance  follows,  with  the  prospect  of  a  full 
life. 

I  hope  that  in  the  future,  when  aid  to 
Yugoslavia  is  proposed,  we  will  recog¬ 
nize  the  kind  of  regime  with  which  we 
are  dealing  and  the  kind  of  action  taken 
by  Tito.  Not  only  has  fie  alined  himself 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  he  has  suppressed 
liberty  and  freedom  in  Yugoslavia  and  is 
obviously  making  of  his  country  a  typical 
Khrushchev-type  Communist  dictator¬ 
ship. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  entitled  “Yugoslavs 


Seek  To  Improve  Farming  Efficiency,”, 
written  by  Paul  Underwood,  and  pub 
lished  in  the  New  York  Times  of  todt 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  /(Mr. 
Smith  of  Massachusetts  in  the  /hair) , 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Yugoslavs  Seek  To  Improve  /’arming 
Efficiency 
(By  Paul  Underwo/d) 

Belgrade,  Yugoslavia,  August  15.- — In  the 
midst  of  Its  third  straight  unsatisfactory 
harvest,  the  Tito  regime/has  decided  to  take 
direct  action  to  enlarge  the  “Socialist  sec¬ 
tor”  of  Yugoslav  agriculture. 

The  specific  target  will  be  the  thousands 
of  peasants  who  w/rk  at  other  jobs  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  taking  care  of  small  landholdings. 
The  regime  complains  that  these  peasants, 
who  are  said  to  hold  about  35  percent  of  the 
nation’s  arable  land,  neglect  farming  in 
favor  of  their  other  work  and  thus  thwart 
efforts  to/modernize  agriculture. 

On  the  basis  of  what  spokesmen  have  said, 
it  is  evident  that  the  regime  plans  to  use 
taxation  to  force  the  peasants  to  choose  be¬ 
tween  being  workers  or  farmers.  There  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  an  assumption  by  the  Govern- 
lent  that  those  choosing  farming  would 
'have  to  join  agricultural  cooperatives  to 
maintain  their  standard  of  living. 

The  Government  is  preparing  a  carrot  as 
well  as  a  stick  to  help  promote  cooperative 
membership.  Guaranteed  prices  for  key 
farm  crops  have  been  raised  18  to  43  per¬ 
cent.  For  individual  peasants,  two-thirds  of 
the  increased  income  resulting  from  the 
higher  prices  would  be  subject  to  taxation. 
However,  this  provision  will  not  apply  to 
the  Socialist  sector. 

In  Yugoslavia,  individual  farm  holdings 
are  limited  to  10  hectares  (about  25 
acres).  The  average  peasant  plot  is  less 
than  half  that  size. 

State  farms  and  Soviet-style  collectives 
take  up  only  about  10  percent  of  the  nation’s 
arable  land.  In  the  past,  the  Tito  regime 
tried  to  force  collectivization  on  the  peasants. 
However,  in  1953  it  had  to  admit  defeat  and 
permit  the  dissolution  of  all  but  a  handful 
of  the  collectives  that  had  been  formed. 

The  regime  has  followed  a  policy  of  wait¬ 
ing  for  economic  pressures  to  drive  more  of 
the  peasants  to  the  cities  and  permit  the 
Socialist  sector  to  take  over  their  lands. 

As  a  means  of  promoting  modern  methods 
of  agriculture  and  so  gaining  bigger  crops 
^during  that  interim  period,  the  Government 
las  been  supporting  the  formation  of  what 
aN  called  general  cooperatives. 

lese  are  similar  to  farm  cooperatives  in 
the  ^West.  The  general  cooperatives  have 
machinery  with  which  they  will  cultivate 
individual  farmers’  fields  under  contract. 
They  als\  supply  seed  and  fertilizer  and  will 
market  peasants’  crops. 

However,  ror  several  reasons,  including  the 
fact  that  most  peasants  are  suspicious  that 
these  cooperatives  are  only  the  opening 
wedge  of  another  Government  effort  to  col¬ 
lectivize  them,  th\  countryside  has  been  less 
than  enthusiastic  about  the  arrangement. 

The  total  area  included  In  the  cooperatives 
is  only  about  l,729,000Sacres,  or  about  7  per¬ 
cent  of  the  country’s  arable  land.  Adding  to 

this  the  state  farms  anck  remaining  cojjec. 

tives  gives  a  total  for  the  Socialist  sector  of 
5,846,000  acres. 

Because  of  better  production  methods, 
more  fertilizer,  better  seeds  alid,  on  state 
farms  at  least,  a  disregard  of  actual  costs,  the 
Socialist  sector  shows  a  higher  return  per 
acre  than  do  the  private  farmers.  >Dn  some 
crops  in  some  years  the  difference  is  a\much 
as  two  or  three  times. 

The  regime’s  long-range  goal  is  the  ct 
plete  socialization  of  the  countryside.  I?Vjt 
it  also  has  a  short-term  aim  of  quickly  ir 
creasing  the  size  of  the  Socialist  sector. 
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AN  ACT 

s  \ 

To  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  -That  this  Aet  may  he  eited  as  the  “Food  and  Agrieulturo 

4  Aet  of  4M2-’A 


I— O 


2 


1  -TITLE  I  LAND -USE  ADJE-STMEhlT- 

2  8bOt  464t  The  Sed  Conservation  and  Domestie  Allot  - 

3  meat  Aet  -{40  Statr  163) ,  as  amended,  is  farther  amended: 

4  as  follows-? 


5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 


m-  %  repealing  sufescetiens  -{fef7  -{efj  -{d^  -{efy 
-{f)-7  and  -(g)-  fa  seetien  7-j 

-{2}-  fey  repealing  subsection  -(a)-  el  seetien  87 

-{h}-  el  seetien  8  el  said  Aetj  as  amended,-  fey  striking 
eat  the  language  -Subject  te  the  limitations  provided  in 
safeseetien  -{a)-  fa  this  scction7  the-  and  inserting  in  hea 

thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

✓ 

-{4)-  fey  adding  a  new  safeseetien  at  the  end  fa 
seetien  46  fa  said  Aet  te  read  as  follows 7 


15  --(c)-(l)  Eer  the  purpose  fa  promoting  the  eenscrva- 

16  tien  and  economic  ase  el  laridy  the  Secretary,-  witheat  regard 

17  te  the  foregoing  previsions  fa  this  Aeh  except  these  relating 

18  te  the  ase  fa  the  services  fa  State  and  local  eommittees7  is 
10  authorized  te  enter  into  agreementsj  te  fee  earned  eat  during 

20  sueh  period  net  te  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine;, 

21  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

22  ehanges  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  lor  practices 

23  or  measures  te  fee  carried  eat  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated 

24  fey  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  fa  crops  -{in- 


3 


1  eluding  erops  such  as  tame  hayy  alfalfay  ami  clovers,  which 

2  do  net  require  annual  tdlagey  ami  including  lands  covered  by 

O  phti  gr>VTrn  hi  ah  pah  fva  pf  o  nn/3^v  II  s\f  4l~>  a  Q  ai! 

UUHoll  VUHUII  I  tovl  V  li  utjntTttv/to  UllvlvJl  otl  U  lltlv  1  /  U1  tllU  UvlT 

T  Tl  O  n]tr-  A  pf  \  1/  n»  fit  /  \  nnyT^AOP  a]-  p,a  r>  n  /  \  vi  7 1  /y  r>  r~>  A  /]  AJt7/\1  pnin  n*  c<  /  til  . 

JJ ul Ili  J  IU1  Titu  III  |J U o L  vTT  L'  v/llov  1  V  XXX^  ttxltt  vlU  V  oUll  j 

5  water7  fcresty  and  wildlife  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 

6  include  sued  terms  and  eenditions  as  the  Secretary  may 

/I  r\  A^-n  /Iprn  vn  1xl/"v  1a  ofp  f|)p  T^n  wnAOPO  /_t_£  ijvm 

ttuvrlt  ttv  oTrcttjiv  U11L  U  l  llu  lllvJ  11 1  V) U ov  o  u  1  l 1_11 o 

®  and  may  provide  for  paymentsy  the  furnishing  ef 

10  th  a  Am»/i  fn  i nr  1a  lx  r\  -pr>  i  i»  yp  o  ,q  Pill  0^1  O—  l  n  pah  rax]  oro  ti  xv p 

I'll  v  O  v.  IJl  vJ  Ltl  1  y  X  U  T/tj  X  i  ITT  (111  U  TvTctCjtjxiTtiTiv  j  Xxx  vv/llolvld  XlLXUXl  U1 

H  the  ehhgatinns  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners 
^  and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary-: 

13  /-J/1/-J  HPl-i  o  t  n  rTT»rv />r~>  f  n  f  Ay  ilm  pofftlil  i  qIi  m pti  I  rvf  fypp 

X  /  (/  1/  fCvvCt' j  x  11UL  M X*  X-*  XX 1 X  1 1 X  o  X U X  I'll v  X  o LtX'L/  XXoXXXXXX/XX  1/  U 1  XX  U VJ 

14  eover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 

15  sueh  land  for  a  period  in  eve  ess  of  hve  yearsr 

16  iLf2f  hlo  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  sub- 

17  section  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership 

18  has  changed  in  the  two-year  period  preceding  the  hrst  year 

19  of  the  contract  period  unless  -(a)-  the  new  ownership  was 

20  acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the 

21  previous  owner,  -fbf  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an  existing 

22  farm  or  ranehy  or  -(a)-  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 

23  as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  de- 

24  termines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  programs  Pm- 
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24 


4 


mdedj  -That  this  provision  steU  not  prohibit  »the  continuation 
el  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  fees  once 
keen  entered  into  under  this 


U 


-(h)-  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  inelud- 
ing  provision  for  sharing^  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis7  in 
payments  under  tbis  subsection. 

‘-(4)-  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  sucb  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  be  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  tbe  purposes  of  tbis  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  tbe  practical  administration  of  tbe  program  earried 
out  pursuant  to  tbis  subsection. 


‘■-(b)-  The  Secretary  sbab  issue  sueb  regulations  as  be 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  tbe  provisions  of  tbis 
subsection. 

“-(■6)  -There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
sueb  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  tbis  subsection.” 

Sec.  402.  -^a)-  Section  T4  of  title  444  of  tbe  Bankhead- 
Jones  Barm  Tenant  Aet  -(§0  Stab  b2b}r  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘'including  tbe  retirement  of  lands 
which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily  suitable  for  cultiva 
tiony^  and  by  inserting  following  ‘‘natural  resources,”  tbe 
phrase  ^qnoteeting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  tbe 
period  at  tbe  end  thereof  and  inserting  ^  but  not  to  build 
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industrial  parks  or  establish  private  n 
enterprises.  ” 

-(h)-  Seetien  33  ef  title  444  ef  the  Bankhead-rT ones  Farm 
Tee  ant  Act,  as  amended?  is  amended  by  amending  subsection 
-fe}  thereof  to  read  as  follows : 

-  (c)  to  cooperate  withy  enter  into  agreements  with-, 
or  to  furnish  financial  or  other  aid  toy  any  Federal,  Stated- 
territorial,  or  any  other  ageney,  governmental  or  other¬ 
wise,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  plans  for  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  land  utilkuitiony  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  fac¬ 
tors  affeetingy  and  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title?  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these 


SeGt  403. 


3  of  the 


nn/1 

ttxTtT 


IS 


Flood  Prevention  Ant  -(38  Statr  633)-y  as 
amended  hy  striking  out  “mere  than  five 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity11  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “more  than  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
floodwater  detention  capacity? 

See?  404?  Clause  -(F)-  of  paragraph  3  of  section  4  ef 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  -(38 
Stat-.-  333)  y  as  amendedy  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-? 

“  (B)  all  ef  die  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such 
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■works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part 
e!  tfee  construction  cost  -{including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  there 
to  shah  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid 
for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act-  Provided-,  dhah  in  addition  to  and 
without  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  under  section  87  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  anticipated 
future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial 


water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Aet  not  to  exceed 
80  per  eentum  of  the  total  estimated  eost  of  such  reser¬ 
voir  structure  where  the  local  organization  gives  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances,  and  there  is  cvidcnccj  that  such  de¬ 
mands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  Ire  made  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  dm 
eost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure :  Provided  further,  dhat  the  local  or¬ 
ganisation  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such 
water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  eost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands :  And 
provided  further,  dhat  the  entire  amount  of  the  eost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for 
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anticipated  future  demands  shad  he  repaid  within  the 
life  ef  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  te  exceed 

ftir  -v7/^o  i»o  n(f  O' ?•  fli  n  vnoe  VITAIV  ofvi  rptn  vn  in  fi  tnd  n  ar\  rl  |at* 
111  I  V  y  litre  ttrucr  txi“  1  l  ol  l  V  uir  T?tl  UU nil  U  io  111  nt7  ttotll  1  Ur 

the  storage  of  water  foe  water  supply  purposes,  except 
that  -ft-)-  no  repayment  of  the  eest  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  he  made 
untd  sneh  supply  is  first  usedy  and  -(tf)-  no  interest  shad 
he  charged  on  the  eest  of  sneh  water  sopply  storage  for 
anticipated  hi  tore  demands  nntd  sneh  supply  is  drst  used, 
hut  in  no  ease  shad  the  interest-free  period  execed  ten 


yearsT  dke  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of 
the  interest  on  tire  unpaid  balance  shad  he 
hr  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8A 
See.  40tfi  Section  §  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
-Flood  Prevention  Act  -ffi8  Stab-  as  amendody  is 

to  read  as  fodowsr 

hr  -(4-)-  At  sued  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the 
local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works 
of  iniprevomcnty  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  eostsy  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4-y  the  local  organ iza- 
tion  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including 


tllA 

LULU 


j _  -nvAr\n  vq  f  1  ATI  a  (~ 
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ing  of  contracts,  and 


and  specifications,  award- 
of  eonstruction,  in  eonnec- 
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tion  with  sueh  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or 
a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory 


r  or  may  request  the 


to  provide 

Fbat  if  the  local  organization  eleets 
engineer  or  engineers,  the  Seere- 
tary  shall  reimburse  tbe  loeai  organization  for  tbe  costs  of 
sueb  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  tbe  local 
organization  as  are  properly  ehargeable  to  sueb  works  of  im¬ 
provement  m  an  amount  not  to  exceed  tbe  amount  agreed 
upon  in  tbe  plan  for  works  of  improvement  or  any  modifica 
tien  thereof :  Provided  further,  That  tbe  Secretary  may  ad¬ 
vance  sueb  amounts  as  mnv  be  ncccssnrv  to  nav  for  sueb 

«/  •/  J.  •/ 

servieesy  but  sueb  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of 
improvement  shall  not  exceed  §  per  eon  turn  of  tbe 
cost  of  sueb  works. 


Except  as  to  tbe  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Federal  lands,  tbe  Secretary  shall  not  construct 
or  enter  into  any  contract  for  tbe  construction  of  any 
structure. 

Whenever  tbe  estimated  Federal  contribution  to 


tbe  construction  eost  of  works  of  improvement  in  tbe  plan 
for  any  watershed  or  subwatersbed  area  shah  exeeed 
or  tbe  works  of  improvement  include  any  struc¬ 


ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty  five  hundred 
acre  feet;  tbe  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan 


9 


1  and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 

2  President? 

3  -  (4)  Any  plan  for  works  ef  improvement  involving 

4  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  eenstruction  costs  in 

5  excess  ef  $2fi0j900  er  including  any  structure  having  a 

6  total  capacity  in  excess  ef  twenty  five  hundred  acre-feet 

7  -(af  whieh  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 

8  affects  public  or  ether  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris- 

9  dietion  ef  the  Secretary  ef  the  Interior,  -(b)-  which  in- 

10  eludes  F cdcral  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  strue- 

11  turesy  shall  he  submitted  to  the  Secretary  ef  the  Interior 

12  er  the  Secretary  ef  the  Army,-  respectively^  for  his  views 

13  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans- 

14  mission  ef  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President? 

15  5he  views  and  recommendations  ef  the  Secretory  ef  the 

16  Interior,-  and  the  Secretary  ef  the  Army7  if  received  by 

17  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  ef  the  above  thirty 

18  day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 

19  Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  -President? 

20  “{-§)  -Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  ef 

21  improvement  under  this  Antj  the  President  shall  issue  sueh 

22  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  er  desirable 

23  to  carry  out  the  purposes  ef  this  Ae C  and  to  assure  the 

24  coordination  ef  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
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related  work  of  ether  ageneiesy  ineluding  the  Department  el 


>> 


the  Interior  and  the  Department  el  the  Armyd 

S-e-Ot  ~1 00.  The  last  previse  el  seetien  7-  el  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Eleed  Prevention  Aety  08  Stat.-  600,-  as 
amended,  is  amended  te  read  as  follows:-  “Provided  further , 
That  in  connection  with  the  eleven  watershed  improvement 
programs  authorized  by  seetien  43  el  the  Aet  el  Dcecmbcr 
23y  -1-944  -(#8  8tatr  887) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  el  Agriculture  is  authorized  te  preseeutc 
works  el  improvement  for  the  conservation, 
utilization^  and  disposal  el  water  in  accordance  with  the  pre¬ 
visions  el  section  4  el  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter 
made  thereto--.- 


TITLE  I4--  AGRICULTURAL  TLADE 


development 


SeOt  30L  Title  IV  el  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  el  1954,-  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows : 

-(4f  Section  404  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence-:  Alt  is  alse  the  pur¬ 
pose  el  this  title  te  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  el 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long  term  suppty  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
el  eredit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  fey  agree  - 
flients  cither  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  private 
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trade,  thereby  assisting  tbe  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omics  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 
-(3)-  Section  403  is  amended — 

-(a?)-  by  inserting  tbe  words  "including  financial 
instittttiens  aeting  in  bebad  of  sneb  nations”  after 
tbe  words  '‘friendly  nations”;  and 

-(b)-  by  adding  at  tbe  end  thereof  tbe  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence':  i4n  furtherance  of  tbe  parpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  tbe  private  trade,- 
tbe  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States 
private  trade  under  which  be  shad  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  tbe  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  tbe 
terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  titled! 

-(3)-  Section  403-  is  amended — 

-{af  by  deleting  tbe  wrords  ^Approximately 
equal-  from  tbe  last  sentence  thereof  and  substitut- 
ing  therefor  tbe  word  "reasonable^ ;  and 

-fbf  by  inserting  after  dm  word  "agreement” 
in  tbe  last  sentence  thereof  tbe  following-;  "except 
that  tbe  date  for  beginning  sueb  annual  payments 
may  be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 
after  sueb  date  of  last  delivery ;” 


-(4)-  Section  40b  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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“In  entering  into  sueh  agreements,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  -with  other  exporting  nations  el 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply 
and  assistance  program  herein  authorized  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  and 


-f5f  Section  406  is  amended  hy  inserting  after  the 
word  “Scctionri  the  following :  “401  -fbf  and  -(e)- . 
SeOt  -20-2-t  Section  44-6  of  the  Agricultural  Aet  of  1919, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  hy  inserting  in  elause  -{dr¬ 
after  the  words  -needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  non¬ 
profit  school- lunch  programs”. 

SeEt  206t  Section  008  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1-954,  as  amended^  rs  further 
amended  hy  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons--  the 
words  -‘-and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs”. 

SeOt  204-t  Section  0  of  the  Aet  of  September  67  4958 
(Dublie  Daw  85-  934) ,  is  amended  hy  inserting  after  the 
■words  “needy  persons”  the  words  ‘rim  d  in  nonprofit  sehool- 
hmeh  programs”. 

SeEt  205;  Commodities  may  he  donated  for  school  lunch 
programs  outside  the  United  States  only  if  the  Secretary 
receives  assurance  satisfaeterv  to  him  that  there  will  he 


student  participation  in  the  financing  of  sueh  programs  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  pay  comparable  to  that  required  in  sehooB 
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lunch  programs  m  the  -United  States?  Sueh  programs  shall 
net  extend  hcyond  June  36?  19^4. 

-THFUE  1H--  UOM-MODITY  UROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — 3-063  Ueeb  GnAiy  Urogbam 
Seo.  363t?  Seetien  465  ef  the  Agrieait/urftl  Act  el  1949 
is  amended  by  striking  ent  el  subsection  -{af  the  figure 
--90--  and  inserting  “80”  and  by  striking  eat  the  colon 
and  the  proviso  thereof  and  hy  adding  at  the  end  el  sub- 
scetien  -fe)-  the  following  new  paragraphs  -(hf  and  -(6) 
“(5)  The  level  el  price  support  ler  the  1963  erep  el 
eern  shah  he  established  hy  the  Secretary  at  sneh  level  net 
less  than  69  per  centum  el  the  parity  price  therefer  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Trice  support  ler  com,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  shall  he  made  available  en  net  te  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  el  the  1963  acreage  el  eern? 
grain  sorghums?  and  barley  el  eaeh  eligible  lama  based  en  its 
average  yield  per  acre  ler  the  1959  and  1960  erep  acreage. 

•“(6)  The  Secretary  shah  require  as  a  conditien  el  eligi¬ 
bility  ler  price  support  en  the  1963  erep  el  eern?  grain 
sorghums?  and  barley  that  the  producer  shah  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  ler  1963  ler 
corn?  grain  sorghums?  and  barley  te  the  extent  prescribed  by 
hie  Secretary :  Provided,  That  ne  producer  el  malting  barley 
shah  be  required  te  participate  in  sueh  special  agricultural 
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devote  as  aercage  on  the  farm  to 


conservation  program  lor  4903  if  sued  produeer  has  pte- 
■viously  produecd  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley 
only  of  an  aeceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  49037 
does  not 

barley  in  ex-eess  of  449  per  eentum  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  4999  and  4909y  and 
does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  eem 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  eem  and  grain  sorghums  in  4-959 
and  4900.” 

SeOt  303t  Seetion  40  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  -Allotment  Aety  as  amended;  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection 

y otwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“  (1)  4he  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  ow 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  4903; 
without  regard  to  provisions  winch  would  be  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program;  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  eonservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  produeers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  eorn,  grain  sorghums,-  and  barley  to  an 
approved  eonservation  use  and  inereaso  their  average 
acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  4990  to  dcsig- 
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nated  soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  including  sum¬ 
mer  fallow  and  idle  land  fey  an  equal  amount :  Provided, 
defeat  tfee  Secretary  may  permit  suefe  diverted  acreage  to 
fee  devoted  to  tfee  production  of  guary  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans-,-  otfecr  annual  field  crops  exeept 
table  vegetables  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
available,  and  flaxy  when  suefe  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply  and  will  not  fee  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to 
fee  grown  on  tfee  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  tfee  eondi- 
tion  tfeat  payment  witfe  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  suefe  crop  shall  fee  at  a  rate  determined  fey 
tfee  Secretary  to  fee  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  tfee  use  of  suefe  acreage  for  tfee  production  of 
suefe  crops-,  but  in  no  event  shall  tfee  payment  exceed 
one-half  tfee  rate  which  would  otherwise  fee  applicable 
if  suefe  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and 
no  price  support  shall  fee  made  available  for  tfee  produc- 
tien  of  any  suefe  erep  on  suefe  diverted  acreage-:  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require 
tfee  producer  to  take  suefe  measures  as  tfee  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  suefe  diverted  acreage  free 
from  inscetsy  weeds,  and  rodents.-  5fee  aereage  eligible 
for  payments  in  cash  or  m  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind 
under  suefe  conservation  program  shall  fee  an  acreage 
equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  tfee  average  acreage  on 
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the  farm  Ranted  to  cem7  gram  sorghums?  ami  barley 
in  the  crop  years  1-959  and  4960  or  up  to  twenty  five 
acres?  whichever  is  greater.  -8ueh  payments  m  easb  er 
in  kind  at  tke  baste  eennty  support  rate  for  tbe  4969 
erep  in  effect  at  tbe  time  payment  rates  for  tbe  special 
feed  gram  program  for  196-3  are  established?  adjusted 
to  refleet  any  changes  between  tbe  national  support  rates 
for  tbe  4962  and  1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount 
of  tbe  commodity  not  in  excess  of  45  per  centum  of  tbe 
normal  production  of  tbe  acreage  diverted  from  tbe  com- 

ty~>  A/lif-tr  ah  fli  a  f  o  inn  Tyo  lj /\ /I  aii  i  4o,  r>  rl  lnef  o cl  O  yoyo  nty\  /~v1  /I 

lliU ill  \7lX  l/llvj  lcll  HI  Ull vi  vl  vTTT  1  to  tlvlj  Uu  Lv  vl  cl'  V  v/j  _L  cl ^  V  y  1  vl\l 

per  acre  for  tbe  1959  and  4960  crop  acreage?  -Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  tbe  Secretary  for  tbe 
diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  eentum  of  tbe 
average  acreage  on  tbe  farm  planted  to  eera?  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  and  barley,  in  tbe  crop  years  4959  and 
4960r  Payments  in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage 
may  be  made  at  tbe  basic  county  support  rate  for  tbe 
■1962  crop  in  effect  at  tbe  time  payment  rates  for  tbe 
speeial  feed  grain  program  for  4903  are  established, 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  tbe  national 
support  rates  for  tbe  1962  and  4903  crops  on  an  amount 
of  tbe  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  eentum  of  the 
normal  production  of  tbe  acreage  diverted  from  tbe  com¬ 
modity  on  tbe  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


17 


per  acre  for  ike  4999  and  1-969  crop  a  ereader  4be  Sec¬ 


retary  may  make  seek  adjustments  in  acreage  and  yields 
fee  the  1999  and  4999  crop  years  as  ke 
neeessaiy  to  correct  lor  abnormal  factors 
ductionT  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage? 
crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  sail?  sed  and  water  con¬ 
servation  measures,  and  topography^  9ke  Secretary 
may  also  make  snek  adjustments  in  yields  as  ke  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  sinee 
the  1999  and  4999  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such 
improvement  or  adoption  of  suck  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  hut  suek 
adjustment  in  yields  shah  apply  only  to  payments  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements 

Act  of  49497 


of  section  199-(e)  -f9j-  of  the 
as  amended.  9e  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  4999  and 
1969  crop  years,  suck  acreages  and  yields  shall  ke  used 
m  making  determinationsv  9ke  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  99  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  m  advance  of  determination  of  performance? 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subsection 
(g)  -(1)  ,■  barley  shah  not  ke  included  in  the  program  for 
H.R.  12391 - 2 
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&  producer  el  malting  barley  as  described  m  section 
405-(e)-f6)-  el  tbe  Agricultural  Act  el  1-049  who  par¬ 
ticipates  erdy  with  respect  te  eeru  and  gram  sorghums 
and  decs  net  knowingly  devot-e  au  acreage  eu  the  larm 
te  barley  in  excess  el  440  per  centum  el  Ore  average 
acreage  devoted  eu  the  larm  te  barley  m  4050  and  I960.- 
There  are  hereby  authorized  te  be  appropri- 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  te  enable  the 
Secretary  te  carry  eut  this  section  46-fe)-  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  m  advance  el  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  te 
advanee  from  its  capital  lands  seeh  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  te  pay  administrative  expenses  m  connection 
■with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30j  406-3,  and  te  pay  sueh  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  300  el  the  Feed  and  Agriculture 
Act  el  493A 

(3)  The  Secretary  shah  provide  by  regulations 
ler  the  sharing  el  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  en  the  farm  en  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts-.— 

Se6t  303t  Payments  in  eash  shah  be  made  by  Cemmod- 
hy  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
through  the  issuance  el  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
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andy  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lay  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  m  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary?  assist  the  producer  in 
the  marketing  of  sneh  certificates  at  sneh  time  and  in  sneh 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  wih  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  4903  author  ■ 
ized  by  this  Aetr  4n  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 
for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuancey 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 
thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  vabte 

/\{  n 

V7T  1/llU 


Se6t  3Q4t  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawy 

ill  o  Q  A/iy./  d  o  in  r  ryvn  xr  -y~wl  /  •  a  pi  i  ft]  >  llltllto  mi  fli  a  OvtoTI  t  tl)  ot  yiyn 

txtu  OUl'l  vTiil  y  ill  cl1  V  ULcll'L  ollUll  1111  llto  111  1  TttU  CAl/Ullt/  tllclt  Lll  vl 

duoers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 
program  for  1-963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 
neeessary  because  of  an  emerge] icy  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short- 
age  m  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums?  or 


SuB¥TTfcE  B — 1063  Wbk.w  Brog-r-am 
SbOt  346t  Section  334-(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust 
ment  Act  of  4938?  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  -f3f  to  read  as  follows : 

-  {3-}-  N otwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawy  each 
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M  er  larm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  erep  of 
wheal  as  determined  on  the  basis  el  a  min  imam 


acreage 


ler  fifty-five  millien  aercs  shed  be  reduced 
by  40  per  centum.” 

Sep?  344 .  -(a)-  4n  bea  ef  4be  proyisiens  el  item  -f4)-  of 
-Pabbe  haw  7-0  Seventy  seventh  OongrcssT  as  amended  -fe 
Ih-S.C.  4340-(4-)-)-7  the  febewmg  precisians  shab  apply  to 
the  1-963  crop  el  wheat-? 

^  /4  \  I£  u.  i  \  I \  1 1 i  vi  m  1  vn n  vlrotn  \  o*  n  n  aIq  Iav  t  ui  in  I'ffppt 

I  l  J  _1  T  1 1'  ICll  111(4  1  IV  v  til  I  \  I  l  t  \  '  t  1 1  1  V/l  YV  1 1  v  ll't  111  \  1  1  Uv  1/ 

ler  the  marketing  year7  larm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
cheat  ler  the  erep  el  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  m 
tli0  (‘ftiondar  y oai  which  saeh  marketing  year  begins? 


¥ke  larm 


qaeta  ler  saeh  erep  -el  wheat  shab  be 


the  aetaai  preduetien  el  the  acreage  planted-  te  saeh  erep  el 
wheat  an  the  term  less  the  larm  marketing  access.-  4be 
larm  marketing  excess  shab  be  an  amount  equal  te  twice  the 
normal  yield  el  wheat  per  acre  established  ler  the  larm  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  manber  el  acres  el  saeh  erep  el  wheat  an  the 
larm  in  excess  el  the  farm:  acreage  abetment  ler  saeh  erep 
unless  the  producer,-  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
thereby  establishes  te  the  satisfaction  el  the  Secretary  the 
aetaai  production  el  saeh  erep  ef  wheat  an  the  lame  41  saeh 
aetaai  preduetien  is  se  established,  the  larm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shab  be  saeh  actual  production  less  the  aetaai  preduetien 
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of  ike  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  aere  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  an-  the  farm- : 
Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shah  net 
he  larger  than  the  amount  by  whieh  the  actual  production, 
so  established,  exeeeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  aereage  allotment?” 

-fhf  N ot withstanding  the  provisions  of  item  -fhf  of 
Public  Paw  74^  Seventy- seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
-f7  H.S.C.  ld40-(-2) ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 
P96d  crop  shall  he  ho  per  eentum  of  the  parity  price  per 
hushed  of  wheat  as  of  May  4  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested. 

-(e)-  In  lieu  of  hie  provisions  of  item  -(d)-  of  Pubhe  Paw 
PP  Se-venty-seventh  Congress7  as  amended  -(7  U.S.C.  Id4-6 
-(d) )  7  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat : 

^pd)-  Pbe  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  he  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  he  delivered  to  the 


Secretary  shall  he 


upon  twice  the  normal  produo  ■ 


tion  of  the  excess  acreage;  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 


amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro- 
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dilution  shall  he  returned  to  er  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  he  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  it  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery?  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  winch 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  -wheat  for  the  farm  shall  he 
stored  or  delivered  to  him?  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
thne  as  may  he  determined  under  regulations  proscribed  hy 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  he  paid 
hy  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  he  disposed  of  hy  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  or  friend-lv  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.' v 

-fdf  Item  -fe)-  of  Public  Law  UU  Seventy  seventh  Con¬ 
gress;  as  amended  -fv  U.S.C.  4-340-(  7)-) ;  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows? 

<f-f7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  he  applicable  to  any  farm  on  whielp  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  hy  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  harvest  of  sueh  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 
aeres?  Provided,  however ,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  -wheat  shall  he  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller 
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el  -ft)-  thirteen  and  live-tenths  acres,-  er  -ftf  the  hq 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  en  die  farm 
for  harvest  hi  any  of  the  calendar  years  -1959,  1960,  er 
4904/’ 

-fef  Section  996  of  the  -Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
4998^  as  amended  -f?  -U-tStC.  1336) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “Notwithstanding  any  other 
■provision  hereof  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 
of  thirteen  and  five-  tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 
the  years  19597  49607  or  4964  shall  not  he  eligible  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  4j  1963.” 

SeGt  312.  Priec  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall 
he  made  available,  as  provided  in  seetion  404  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Aet  of  49407  as  amended-,-  except  that  price  support 
shall  he  made  available  only  to  'eeoporators;  only  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat- producing  area7  and  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  sueh  crop  shall  he 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers  on  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in  the  special 
wheat  program  formulated  under  section  929  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.- 

Sec 7  949t  -(a)-  4f  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
4969  crop  of  whea-f  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm 
on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for 
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Ike  crop,  in  Ike 


area  shah  ke 


entitled  to  payments 


as  provided  in 


-fkf  npen  compliance  with  tke  conditions  hereinafter  pee 
scribed-; 


-fkf  Suck  producers  ska-k  divert  from  tke  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  tke  farm  equal  to  cither  -fif-  1-0  per 
centum  of  tke  highest  actual  aereage  of  wheat  planted  on 
tke  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  tke  years  1959T  1900,  or 
1961 :  Provided-  That  suck  aereage  m  each  of  suck  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  -fir)-  10  per  centum  of  tke  farm 

/ti«n  rv/~\  oil  Atnyoi  >  f  {*  i  \y  <  1  i  /  i  OVrMTl  a!  iof>f  xttVi  1  ^*1 1  UZAultl  La  lit 

til  1  vlli'e  HllUt Hit  III  1  v M  Tin  11  11]  *  T/T  >Y  1  Il  rtT  W  1 1  II  I  1  \>  IHITCT  T7“  TTT 

effect  exeept  for  tke  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 


rvf  lit o  A  rnuPnlf urol 

11 1  11. 1 1  i. I  ^  1  ll  illi'ltl  til 


Act  of  1968; 


as  amended. 

-(Of-  Suck  diverted  aereage  shah  ke  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  including  summer  fakowT  approved  ky  tke  Seere 
tary,-  and  suck  measures  shah  ke  taken  as  tke  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  to  keep  suck  diverted  aereage  free  from 
insectSj  weeds,  and  rodents-;  Pmidded,  That  tke  Secretary 
may  permit  suck  diverted  aereage  to  ke  devoted  to  tke  pro¬ 
duction  of  guap  sesame,  safflower-;  sunflower;  castor  keans; 


and  other  annual  field  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  ava-dakle,-  and  flax;  when 
suck  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  tke  diverted 


25 


1  acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (4)  of 

^  this  SOOtioilT 

3  -ftf  The  total  acreage  el  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 

4  to  soil-eonsorving  uses^  including  summer-fallow  and  idle 

5  land,  bnt  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 

^  and-  acreage  diverted  trader  the  special  pregram  ler  leed 

7  grain s7  shah  net  he  less  than  the  total  average  aereage  el 

8  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  usesT  including  summer 

9  follow  and  idle  land  on  the  form  in  4-909  and  4-960.  Tertifr- 
10  cation  hy  the  producer  with  respect  to  sneh  aereage  may  he 
H  accepted  as  evidence  ol  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro- 
12  vision?  The  total  average  aereage  devoted  to  soil -conserving 

nsesy  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  in  4909  and 
4960,  shall  he  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Score- 
1^  tary  determines  appropriate  lor  abnormal  weather  conditions 
10  or  other  factors  affecting  product  mg  established  crop-rota 
1^  tion  practices  on  the  farm-,  ehang'  in  the  constitution  of  the 
I®  lamp  participation  in  other  Ted  -al  farm  programs^  or  to 
19  ghm  effeet  to  the  provisions  of  h.  a  relating  to  release  and 
^  roappoftranment  or  preservation  of  .,i story. 

I  A\  T  f  f  lx  n  /I  i\TnT*oiAn  lii  u/n’on  orlo  vin  vvi 1  n  it  f  f/v  flm 

^  I  J  li  II 1  v  v  1 1  V  vl  ol*  / 1 1  t/T  (HI  vitj^  v  Ill’tvlv  jTtttottttTtT  TV  til  v 

provisions  of  -ft) -(If  ol  this  subsection  -fa)-7  the  actual 
aereage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  far  for  harvest  shall  not 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  aereage  of  wheat 
^5  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  4-90tb 
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I96O7  or  4-96-4;  end  if  ike  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  ike  provisions  of  -f4f  -(ii)-  of  tkis  snkscetion  -fa}? 
Ike  farm  shall  ke  m  compliance  wdk  Ike  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment? 

(b)  ( 1 )  Upon  compliance  -with  Ike  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  -fa)-  producers  on  Ike  fawn  skak  ke 
le  payments  -which  skak  ke  made  ky  Commodity 
m  cask  or  wheat  equal  le  4k  per  eenlum 
ef  Ike  value;  al  Ike  estimated  kasie  county  sapport  rale  per 
kaskel  for  -Number  4  wheat  for  Ike  county  m  which  Ike 
farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  Ike  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat?  of  Ike  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  Ike  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  Ike  farm? 
multiplied  1} \  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 
devoted  to  castor  beam?  guar;  safflower;  sunflower;  Of  SOS" 
ame;  other  annual  held  crops  except  table  vegetables  for 
which  price  support  is  not  made  available;  or  hax7  payment 
for  which  shall  be  computed  in  accordance  -with  subsection 
-(b)  (4)  of  this  section. 

-fk)-  4be  Secretary  may  make  suck  adjustments  m  yields 
for  the  -49o9  and  I  960  crop  years  as  ke  determines  necessary 
to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production;  and  to 
give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage;  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices;  type  of  sod?  sod  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  suck  adjustments 
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in  yields  tv*  be  determines  neeessnry  le  reflect  any  increases 
in'  yields  since  Ike  19t>9  and  1960  crop  -years  as  tke  resalt  el 
tke  adoption  ©r  tke  improvement  el  an  irrigation  system  il 
seek  improvement  ©r  adoption  ol  snek  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  tke  effective  date  ol  tkis  sentence  knt  snek  ad- 
jnstment  in  -yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect 
to  acreage  diverted  pursnant  to  tke  requirements  ol  section 
334(c)  (3)  ol  tke  Agricultural  Adjustment  Aet  ol  1968,  as 
To  tke  extent  tkat  a  producer  proves  tke  actual 


yields  ler  tke  larm  ler  tke  4960  and  1960  crop  years,  suck 
wields  skak  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

-f6)-  Tke  Secretary  skak  provide  ky  regulations  ler  tke 
sharing  el  payments  among  producers  on  tke  larm  on  a  lair 
and  equitable  basis?  Tke  medium  el  payment  skak  be  de¬ 
termined  ky  tke  Secretary.-  H  payments  are  made  in  -wkeaty 
tke  value  el  tke  payments  in  eask  skak  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  tke  market  priee  el  -wheat  as  determined  ky  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation?  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  skak  net  be  eligible  ler 

fVVl  pA  Oil  h 

pi  Iv  U  c!ttpT7v7rtT 

-fk)-  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted 
to  caster  keansy  guap  safflower,  sunflower,  sesame^  other  an¬ 
nual  held  crops,  e^eept  table  vegetables  ler  which  priee 
support  is  net  made  avakablc,  or  flaw,  in  accordance  with 
tke  -proviso  ol  subsection  (a)  (2)  el  tkis  section,  skall  be 
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at  ft  raA  determined  bv  Aft  Secretary  A  A1  fair  and 
able  taking  inA  consideration  Aft  use  el  such  acreage  Ar  Aft 
production  el  such  erops-7  Provided.  That  m  no  event  shall 
At1  na  vmont  exceed  onc-balf  Aft  raA  which  would  other- 


tt ri  c> lm 
\\  LoL  IJl 


if  such 


were  devoted  A 


tion  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  hft  made  available  lor 
Aft  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(c)(1)-  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
under  subsection  faf  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  Ae 
farm  not  in  excess  of  Ae  larger  of  four  times  Ae  amount- 
diverted  under  subsection  -(a)-  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
Ae  total  acreage  diverted  A  ten  acres :  Provided,  That  Ae 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  faf  and  Ais  sub¬ 
section  fef  shall  not  exceed  Ac  larger  of  -(if  the  highest, 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  Ae  farm  for  harvest  for 
any  of  Ae  years  4-959,  4-900,  1964,  but  not  A  ex-eeed  ten 
acres  or  -(hf  Ac  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

f2f  Payments  shah  be  made  with  respect  A  Ae  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  fef  in  accordance  wbb  Ae 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  -faf :  Provided, 
Phut  fif  b0  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  4b  per 
centum  in  computing  Ae  amount  of  the  payment,  fbf  the 
acreage  diverted  under  Ais  subsection  fef  shah  be  added  A 
and  doomed  A  be  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  faf  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  f2f  and  fdf  of  subsection  fafy 
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and  -(bif  ^  the  diversion  under  subsection  -(a)-  is  made 
pursuant  to  -(h)-(i-)-  el  said  subsection,-  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  ler  hardest  en  the  faim,  shah  he  reduced 
below  the  highest  aetual  acreage  el  wheat  planted  en  the 
larm  ler  harvest  in  any  el  the  years  49§97  49b07  er  4961,  by 
the  total  amount  el  acres  diverted  under  subsection  -(a)-  end 
this  subsection  -(e)^  my  il  the  diversion  under  suhscetion  -(a)- 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (11)  el  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  en  the  la  rut  shah  he  reduced  by  the  total  amount  el 
acres  diverted  trader  subsection  -(a)-  and  this  subsection  -(e)- 
below  whichever  el  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 
(A)  the  farm  acreage  abetment  for  the  crop  el 
wheat  which  would  be  in  effect  esmept  for  the  reduction 
thereof  as  provided  in  section  3r44(c)-(3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  10387  as  amendedy 

-(if)-  the  highest  aetual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1 959,  1960,  or 
196-fo  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

-(d)-  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the 
program-  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shah  he  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  anv  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  -F ederal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shah  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost- 


sharing 
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gram  or  the  Great-  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 


carried  not  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil  conserving  ases 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  tins  section? 

-(e)-  4%e  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  imder  this  section? 

-(f)-  £fot  to  exceed  §0  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  he  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

-(g)-  ddre  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  seetion 
may  include  sueh  terms  and  conditions,-  in  addition  to  those 
specifically  provided  for  herein j  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  seetion? 

-(h)-  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Aet  of 
49387  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  he  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  -(c)-  above,-  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  he  deemed  to  he 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

-fi)-  ¥he  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  he  necessary  to  earry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  seetion.- 
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-(jj-  The  Commodity  Grcdit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
utilize  its  eapital  feeds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  ot 
making  the  payments  afehorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  nceessary  in  carrying  ont  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  3fe  1963t  There  is  anthorizctl  to 
he  appropriated  sneh  amounts  as  may  he  neeessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 

-(kf  Scetion  3-3T(c)  ef  the  -Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  of  1938,-  as  amended-,-  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheats  is  amended — 

-(h)-  hy  striking  out  -after  reduction  in  the  ease  ef 
the  1962  crop  as  required  hy  scetion  334-  (c)  (2)  ”  and 
inserting  the  following :  ‘‘after  reduction  as  required  hy 
scetion  334(e)  -(2)-  or  ■(•§•)■->■  and 

-(2)-  hy  striking  out  ££the  speeial  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  scetion  424  of  the  Agricultural 
Aet  of  1904”  and  inserting  the  following :  ^The  speeial 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Aet  of  196-1-  or  scetion  -329  ef 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Aet  of  1932  A 
-(!)-  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulclako  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

-(h)-  hy  inserting  the  following  sentence  immediately 
following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof :  “The  speeial 
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wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  el  the 
-Food  and  -Agriculture  Aet  el  1002  shah  uet  he  appli - 
eahle  te  any  form  receiving  au  additleual  allotment  under 
this  subsection.--;  aud 

-(A)-  by  striking  out  el  the  last  sentence  the  follo-w- 
mg- An-' 4-963A 

&UB¥tTBE  € — D-MIIY- 


fou  aud  marketiug 


8e6t  32th  Fhe  current  rate  el 
el  milk  in  the  continental  United 
is  such  as  will  result  m  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
el  mdk  and  ether  dairy  predeets  during  the  period  ending 
Fune  30j  49937 

In  order  te  afford  nreduoers  the  opportunity  and  the 


means  hy  which  they  ean  en  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  el  milk  during  the  peried  ending 
June  Ufofo  more  nearly  te  equal  demand  and  thus 
reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  el  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Cerperatfon7  te  carry  eut  for 
the  peried  ending  June  39j  4963j  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  follow- 

ltlO*  of  llnq  C1|]  kf  1 

TTT^  oUU HUllo  xTT  11119  Oil  UtltlL. 

-324-7  ffbe  Commodity  Civdit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  te  make  surplus  reduction  payments  te  producers 
in  continental  United  States;  euehtdmg  -Ala slog  who  agree 
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to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  mere  quarterly  mu 
periods  starting  October  47  4002y  and  ending  June  00y  4000, 
tbeir  marketings  to  a  lew!  not  -fif  less  than  40  per  eentum  or 
-(h)-  more  than  tfee  larger  of  25  per  eentum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal  mar¬ 
keting  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  022  of  this 
Act  for  each  suck  quarterly  marketing  periods-  P-r&mded, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shaky  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable^  limit  ouch  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  40  per  eentum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  daring  the  preceding  marketing  yearn  Tor  this  pur- 
poscy  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  Statesy 
excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having 
therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  pro- 
huch  payments  shah  not  exceed  -(e)-  $2-.-50  per 

nf  rvatllr  Kn  o  1  Q  _QO  hi  1  m  1~in  t  r* m ti 

vJ  1  llltl  XV  j  H  tlijlo  I  /  v  i.  vivi  11  vLlll  1  tyTTtrCvXitvtJ  vi  U 11 

tenty  -fiif  sueh  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  produeerSy  or 
-(he)-  the  eest  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  sueh  milk  been  marketedT  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 

c\  rx"%T\  Awmi  >  4  ol  1  >->  11  Twn  r\1  >  ( Cl  1  ^1  f'  f  4  Vi  a  ‘-ll  Wtl  11  ci  vr>  rl  44  f*  f X  AU 

1  UL'llT  11 1  ol I Ul  1  Uv  U 1 1  ^  1  Ult?  Tv7  til U  olll  plllo  X  UviULllvll 

r\  >^1  tin  r\  X  1  f  1  r  1  n  y  yyl  n  i  /«]  n  In  /\  o  1  <1 1 1  \T  1  ( *P  "1  1 1  U' 

v/TT  x7Trt7  t  j  tXU  1 1 1 1  ty  try  utTit  II  lib  1 1  U  li~j  1  bUtll'tci  lllo 
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below  feis  normal  marketing  levefe  provided  fee  reduces  fey  as 
much  as  40  per  eentum  of  feis  normal  marketing  levefe  fent  tfee 

fi  141  Al  l  li  At  r<  1 1  o  n  y~>  n  x  jyy\  a  ~n  4  eho  II  iwi  va/iii  aa  ri  q  a  >i  ni/nn  >  f 

UlllUUllt  XTt  ollL'll  pll"y  lliC  TTT  Mltlil  T7t7  l^TtttxtTvTti  TJX  ttTT  ttlllUt Lilt; 

equal  to  20  per  eentum  el  what  would  have  feeen  tfee  pay- 

1T1  ATI  ATI  fell  Q  A  11  OT)  tl  tlT  Arf  Til  1  Hr  TT  Tll  1  aL  It  A  -Po  ilod  t  A  t»  a/1ii  a  s\ 
1111711 1  tTTT  till;  tpctttxltltJjr  \7x  1111  Tit  \\  11  it;  11  lltj  lUrl“tt  trt7  1  Utl  lit"  U . 

-A  fry  A  All!  ATI  t  Q  A 11 1 A4A  /I  1 11 1 A  ItAI’ATITT  ri  Oy  111  O  TT  A  All  t  O  T  11  CUnll  t  A  1*1 11  r< 

Hwl  Uvlll  vlilu  vjlitvJl  vJu.  ill  tv  llvJl  L'UliUUl  111  cl  \  CU11  ttllll  oltlill  tv  1  in  y 

and  conditions  as  Ore  Secretary  determines  neeessarv  to 


tfee  purposes  e!  tfee  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producers-* 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
feis  milk  eews  to  another  producer  for  tfee  production  and 
marketing  of  milk? 

Se07  -322.  4fee  Secretary  shall  estafelisfe  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  tfee  continental  fdnitcd 
Statesy  excluding  Alaskuy  who  desires  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to 
seetion  324  of  this  Aetr  Buck  normal  marketing  level 
shall  fee  tfee  number  of  pounds  of  milky  or  tfee  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  suefe  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  tfee  administration  of 
this  subtitle  wfeiefe  is  tfee  lower  of  -(rf  tfee  producer  s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  tfee  calendar  year  1961  or  -{n)-  tfee  Secre¬ 
tary's  estimate  of  what  would  fee  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  fey  tfee  producer  based  on  tfee  rate  of  feis  marketings 
when  fee  enters  into  tfee  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
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Corpora  tinny  adjusted  for 
ing  a  normal 


^Anf  nKl  i pl~> 

vbttl  UHuli 


I  1  f  n  r*  o  i*tt  q  !->  o  1 1  ->  v\  1-  a 

IvTT  vij  tllU  DL  vjl  L  l  ell  j  »b  11  till  111  cl  IV 

sueb  adjustments  m  the  producers  -1961  marketings  as  tie 
deems  necessary  ter  foody  drought,  disease  of  herd, 


healthy  er  ether  abnormal 


affecting 


ion  er 


marketing,'  including  the  faet  that  the  producer  may  haw 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  4y 
1961-.-  A  produecr-s  normal  marketing  lew!  fer  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shah  he  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
produccr-s  marketing  pattern  in  -1-964,  subject  to  sueb  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  Jbe  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shah  he  the  produeer-s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  sueb  period.- 

SbOt  32J.  Jhe  Secretary  shah  prescribe  sueb  eonver- 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  mhk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  mhk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  ereanq  butterfaty 
and  other  daily  products? 

Se6?  324?  Jhe  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Aet  shah  be  considered, 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur  ¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  until.: 


36 


seek  regu- 
and  the  effective 

out  of  the  provisions 


1  der  any  farm  program  m  wbieb  such  history  may  become  a 

2  facton  A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and 

3  there  engages  m  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 

4  take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal 

5  level. 

6  Sec.  835t  -(af  The  Secretary  shall 

7  lations  as  are  necessary  fee  the 

8  administration  of  this  subtitle. 

^  -(h)-  Costs  incurred  in  the 

10  of  this  subtitle  shall  he  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
H  poration  and  shall  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  ev~ 
12  ponses  of  the  Corporatiom 

1^  Sec.  336.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  cstah- 

14  hshed  under  this  subtitlc7  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 

15  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  -(7 

16  -U.S.Ct  604  et  scq.) ,  any  order  issued  under  section  8e 

17  thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  m  scetion  8e  -(b)- 

18  and  -(7)-  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 

19  priee  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 

20  marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  -Under  such 

21  provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 

22  order  shall  he  equal  to  -(4)-  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 

23  their  normal  marketing  level  minus  -(3)-  the  lowest  class 

24  price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 

25  such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
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sueh  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  he  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price?  the  ¥olume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  he  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments?  kor  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  he  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis?  In  the  ease  of  a  producer, -  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent 
ative  period?  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  sueh  producer-^ 
normal  marketing  level  in  aeeordanee  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  sueh  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  he  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  sueh  order?  Ike  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  he  subject  to  rite  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8e? 

See?  griTr  £re  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk-,  milk  fat?  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Aet?  Ike 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
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practices  sueh  discrimination?  The  several  district  courts  el 
the  -United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section?  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy?  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  eon- 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 

SeOt  328v  H ot withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law? 
whenever  any  price  support  or  surplus  removal  operation  for 
milk?  hutterfat?  or  the  products  of  such  commodities  is  car¬ 
ried  out  through  purchases  of  or  loans  on  the  products  of  milk 
or  hutterfat?  the  Secretary  shall  require?  as  a  condition  of 
sueh  purchase  or  loan?  certification  that  the  milk  or  hutterfat 
from  which  sueh  product  was  made  was  acquired  from  pro¬ 
ducers  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  therefor? 

-T4T-L-E  I-¥-  GENERAL  PEQ VISIONS 
See?  401.  Bhe  Consolidated  Earmers  Homo  -Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  -1961  -f7fi  Stat?  307)-  is  amended  as  follows:- 
-(4-)-  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
including,  subjeet  to  all  the  provisions  of  seetion  302? 
recreational  uses  and  facilities-.” ; 

-f3)-  By  inseritng  in  section  306-fa)  after  the  words 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


39 


-soil  conservation  practices”  the  words  -shifts  in  land 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities” ; 
( 3 )  By  striking  out  in  soetion  -309  (f)-fl-)  the 


figure  AIM-OtOOO.OOQ”  and 


in  hen  thereof  the 


figure  “$25,000 >000” ;  and 

/  1  \  Tl  T  T  llKiA^dl  n  A»  IVY  DA/lfl  All  Q1  O  n  xt/Yy  fll  A  YTTAyrl  n 

yij  U  \  ItiovTTTng^  ITT  oUl'  L1U11  TTTw  ctTttT  tllvJ  W  U1  Uo 
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402t  4f  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  uncon¬ 
stitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 
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this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby: 

That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962”. 

TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 


Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
as  follows: 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c) ,  (d),  (e), 
(f),  and  (g)  of  section  7 ; 

(2)  b„  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 


40 


1  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking 

2  out  the  language  “Subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in 

3  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the ”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4  thereof  the  word  “The” ;  and 

5  (4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of 

6  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

7  “(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conserva- 

8  tion  and  economic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard 

9  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 

10  to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  local  committees,  is 

11  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during 

12  such  period  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years  as  he  may  determine, 

13  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 

14  practices  or  measures  to  be  carried  out  on  any  lands  owned 

15  or  operated  by  them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of 

16  crops  ( including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers, 

17  which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands 

18  covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B 

19  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  de- 

20  veloping  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources, 

21  or  for  nonagricultural  purposes.  Such  agreements  shall  in- 

22  elude  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 

23  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and 

24  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
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services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  determined  hy  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  and  the  rights  acquired  by  the  Secretary. 

“( 2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  includ¬ 
ing  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in 
payments  under  this  subsection. 

11  ( 3)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of 
agreements  previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to 
be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to 
facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the  program  carried 
out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

“( 5)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  may  provide  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an  equal 
period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allot¬ 
ment  history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement 
for  the  purpose  of  any  Federal  program  under  which  such 
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1  history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation 

2  on  the  production  of  such  crop ;  or  (B)  surrender  of  any 

3  such  history  and  allotments. 

4  “(6)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

5  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The 

6  Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  agreements  hereunder  which 

7  would  require  payments ,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 

8  services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of 

9  $10,000,000  in  any  calendar  year.” 

10  (5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  sec- 

11  tion  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

12  “(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services, 

13  facilities,  and  authorities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

14  for  the  purpose  of  making  disbursements  to  producers  under 

15  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sections  8  and  16(e)  of 

16  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  disbursements  shall  be 

17  made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has  re- 

18  ceived  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations 

19  available  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  such  programs.” 

20  Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  111  of  the  Bankhead- 

21  Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is 

22  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

23  “Sec.  31.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 

24  develop  a  program  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization, 

25  including  the  more  economic  use  of  lands  and  the  retirement 
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of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not  'primarily  suitable  for 
cultivation,  in  order  thereby  to  correct  maladjustments  in 
land  use,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  erosion,  reforesta¬ 
tion,  enabling  local  public  authorities  to  provide  public 
recreation,  preserving  natural  resources,  protecting  fish  and 
wildlife,  mitigating  floods,  preventing  impairment  of  dams 
and  reservoirs,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface  moisture, 
protecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable  streams,  and  protect¬ 
ing  the  public  lands.” 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  III  of  the 
B ankhead-J ones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  111  of  the  B  ankhead-J  ones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  territorial, 
and  other  public  agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  land  conservation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist 
in  carrying  out  such  plans  by  means  of  loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions  relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate  information  concerning 
these  activities.  Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agen¬ 
cies  shall  be  made  only  if  such  plans  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45  days  by,  the 
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1  State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  such 

2  plans,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency. 

3  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  single  loan  under 

4  this  subsection  in  excess  of  $ 250,000  unless  such  loan  has 

5  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee 

6  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the 

7  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa- 

8  tives.  Loans  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  under 

9  contracts  which  will  provide,  under  such  terms  and 

10  .  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for  the 

11  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  inter- 

12  est  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 

13  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  its  marketable 

14  public  obligations  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the 

15  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made,  which  are  neither 

16  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from  date 

17  of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and  interest  on  such 

18  loans  shall  begin  within  5  years.” 

19  Sec.  103.  The  W ater shed  Protection  and  Flood  Pr even- 

20  tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

21  (1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is 

22  amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 

23  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  “ Provided,  That 

24  when  a  local  organization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  plan  for  public 
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fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  he  authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half  of 
the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way 
acquired  or  to  he  acquired  hy  the  local  organization  for 
such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  (h)  minimum  basic 
facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to, 
and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  purposes: 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized 
to  participate  in  recreational  development  in  any  water¬ 
shed  project  only  to  the  extent  that  the  need  therefor  is 
demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards  established 
by  him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man-days  of 
use  of  the  projected  recreational  development  and  giving 
consideration  to  the  availability  within  the  region  of  ex¬ 
isting  water-based  outdoor  recreational  developments: 
Provided  further,  That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local 
organization  have  agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition 
by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or  rights- 
of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for  works 
of  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from  encroachment 
by  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  develop¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to 
the  local  organization  from  funds  appropriated  for  con¬ 
struction  of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts  required 
for  the  acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of- 
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way;  and ,  except  where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by 
the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be  repaid  by  the  local 
organization,  with  interest,  prior  to  construction  of  the 
works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  construction 
funds 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  said 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(A)  such  propor¬ 
tionate  share,  as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal  • 
programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  involving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engineer¬ 
ing  costs),  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational 
development,  and”. 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  title  to  stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
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long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the  extension 
of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities ,  hy  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  friendly  nations  or  with  the  private 
trade,  thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade: 
Provided,  That  agreements  with  the  private  trade  shall 
be  limited  to  the  purchase  of  commodities  for  shipment 
to  underdeveloped  countries  for  consumption  in  the 
underdeveloped  countries  to  which  they  are  shipped.” 
(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  “,  including  financial  insti¬ 
tutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  nations ”  after  the 
words  “ friendly  nations” ;  and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing  dol¬ 
lar  sales  through  the  private  trade,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales 
agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States  private 
trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.  A7iy  agreement 
entered  into  hereunder  with  the  private  trade  shall 
provide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the 
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1  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide  rea- 

2  sonable  assurance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due 

3  for  agricultural  commodities  sold  pursuant  to  such 

4  agreement .” 

5  (3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

6  (a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately 

7  equal”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and  substituting 

8  therefor  the  word  “reasonable” ;  and 

9  (b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement”  in 

10  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “,  except  that 

11  the  date  for  beginning  such  annual  payments  may 

12  be  deferred  for  a  period  not  later  than  two  years 

13  after  such  date  of  last  delivery,” . 

14  (4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

15  “Sec.  405.  In  entering  into  agreements  with  friendly 

16  nations  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities,  the 

17  President  may,  to  the  extent  deemed  practicable  and  in  the 

18  best  interests  of  the  United  States,  permit  other  friendly 

19  and  historic  supplying  nations  to  participate  in  supplying 

20  such  commodities  under  the  sales  agreement  on  the  same 

21  terms  and  conditions  as  those  applicable  to  the  United  States.” 

22  (5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 

23  word  “sections”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c),”. 
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TITLE  111— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A— 1963  Feed  Grain  Program 

Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  'paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6) : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not 
less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine. 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn  and 
gram  sorghums  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
and  (except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as 
hereinafter  described  and  except  in  the  case  of  a  producer  of 
barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as  hereinafter  described) 
shall  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the  1963  crop  of 
barley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  to  the 
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1  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  shall  not  knowingly 

2  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 

3  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn 

4  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided ,  That  no 

5  producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be  required  to  participate  in 

6  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 

7  barley  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced  a  malting 

8  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting 

9  variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 

10  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of 

11  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 

12  and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the 

13  farm  to  com  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 

14  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 

15  in  1959  and  1960:  Provided  further,  That  no  producer  of 

16  barley  on  a  farm  where  summer  fallow  is  the  normal  prac- 

17  tice  shall  be  required  to  participate  in  the  special  agricul- 

18  tural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley  if  he  (i)  does 

19  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in 

20  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley 

21  in  1959  and  1960  plus  the  acreage  devoted  to  summer  fallow 

22  in  1962  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under 

23  the  special  1963  wheat  program,  and  (ii)  does  not  know- 

i 

24  ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 

25  and  barley  in  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
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devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn ,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
in  1959  and  1960 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law — 
“( 1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963, 
without  regard  to  provisions  which  would  be  applicable 
to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation  program,  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  mid  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the 
production  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
respectively,  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  in¬ 
crease  their  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in 
1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil  conserving  crops  or 
practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an 
equal  amount:  Provided,  however,  That  any  producer 
may  elect  in  lieu  of  such  payment  to  devote  such  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  or  sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary.  In 
order  to  be  eligible  for  a  payment,  a  producer  (other 
than  a  producer  of  malting  barley  as  described  in 
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section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 , 
or  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as 
described  in  such  section)  who  participates  in  the  spe¬ 
cial  agricultural  conservation  program  of  1963  for  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  must  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage 
devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960, 
and  a  producer  who  participates  in  the  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  barley 
must  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums 
in  1959  and  1960.  The  excess,  if  any,  of  the  acreage 
devoted  to  barley  in  1963  on  a  summer-fallow  farm  as 

i 

described  in  section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  over  the  average  acreage  devoted  to  barley  on 
such  farm  in  1959  and  1960  shall  be  considered  as 
planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums \  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  extent  of  participation  and  payments  under 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963 
for  corn  and  grain  sorghums.  Such  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  shall  require  the  producer  to  take 
such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to 
keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects, 
weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in 
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cash  or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  con¬ 
servation  program  shall  he  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20 
per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to 
corn  and  grain  sorghums,  or  barley,  in  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  Such  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  at  the  basic 
county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the 
time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program 
for  1963  are  established,  adjusted’  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and 
1963  crops  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of  the  com¬ 
modity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
on  the  farm  based,  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage .  Payments  in 
kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diver¬ 
sion  of  up  to  an  additional  20  per  centum  of  the  average 
acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums, 
or  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments 
in  kind  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the 
basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at 
the  time  payments  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962 
and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  corn  and  grain  sor- 
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ghums,  or  barley ,  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the 
commodity  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage. 
The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  acreage 
and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  af¬ 
fecting  production ,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  till¬ 
able  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil 
and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography.  To 
the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages 
and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in  making 
determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in 
advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“(2).  There  are  hereby  authonzed  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16(g).  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
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4  carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 

2  Act  of  1962. 

3  “(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations 

4  for  the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 

5  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 

6  in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

7  Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commod- 

8  ity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 

9  through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 

10  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 

11  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com - 

12  modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu- 

13  lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in 

14  the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 

15  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 

16  purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  author- 
11  ized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented 

18  for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 

19  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 

20  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning 

21  thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 

22  presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value 

23  of  the  certificate. 

24  Sec.  304.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 
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1  amended  by  inserting  after  the  third  sentence  of  section  407 

2  the  following:  “Effective  with  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 

3  year  for  the  1964  crop  of  such  commodity,  the  minimum  sales 

4  price  for  sales  of  corn,  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums 

5  from  stocks  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  65 

6  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  such  commodity  as  of  the 

7  beginning  of  the  marketing  year,  plus  reasonable  carrying 

8  charges .” 

9  Sec.  305.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

10  the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro- 

11  ducers  may  participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation 

12  program  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines 

13  necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 

14  other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  short- 

15  age  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 

16  Sec.  306.  (a)  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

17  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (a)  and 

18  (b)  of  section  105  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

19  “(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 

20  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1964  crop,  price  support  shall 

21  be  made  available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  such 

22  level,  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there- 

23  for,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  result  in  increasing 

24  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn.” 

25  (b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  directed  to  consult 
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and  advise  with  farmers,  farm  organizations,  and  such  other 
persons  or  groups  of  persons  as  he  determines  concerning 
the  need  for  new  legislation  for  feed  grains,  to  the  extent 
he  deems  such  consultation  and  advice  necessary  or  desirable, 
and  to  make  specific  recommendations  for  feed,  grains  in  the 
form  of  proposed  legislation  which  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  as  soon  as  practicable  during  the  next  session  of 
Congress. 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  paragraphs: 

“  Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the 
date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price  of  ivheat  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circumstances, 
wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered 
in  the  same  manner  as  mechanicallij  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

11  The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or 
which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be 
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1  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct,  and 

2  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 

3  commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 

4  commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 

5  changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient 

6  surplus  to  affect  seriously ,  the  price  of  such  commodity  in 

7  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the  sup- 

8  ply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the 

9  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 

10  and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and  trans- 

11  portation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and 

12  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  ad- 

13  verse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 

14  further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 

15  succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 

16  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 

17  year .  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 

18  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  produce  commodi- 

19  ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 

20  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 

21  acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative 
23  plan  to  wheat  producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  mini- 
24:  mize  recurring  surpluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  inter- 
25  state  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
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adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable 
to  farmers  and  consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  from  adversely  affecting  other 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.’' 

Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out 
the  provisions  of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“ NATIONAL  MARKETING  QUOTA 

“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  IS  in  any 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing  quota 
program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 
that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in  effect  for 
such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing 
year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation  that  a  two- 
or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been 
proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  market- 
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ing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  J anuary  1 
or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  for 
human  consumption  in  the  United  States  as  food,  food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
(ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United 
States  for  seed,  (Hi)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount 
which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (including  poultry)  feed  in 
the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less  (A) 
an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of  wheat 
into  the  United  States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B) 
if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an 
amount  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desir¬ 
able  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to 
achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the  Nation 
are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next 
succeeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the 
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1  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate 

2  carryover:  And  provided  further,  That  the  national  market- 

3  ing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  not  less 

4  than  one  billion  bushels. 

5  u(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing 

6  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has 

7  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency  or 

8  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat,  the 

9  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 

10  thereof  mcreased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation 

11  to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary 

12  in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand 

13  for  reheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secre- 

14  tary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 

15  proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any  such  increase 

16  found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national 

17  marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case 

18  any  national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  sub- 

19  section,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by 

20  increasing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this  part  by  a 

21  uniform  percentage 

22  Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

23  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 

24  follows: 
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1  “national  acreage  allotment 

2  “Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national 

3  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 

4  year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na- 

5  tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for 

6  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 

7  begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 

8  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the 

9  Secretary  determines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 

10  expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage  allotments  will, 

11  together  with  (1)  the  expected  production  on  the  increases 

12  in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base 

13  acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2)  the  expected  pro- 

14  duction  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm 

15  exemption  pursuant  to  section  335,  make  available  a  supply 

16  of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheal 

17  for  such  marketing  year.” 

18  Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

19  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

20  (1J  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  strik- 

21  ing  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  “any  of  the  1962, 

22  1963,  and  1964  crops ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

23  “ the  1962  crop”. 

24  (2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof  and  by 
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redesignating  subsections  (h)  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g) 
and  (h)  respectively. 

(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  subsection  (h),  by  inserting  the 
following  sentence  immediately  following  the  seventh 

.  sentence  thereof:  “The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  under  this  subsection 

(4)  By  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (i)  thereof  (added  by  Public  Law  87-357,  87th 
Congress,  1st  session),  redesignated  by  this  section  as 
subsection  (h),  “or  1963 ”, 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“(i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any 
kind  of  wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat  to  satisfy  the 
demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  as  a  county  which  (1 )  is  capable  of  producing  such 
kind  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of  wheat 
for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five 


1  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  crop 

2  is  harvested ,  shall  he  increased  by  such  uniform  percentage 

3  ad  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity .  No  in- 
41  crease  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat 

5  acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat 

6  '  other  than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm  for  such 
1  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  author- 

8  ized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National, 

9  State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  such  in- 

40  creases  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State, 

11  county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph 

12  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  TJ.S.C. 

13  1340(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the 
44  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
15  allotment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  sub- 
46  section  and  not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsec- 

41  tion.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  be 

18  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased  allotment  under 

19  this  subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not 

20  be  required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of 

21  eligibility  for  price  support.” 

22  Sec.  314.  Part  111  of  subtitle  B  of  title  111  of  the  Agri- 

23  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 

24  amended  by  adding  immediately  after  section  334  thereof 

25  the  following : 
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1  “commercial  area 

2  “Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for 

3  any  crop  of  wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the 

4  Secretary,  in  order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this 

5  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  may  designate  such 

6  State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for 

7  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so  desig- 

8  nated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas 

9  for  the  marketing  year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 

10  farm  in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any  State  shall 

11  not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such  designation” 

12  Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

13  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 

14  follows: 

15  “small  farm  exemption 

16  “Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 

17  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall 

18  be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of 

19  less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  wheat 

20  does  not  exceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage  determined  for 

21  the  farm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 

22  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 

23  the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small- 

24  farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 

25  average  acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  in 
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the  three  years  in  which  the  acreage  was  highest  during  the 
five-year  period  1957-1961 ,  or  such  later  five-year  period 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  with  ad¬ 
justments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions ,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the 
Secretary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  small- farm  base  acreage, 
or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm 
shall  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  small-farm  base  acreage  deter¬ 
mined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the  five-year  period 
1957-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which  the 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below 
fifty-five  million  acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage  allotment 
determined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If  the  opera¬ 
tor  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended, 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base  acreage 
or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  ( ii )  the  land-use 
provisions  of  section  339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm, 
(Hi)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certificates  applicable  to 
such  crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The 
additional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage  allotments  for 
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farms  based  upon  small-farm  base  acreages  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  in  addition  to  National,  State,  and  county  acre¬ 
age  allotments.” 

Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“referendum 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat 
for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the 
Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclama¬ 
tion  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a  referen¬ 
dum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether  they 
favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or 
years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  that  a  producer  who  has 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not 
be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant 
to  section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held 
hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such  referen¬ 
dum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against 
marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  market¬ 
ing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of 
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wheat  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  following 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period 
of  two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held 
for  the  subsequent  year  or  years  of  such  period 

Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  338  a 
new  section  as  folloivs: 

“land  use 

“Sec.  339.  (a)(1)  During  any  'year  in  which  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  ivheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm 
(except  a  new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve 
for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any 
marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  subsection  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  or  (2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the 
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producers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of 
intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number 
of  acres  determined  by  multiplying  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres 
in  the  national  acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  producers  on 
any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having 
an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
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'penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of 
the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date 
the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on 
any  farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 
to  be  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program .  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
crops  of  wheat  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted 
taking  into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any  farm 
to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in  addi- 
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tion  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat:  Provided ,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at 
their  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total 
acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program 
shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted 
to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the 
total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summar  fallow  and  idle  land  but 
excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  and  acre¬ 
age  diverted  under  section  16(g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  shall  be  not  less  than  the  total 
average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during 
a  representative  period,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting 
production,  (ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the 
farm,  (Hi)  participation  in  other  Federal  ,  farm  programs, 
(iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for 
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the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer  shall  not  knowingly 
exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
commodity  produced  on  the  farm ,  and  (ii)  except  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the 
producer  has  a  share:  Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
for  such  crop  under  section  335.  The  producers  on  a  new 
farm  shall  not  be  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  The 
Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  Pay¬ 
ments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

“(c)  The- Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  land-use  program  formulated  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  'of  any  payment  to 
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producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made 
in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 
be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar ,  sesame,  safflower,  sun¬ 
flower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price 
support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are 
not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration 
the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one- 
half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
including  provision  for  the  control  of  erosion,  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 
“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
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1  regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

2  this  section. 

3  “(h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 

4  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 

5  making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay 

6  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  sec- 

7  tion  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 

8  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 

9  necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

10  “(i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  per¬ 

il  formance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or 

12  advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may 

13  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  of 

14  section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  297- 

15  298),  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with 

16  such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it 

17  desirable  in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment .” 

18  Sec.  319.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7 

19  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

20  (1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  fol- 

21  lows: 

22  “(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of 

23  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 

24  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 

25  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be 
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an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per 
acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  any 
acreage  of  wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat 
shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm,  and 
the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably 
accurate  estimate  of  such  production.  Any  acreage  of 
wheat  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess. 
Self -seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for 
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1  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 

2  wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  mar- 

3  keting  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat  is 

4  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing 

5  year” 

6  (2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  fol- 

7  lows: 

8  “(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 

9  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a 

10  farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 

11  excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65 

12  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 

13  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har- 

14  vested.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 

15  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess 

16  of  wheat  is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 

17  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 

18  marketing  excess” 

19  (3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  u  twice”  before 

20  uthe  normal  production”  in  the  first  and  second  sentences 

21  thereof,  and  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 

22,  “ twice  the”  between  “of ”  and  “ normal”  in  the  phrase 
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“upon  the  basis  of  normal  production” ,  by  striking  out 
“corn  and”  from  the  first  sentence  thereof,  and  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “corn  or”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of 
wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer 
has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (5). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “ corn  or”  from  paragraph  (6). 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by  renum¬ 
bering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through 
(10),  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  and  “,  as  the  case 
may  be,”  from  paragraph  (8),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  (7),  and  adding  at  the  end  of 
such  paragraph  the  following  sentence:  “If  the  buyer 
fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons 
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entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or 
the  proceeds  thereof  shall  he  jointly  and  severally  liable 
for  such  penalty .” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by  adding 
the  following  new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11), 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (10) : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  col¬ 
lection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6 
per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes 
due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing 
quotas  applicable  to  wheat  shall  be  terminated,  effective 
as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termi¬ 
nation  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously  incurred 
by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties,  previously  collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13 )  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A)  ; 

(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and  (E)  after 
the  words  “in  the  case  of  rice”  the  words  “and  wheat” 
and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraphs  after  the  words  “per 
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acre  of  rice”  the  following:  “or  wheat,  as  the  case  may 
he,”; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the  following: 
(A)  '  ‘wheat,”  in  each  of  the  two  places  it  first  occurs 
therein;  (B)  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields” ; 

(C)  “ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and” ;  and 

(D)  ‘  ‘in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,” . 

Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “corn, 
wheat,”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “any  national  acreage  allotment  for  corn 
or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy 
of  this  Act  or”. 

Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in 
the  first  sentence  after  “parity  payment,”  the  following: 
“payment  under  section  339,” . 

Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  310 
through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only  with  respect  to 
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programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the  market¬ 
ing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963,  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 

WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  324.  Title  111  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  (1)  by  designating 
subtitles  D  and  E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2 ) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle  D  as  follows: 
“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food , 
is  one  of  the  great  export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and 
its  production  for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound  national  economy 
and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  reheat  from 
producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any 
of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to 
producers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for  non  agricultural 
products  and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  disparity 
with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assist¬ 
ance,  producers  cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low 
prices  for  wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat 
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producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices ,  to  regulate  the  price  of 
i cheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner 
provided  in  this  subtitle. 

“wheat  marketing  allocation 
“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a 
marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the 
marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allo¬ 
cation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided  in  this  subtitle. 
Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  (1) 
the  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall 
be  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  be  used  during  such  year 
for  human  consumption  in  the  United,  States,  as  food,  food 
products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
and  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  will  be 
exported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof  during  the 
marketing  year  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that 
marketing  certificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order  to 
achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  objec¬ 
tives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2)  the  national  allocation  per¬ 
centage  which  shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  national 
marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota. 
Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for 
such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  obtained 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage 
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1  allotment  for  wheat  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the 

2  farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multiplying  the 

3  resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation  per- 

4  centage.  If  a  noncommercial  wheat-producing  area  is  cstab- 

5  lished  for  any  marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be 

6  given  wheat  marketing  allocations  which  are  determined  by 

7  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the 

8  wheat  marketing  allocation  given  producers  in  the  commercial 

9  wheat-producing  area. 

10  “marketing  certificates 

11  “Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  is- 

12  suance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing 

13  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 

14  effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on  any  farm  with 

15  respect  to  ivhich  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 

16  to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal 

17  to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing  cer- 

18  tificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing 

19  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing 

20  allocation  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 

21  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the 

22  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing  year  begins  multiplied 

23  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm,  phis  (ii)  the 

24  amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 

25  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the 
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1  marketing  year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduc- 

2  tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat 

3  marketing  certificates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the 

4  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced 

5  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

6  ‘(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat 

7  marketing  certificates  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any 

*  / 

8  marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is 

9  assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which  the 

10  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements  of 

11  section  339  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in 

12  which,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe, 

13  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any 

14  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest 

15  as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 

16  ceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire 

17  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the 

18  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 

19  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer 

20  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment 

21  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from 

l 

22  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335. 

23  “(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program 

24  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 

25  determine  and  proclaim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face 
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value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates .  The  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for 
wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates  (noncertificate  wheat). 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall 
be  represented  by  such  documents,  marketing  cards ,  records, 
accounts,  certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“ MARKETING  RESTRICTIONS 
“Sec.  379.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquir¬ 
ing  marketing  certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such 
certificates  are  issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such  producer  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable  only  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
Any  unused  certificates  held  by  persons  other  than  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued  shall  be  purchased 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Notwithstanding  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  is  authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  certificates 
not  accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary 
determines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to 
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1  require  the  producer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  con- 

2  nection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

3  “(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat 

4  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect ,  (i)  all  persons 

5  engaged  in  the  processing  of  wheat  into  food  products  com- 

6  posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  shall,  prior  to  marketing 

7  any  such  product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States,  ac- 

8  quire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of 

9  bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and  (ii)  all 

10  persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products  composed  wholly 

11  or  partly  of  wheat  shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  market- 

12  ing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so 

13  exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover  only 

14  sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with 

15  respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used 

16  to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of 

17  wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 

18  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

19  “(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking 

20  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and 

21  payment  for  such  marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required, 

22  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe,  any  per- 

23  son  required  to  have  marketing  certificates  in  order  to  market 

24  or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  market  any  such 
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commodity  without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates. 

“( d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  ‘food  products' 
means  any  product  to  be  used  for  human  consumption,  in¬ 
cluding  beverage. 

“assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing 

CERTIFICATES 

“Sec.  37 9e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing 
certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation 
to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  cer¬ 
tificates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may  author¬ 
ize  the  Corporation  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to 
charge,  in  addition  to  the  face  value  thereof,  an  amount  de¬ 
termined,  by  the  Secretary  to  be  appropriate  to  cover  esti¬ 
mated  administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  interest  incurred  on 
funds  of  the  Corporation  invested  in  certificates  purchased 
by  it. 

“conversion  factors 

“Sec.  379 f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion 
factors  which  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat 
contained  in  any  food  product.  The  conversion  factor  for 
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any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined  upon  the  basis  of 
the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 
“authority  to  facilitate  transition 
“Sec.  379 g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such 
action  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  tran¬ 
sition  from  the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  program 
provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall 
not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of 
trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle 
from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section 
379d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or 
food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 
Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

“ REPORTS  AND  RECORDS 

“Sec.  37 9h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  processors  of 
wheat,  warehousemen  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  flour,  and 
all  persons  purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat 
marketing  certificates.  Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to 
time  on  request  of  the  Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such 
information  and  keep  such  records  as  the  Secretary  finds 
to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such 
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records  shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of 
any  report  made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  information 
required  to  be  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished, 
the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  books, 
papers,  records,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  reason  to  believe 
are  relevant  and  are  within  the  control  of  such  person. 

“penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any 
of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  37 9 d  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal  to  two 
times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in 
such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a 
civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as 
a  producer,  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  partic¬ 
ipates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition, 
or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  who  fails  to  make 
any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $ 5,000 
for  each  violation. 
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“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer, 
knowingly  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or 
aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of 
any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or 
handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any  report 
or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  37 9h  shall,  (i)  for¬ 
feit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in 
part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the 
farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii),  if  such 
marketing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the 
Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of 
such  certificates,  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine .  Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be 
, forfeited  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act 
or  default  committed  and  the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  de¬ 
fault. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters, 
forges,  or  counterfeits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with 
fraudulent  intent  possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
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1  $10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or 

2  both. 

3  “regulations 

4'  “Sec.  379 j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula- 

5  tions  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

6  subtitle  including  but  not  limited  to  regulations  governing 

7  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  cer- 

8  tificates.” 

9  Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

10  is  amended  as  follows: 

11  (1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  following 

12  new  section: 

13  “Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

14  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

15  “(1)  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by 

16  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than 

17  65  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 

18  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 

19  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section 

20  401(b), 

21  “(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  wheat 

22  price  support  for  wheat  not,  accompanied  by  marketing 

23  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  deter- 

24  mines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration  competitive 

25  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of  wheat  in 
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relation  to  feed  grains ,  and  the  level  at  which  price 
support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains, 

“(3)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators;  and  if  a  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  is  established  for  such  crop,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial  wheat-produc¬ 
ing  area, 

“( 4)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  for  which  a  national  marketing  quota  is  not  pro¬ 
claimed  or  for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  dis¬ 
approved  by  producers  shall  be  as  provided  in  section 
101 ,  and 

“(5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  * cooperator ’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  (i) 
does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm 
or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm 
for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  requirements 
of  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  wheat,  a  ‘c ooperator ’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat 
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'produced  on  a  farm  shall  he  a  producer  who  does  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat. 
No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of 
the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations 
to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but  the 
producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on 
such  marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on 
any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm 
marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following:  “ Provided,  That  if  a  commercial  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  support 
price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat  ac¬ 
companied  by  marketing  certificate  and  wheat  sold  shall 
be  accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificate.” 

TITLE  IV—  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  striking  out  the  period,  at  the  end  of  sec¬ 
tion  304  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  following: 
“including  recreational  uses  and  facilities.” ; 
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(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(d)  after  “ soil  con- 

/ 

■servation  practices,”  the  following:  “ shifts  in  land- 
use  including  the  development  of  recreational  facilities,” ; 
and  by  inserting  after  the  word  “drainage”  the  words 
“or  sewer”  ; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309  (f)(1)  the 
figure  “$. 10,000,000 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$25,000,000”; 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words 
“and  conservation”  the  words  “including  recreational 
uses  and  facilities” ;  and 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the  term  ‘ farmers’ 
shall  be  deemed  to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or 
who,  with  assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend  to 
engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term  1 farming ’  shall 
be  deemed  to  include  fish  farming.” 

Sec.  402.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  3  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
903),  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  from  time  to  time  determine  to  be  necessary. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


94 


“(b)  When  authorized  hy  Congress,  the  Administrator 
is  authorized,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  to  make  and  issue  notes  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  funds  in  such  amounts  as  the 
Congress  may  approve  annually  in  appropriation  Acts  for 
making  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act.  Such  notes 
shall  be  in  such  form  and  denominations  and  be  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  Such  notes  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  not  in  excess  of  the  rate  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any  notes 
of  the  Administrator  issued  hereunder,  and  for  that  purpose 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  securities  may  be  issued  under 
such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to  include  the  purchase 
of  notes  issued  by  the  Administrator.  All  redemptions,  pur¬ 
chases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  such 
notes  shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the 
United  States. 

uThe  appropriations  for  loans  made  under  the  authority 
of  subsection  (a)  and  funds  obtained  in  accordance  with  the 
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'preceding  paragraph,  of  this  subsection  and  the  unexpended 
balances  of  any  funds  available  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  for  loans  under  this 
Act ,  including  any  funds  made  available  for  loans  under 
the  item  * Rural  Electrification  Administration1 ,  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  Acts  current  on  such  date 
of  enactment,  shall  be  merged  into  a  single  account  hereafter 
in  this  section  called  the  ‘ loan  account All  notes,  bonds 
obligations,  and  property,  including  those  now  held  by  the 
Administrator  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  all  collections  therefrom,  made  or  held  under  the  loan 
provisions  of  titles  1  and  II  of  this  Act,  shall  be  assets  of  said 
account. 

uThe  notes  of  the  Administrator  issued  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  and  all  other 
liabilities  against  the  appropriations  or  assets  in  the  loan 
account  shall  be  liabilities  of  said  account,  and  all  other  obli¬ 
gations  against  such  appropriations  or  assets  shall  be  obli¬ 
gations  of  said  account.  Money  in  the  loan  account  shall  also 
be  available  for  interest  and  principal  repayments  on  notes 
issued  by  the  Administrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Otherwise,  the  balances  in  said  account  shall  remain  available 
to  the  Administrator  for  loans  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this 
Act  and  for  advances  in  connection  therewith,  except  that  no 
such  loans  shall  be  made  in  any  year  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
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previously  authorized  therefor  in  appropriation  Acts  for  such 
year  or  available  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 
The  amounts  so  authorized  for  loans  and  advances  shall 
remain  available  until  expended 

Sec.  403.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act ,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

Sec.  404.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  when¬ 
ever  he  determines  such  action  will  result  in  more  effective 
or  more  economical  administration  of  this  or  any  other  Act 
administered  by  him,  utilize  the  services  and  facilities  of 
farmer  owned  and  operated  associations  of  producers,  and 
accord  such  associations  no  less  favorable  treatment  under 
any  such  Act  than  that  accorded  individual  producers  or 
farmers. 

Sec.  405.  Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its  long-standing 
policy  of  favoring  the  use  by  governmental  agencies  of  the 
usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements 
of  trade  and  commerce,  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  procedures 
designed  to  minimize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing 
of  farm  commodities  through  private  competitive  trade  chan¬ 
nels,  both  cooperative  and  noncooperative,  and  to  obtain 
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maximum  returns  in  the  market-place  for  producers  and  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Sec.  406.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  re¬ 
enacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Section  8c(6)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  (1)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “:  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  orders  ap¬ 
plicable  to  cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any  form 
of  marketing  promotion  including  paid  advertising .” 

Sec.  407.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
sentence  as  follows:  "Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  when¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  determines  it  necessary  in  order  to  assure 
the  Nation  an  adequate  supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination 
by  radioactive  fallout,  he  may  make  feed,  owned  or  controlled 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  available  to  produc¬ 
ers  of  milk  in  any  area  or  areas  of  the  United  States  at  such 
prices  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate  in  the  public  interest.” 

Sec.  408.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  un¬ 
constitutional,  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of 
this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to  other  persons  and 
circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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TITLE  V— INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF 
AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

DECLARATIONS  AND  FINDINGS 

Sec.  501.  The  Congress  of  the  United  States  hereby 
makes  the  following  declarations  and  findings  concerning 
the  development  of  new  and  improved,  uses  for  farm  products, 
new  crops  to  replace  those  now  in  surplus,  and  the  disposal 
of  surplus  commodities  owned  by  the  Government : 

(a)  Farms  in  the  United  States  have  a  capacity  to 
produce  more  farm  products  than  can  now  be  marketed 
at  prices  that  will  return  sufficient  incomes  to  farmers  to 
maintain  an  efficient  and  progressive  agricultural  industry; 

(b)  A  prosperous  agriculture  will  contribute  immensely 
to  national  welfare  by  efficient  production  of  needed  food, 
feed,  and  fiber,  by  provision  of  raw  materials  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  processing  industries,  by  purchases  of  produc¬ 
tion  supplies,  and  by  its  contribution  to  maintenance  of  a 
balanced  and  high-level  national  economy; 

(c)  National  defense  and  security  interests  of  the 
United.  States  require  protection  of  agricultural  resources 
against  deterioration  and  the  maintenance  of  high  productive 
capacity  in  order  to  meet  possible  emergency  needs  of  the 
United  States  and  other  friendly  nations; 

(d)  Basic  research  in  agricultural  products  and  their 
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uses  is  essential  in  any  long-range  program  of  benefit  to 
agriculture; 

(e)  Research  programs  to  develop  new  and  improved 
uses  for  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  have  poten¬ 
tialities  for  providing  outlets  for  a  larger  volume  of  farm 
production  and  greater  stability  of  the  prices  of  farm 
commodities; 

(f)  Public  and  private  research  agencies,  including  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Commerce,  the  land-grant 
colleges,  other  universities  and  research  institutions,  as  well 
as  private  firms,  can  and  should  be  utilized  for  an  all-out 
attack  on  development  of  new  and  improved  uses,  and  new 
and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products.  Research,  pilot  plant,  development  and  trial  com¬ 
mercialization  work  and  corollary  economic  and  related 
studies  should  be  devoted  to  the  expansion  of  industrial  uses 
for  agricultural  commodities  in  surplus,  and  to  any  food  and 
feed  uses  and  replacement  crops  that  can  make  substantial 
contributions  toward  the  solution  of  the  surplus  problem. 
Facilities  should  be  established  as  needed  to  permit  adequate 
experimentation  and  testing,  and  production  and  market 
development,  of  promising  new  uses  and  new  products; 

(g)  Development  of  new  and  improved  industrial  and 
other  uses  of  farm  products  and  new  farm  products  and  new 
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and  extended  markets  and  outlets  for  farm  products  and  by¬ 
products  will  enlarge  income  opportunities  for  farmers.  It 
also  will  reduce  Government  costs  for  acquisition,  storage, 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  commodities  now  in  surplus; 

(h)  Disposition  of  a  portion  of  the  surplus  stocks  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through  industrial  channels 
for  new  or  byproduct  uses,  so  that  the  carryover  of  any  com¬ 
modity  beyond  the  needs  of  the  Nation  can  be  reduced,  will 
have  a  stabilizing  effect  on  the  market  prices  for  farm  com¬ 
modities. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  AND  INDUSTRIAL  USE 

ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  502.  There  is  created  and  established  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to  be 
known  as  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use  Ad¬ 
ministration,  all  of  the  powers  of  which  shall  be  exercised 
by  an  Administrator ,  under  the  general  direction  and  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  for  a  term  of  six  years  and  who  shall  receive  basic 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $ 20,000  per  annum.  The  duties 
of  this  agency  shall  be  to  coordinate  and  expedite  efforts 
to  develop,  through  research,  new  industrial  uses,  and  in¬ 
creased  use  under  existing  processes,  of  agricultural  products; 
to  develop  new  replacement  crops;  and  to  reduce  the  stocks 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


101 


of  commodities  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

SALARIES 

Sec.  503.  The  positions  of  the  three  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trators  of  the  agency  shall  be  in  grade  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  established  by  the  Classification  Act  of  1949 ,  as 
amended.  Such  positions  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  positions  authorized  to  be  placed  in  such  grade  by  sec¬ 
tion  505(b)  of  such  Act.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  fix  the 
compensation ,  notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  law ,  for 
not  more  than  ten  positions  which  require  the  services  of 
especially  qualified  scientific  or  professional  personnel:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  for  positions 
established  pursuant  to  this  provision  shall  not  exceed  the 
maximum  payable  under  the  Act  of  August  1,  1947  ( 61 
Stat.  715 ) ,  as  amended  a:nd  supplemented.  The  agency  may 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  any  technically  qualified 
person,  firm,  or  organization  by  contract  or  otherwise  on  a 
temporary  basis  and  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months  in 
any  fiscal  year  to  perform  research,  technical,  or  other  special 
services,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

POWERS  AND  DUTIES 

Sec.  504.  The  agency  shall  have  power  and  authority, 
within  the  limits  of  the  funds  made  available  to  it,  to  coordi- 
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1  nate  and  expedite  activities  toward  research,  pilot  plant,  de- 

2  velopment,  trial  commercialization,  and  industrial  uses,  with 

3  Federal  and  State  G overnments,  educational  institutions,  pri- 

4  vate  research  organizations,  trade  associations,  individuals, 

5  and  industrial  corporations  in  expanding  the  industrial  utiliza- 

6  tion  of  the  products  of  farm  and  forest  and  the  development 

7  of  new  crops.  In  the  discharge  of  these  duties,  the  agency  is 

8  authorized  to: 

9  (a)  Make  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 

10  culture  and  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies,  land- 

11  grant  institutions,  and  experiment  stations.  The  agency 

12  shall  utilize  existing  facilities  owned  or  controlled  by  the 

13  Federal  Government  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  in- 

14  eluding  pilot  plants,  regional  laboratories,  and  other  facilities 

15  and  equipment,  and  is  authorized  to  utilize  authority  now 

16  available  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  existing  law; 

17  (b)  Make  grants,  for  periods  not  to  exceed  five  years 

18  duration,  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges, 

19  universities,  and  other  research  institutions  and  individuals; 

20  (c)  Contract  with  foreign  individuals,  organizations, 

21  institutions  of  learning,  or  private  corporations  where  pay- 

22  ment  can  be  made  in  foreign  currency  accumulated  under 

23  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress.  The  agency  is 

24  hereby  authorized  to  utilize  such  foreign  currencies  notwith- 

25  standing  other  provisions  of  law  requiring  reimbursement ; 
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(d)  Make  contracts  or  cooperative  arrangements  in  the 
manner  provided  by  sections  10(a)  and  205  of  the  Act  of 
August  14,  1946  (7  TJ.S.C.  427i,  1624),  including  con¬ 
tracts  and  agreements  providing  for  the  commercialization , 
market  acceptance,  and  the  economic  feasibility  of  industrial 
utilization  in  the  competitive  market  for  agricultural  products 
and  processes  with  respect  thereto; 

(e)  Extend  suitable  incentives  to  farmers  or  to  industry 
to  hasten  the  establishment  of  a  new  crop  or  of  a  new  in¬ 
dustrial  use,  where  such  appear  likely  to  lead  to  durable  ad¬ 
ditional  markets; 

(f)  Direct  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
delivery  of  any  of  its  stocks  of  commodities  to  agencies  of 
the  Government,  persons,  or  corporations  designated  by  the 
agency  where  such  stocks  are  to  be  used  for  (1)  research, 
(2)  pilot  plant  operation,  (3)  trial  commercialization,  (4) 
export  of  manufactured  products,  or  (5)  new  or  byproduct 
uses.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  with  respect  to 
commodities  thus  requisitioned  by  the  agency,  shall  pay 
necessary  handling  and  delivery  charges  to  the  destination 
directed  by  the  agency.  Such  sums  of  money  as  the  agency 
shall  receive,  if  any,  on  such  transfers  of  commodities,  shall 
be  turned  over  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation ; 

(g)  Make  contracts  or  leases  for  the  private  operation 
of  any  property  or  facilities  transferred  from  another  Gov- 
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ernment  agency  pursuant  to  this  title  or  other  legislative 
authority; 

(h)  Make  loans  or  grants  to  those  with  whom  con¬ 
tracts  or  other  arrangements  are  entered  into,  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  assistance  in  the  acquisition  or  expansion  of 
facilities  and  equipment  for  research  or  development  activi¬ 
ties; 

(i)  Provide  in  all  contracts  for  the  disposition  of  inven¬ 
tions  produced  thereunder  in  a  manner  calculated  to  protect 
the  public  interest  and  the  equities  of  the  individual  or 
organization  with  which  the  contract  or  other  arrangement 
is  executed:  Provided,  however,  That  nothing  herein  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  agency  to  enter  into  any  con¬ 
tractual  or  other  arrangement  inconsistent  with  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  affecting  the  issuance  or  use  of  patents; 

(j)  Grant  exclusive  licenses  with  or  without  payment 
of  royalty  for  a  fixed  period  of  not  to  exceed  five  years  for 
the  use  of  patents  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture; 

(k)  Pay  incentive  awards  to  private  citizens  for  suitable 
and  acceptable  suggestions  to  implement  the  program  estab¬ 
lished  by  this  title,  such  payments  to  be  made  in  accordance 
with  previously  published  rules  stating  the  amounts  of,  criteria 
for  determining,  and  subjects  of,  such  awards;  and 
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4  (l)  Test  production  procedures  on  a  commercial  basis, 

2  maintain  and  operate  manufacturing  facilities  where  neces- 

3  sary  to  prove  the  commercial  feasibility  of  volume  production 

4  and  to  build,  purchase,  or  lease  plant  facilities,  or  necessary 

5  equipment  suitable  for  manufacturing  needs. 

6  TRANSFER  OF  GOVERNMENT  PLANTS 

7  Sec.  505.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

8  any  Government  agency  bolding  any  Government-owned 

9  facility  useful  in  the  program  authorized  by  this  title  is  au- 

10  thorized  to  transfer  such  facility  to  the  agency,  for  use  in  the 

11  program,  if  requested  to  do  so  by  the  agency:  Provided,  That 

12  such  transfer  has  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 

13  of  the  Budget.  The  agency  is  authorized  to  exercise,  with 

14  respect  to  the  facilities  transferred,  all  of  the  authority  vested 

15  in  the  agencies  transferring  such  facilities.  At  the  time  of 

16  such  transfer,  funds  and  personnel  related  to  the  operation 

17  or  administration  of  such  facilities,  shall,  with  the  approval 

18  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  also  be  trans¬ 
it  f erred  to  the  agency. 

20  DEFINITION  OF  “ AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS ” 

21  Sec.  506.  The  terms  “ agricultural  products ”  and  ufarm 

22  and  forest  products”  as  used  in  this  title  shall  have  the  same 

23  meaning  as  the  term  “ agricultural  products”  in  section  207 

24  of  the  Act  of  August  14, 1946  (7  U.S.C.  1626). 
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ANNUAL  REPORT 

Sec.  507.  The  Administrator  shall  present  annually  to 
the  Congress  not  later  than  the  20th  day  of  January  in  each 
year  a  full  report  of  his  activities  under  this  title. 

SAVINGS  PROVISION 

Sec.  508.  The  authorities  under  this  title  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  and  not  in  substitution  for  authorities  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  under  existing  law. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  509.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  title. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  19,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  an  amendment  August  22,  1962. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Rep,  Avery  objected  to  requ/st  to  apeoint  conferees  on  farm  bill. 

House  passed  bill  to  extend  International  Wheat.  Agreement,  House  subcommittees 
voted  to  report  bills  for  cooperatiorywith  States  in  administration  of  Federal  laws, 
to  increase  FHA  loan  limitation,  any for  lease  anck  transfer  of  tobacco  acreage 
allotments.  House  passed  bill  for/housing  for  elde\ly  in  rural  areas.  Sen.  Morse 
/nmended  study  of  Federal  range  1/ind s .  Sen.  Humphrey^ expressed  concern  over  eliects 
of  radioactive  fallout  on  milk./  Sen.  Wiley  urged  issuance  of  handbook  on  farm  laws. 
Senate  committee  voted  to  repo/t  measure  for  designation\of  National  School  -Ainch 
Week,  Senate  committee  reported  independent  offices  appropriation  bi  «  oen, 
Fulbright  introduced  and  d/cussed  bill  for  holding  World  r^od  Congress. 


SENATE 

1.  FORESTRY.  Sen/Morse  commended  the  joint  USDA-Interior  study  o)\Federal  .ange 
lands  •  p .  l/>69 

2.  SCHOOL  LUNofi.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  Xut  did  no t Vturlly  re¬ 
port)  Sy/j.  Res.  211,  providing  for  the  designation  of  a  week  each  yeto  as 

National  School  Lunch  Week.  p.  D772 

3.  FAM1/&0GRAM.  Sen.  Wiley  renewed  his  request  for  this 

« simplified  handbook  on  farm  laws  and  programs,  and  m  16667-^ 

Ida  on  the  problems  involved  in  preparation  of  such  a  handbook,  pp. 
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li,  MiLK.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  a  ban  on  the  testing  of  nuclear  weapons,  stated  tl 
la'et  week  dairy  farmers  in  Minn,  removed  their  cows  from  pasture  because  of /he 
♦  mounting  accumulation  of  radioactive  iodine  131  in  local  milk  supplies,  an/  in¬ 
serted  an  article,  ,T  Minnesota  Acts  on  Iodine  in  Milk.”  pp.  167U1-7 


5.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 
ported  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  12711  (S.  Rept.  1923).  p.  l§o55 


6.  BUILDINGS.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendment'll.  R.  11880, 
to  authorizeNadditional  appropriations  for  the  acquisition  of  sites  and  building 
in  foreign  countries  for  use  by  U.  S.  personnel  (S.  Rept.  1925)/  p.  16655 


7*  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962.  pp 

16672-5,  16676-73^  I67U8-9 

Sens.  Gore,  Sparkman,  and  Cannon  submitted  amendments  ^/tended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  this  bill,  \).  16657 


8.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Kefauver  stated  that  current  proposals  for  railroad  mergers 
is  "one  of  the  broadest  and  boldest  attempts  at  econ/mic  concentration  in  the 
history  of  our  Nation."  pb.  16 735-1*0 


9.  EDUCATION;  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  concern  over  the  decrease  in 

college  graduates  in  the  fielcKof  engineering  and  inserted  an  article,  "Govern¬ 
ment,  Profession  Seek  Reasons  for  Drop  in  Student  Enrollments."  pp.  16658-60 


10.  WEATHER.  Both  Houses  received  from\the  President  the  National  Science  Foundation 
report  on  weather  modification  for  Mscal/year  1961  (H.  Doc.  53U).  pp,  1665U, 
16637 


11.  FEDERAL  REGISTER.  Both  Houses  receive^  from  GSA  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend  furthei 
section  11  of  the  Federal  Register  Act,  as  amended";  to  S.  Government  Operations 
and  H.  Judiciary  Committees,  pp.  16652,  16655 


12.  ECONOMY.  Sen.  Proxmire  compared  /the  growth  of\our  economy  with  those  of  certain 
European  countries  and  inserte/  an  article,  "M^rdal  Calls  United  States  Stagnant 
Economy."  p,  16658 


« 


13.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Metc/lf  termed  "grossly  misleading  and  erroneous"  a  leaf 
let  of  the  Mont.  Power  Co/  "purporting  to  show  thatXthe  proposed  Knowles  multi¬ 


purpose  project  on  the  Flathead  River  is  economically,  unsound,"  and  inserted 


figures  to  support  his/position,  pp.  16661-U 

HOUSE 


m.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Avery  objected  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  by  Rep.  Cooley 
to  send  H,  R,  12391,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  to  confer¬ 
ence.  p,  16615 


15.  WHEAT.  Pass/a  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  357U,  to  extend  the  International 

Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  19l*9  so  as  to  extend  the  authority  granted\mder  the  act 
to  cover /any  new  or  revised  wheat  agreement.  This  bill  will  now  be\sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  16632-5  \ 

16.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight. of  the 

Agriculture  Committee  vothd  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments 

12802,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration 
sund  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws.  p.  D773  \ 
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Gathings 
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Gialmo 
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Goodell 

Goodling 
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Gray 

Green,  Pa. 
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v  Griffiths 
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Knox 

Kornegay 

Kunkel 

Kyi 

Laird 

Landrum 

Lane 

Langen 

Lankford 

Latta 

Lennon 

Leslnskl 

Libonatl 

Lindsay 

Lipscomb 

Loser 

McCulloch 

McDonough 

McFall 

Mclntire 

McSween 

MacGregor 

Mack 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Mallliard 

Marshall 

Martin,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Mathias 

Matthews 

May 

Meader 

Michel 

Miller,  Clem 

Miller, 

George  P. 


Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riehlman 

Riley 

Rivers,  Alaska 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Roberts,  Ala. 
Roberts,  Tex. 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Rooney 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Rutherford 
Ryan,  Mich. 
St.  George 
St.  Germain 
Santangelo 
Saylor 
Schadeberg 
Schenck 
Schneebell 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Scranton 
Selden 
Shelley 
Shipley 
Short 
Shrlver 
Sibal 
S  kes 
Siler 


Hagan,  Ga. 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Slack  / 

Hagten,  Calif. 

Milliken 

Smith,  Caljf . 

Haley, 

Mills 

Smith,  IoWa 

Halleck 

Mlnshall 

S  nith,  Va. 

Halpernx 

Moeller 

Spence/ 

Hansen  \ 

Monagan 

Springer 

Harding  \ 

Montoya 

Stafford 

Hardy  \ 

Moore 

Staggers 

Harris  \ 

Moorehead, 

Steed 

Harrison,  Va.  \ 

Ohio 

Stephens 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

'Moorhead,  Pa. 

/  Stratton 

Harsha 

Morgan  / 

Stubblefield 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Morse  / 

Sullivan 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Mosher  / 

Taber 

Hays 

Moss\  / 

Taylor 

Healey 

MoulcW 

Teague,  Calif. 

Hechler 

Multer\ 

Teague,  Tex. 

Hemphill 

Murphy  \ 

Thomas 

Henderson 

Murray  \ 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Herlong 

Natcher  \ 

Thompson,  Tex, 

Hiestand 

Nedzi  V 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Hoeven 

yNelsen  ' 

\Thornberry 

Hoffman,  Ill.  / 

Nix 

Voll 

Hollfleld  / 

Norblad 

Tollefson 

Holland  / 

Norrell 

Trimble  - 

Horan  / 

Nygaard 

Tuck 

Hosmer  / 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Tupper 

Huddleston 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Hull  / 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Vanik  \ 

Icho/a,  Mo. 

O’Konski 

Van  Pelt\ 

Inofiye 

Olsen 

Van  ZandN 

Collier 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Davis, 

James  C. 
Dawson 
Dominick 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Ellsworth 
Evins 
Findley 
Frazier 
Garland 


Granahan 

Hall 

Hebert 

Hoffman,  Mich. 
Kilburn 
Kitchin 
Kowalski 
McDowell 
McMillan 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mason 
Merrow 
Morris 
Morrison 


O’Brien,  Ill. 
Peterson 
Pilcher 
Powell 
Saund 
Scherey 
Seely/Brown 
Sisk 
Smith,  Miss. 
Thompson, Xa. 
’tt 

Wilson,  Calif. 
Wilson,  Ind. 


ifman 
innings 
/Jensen 
Joelson  m 
Johansen 
Johnson,  Calif. 
Johnson,  Md. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kearns 
Kee 
Keith 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kilgore 
King,  Calif. 
King,  N.Y. 
King,  Utah 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 


Gonzalez 
Green,  Oreg. 
Johnson,  Wis. 
Kastenmeier 


Adair 


Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pike 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Quie 
Rains 
Randall 
Ray 
Reece 
Reifel 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

NAYS— 10 

Poage  Sheppard 

Roosevelt  Ullman 

Rosenthal 
Ryan,  N.Y. 

NOT  VOTING— 53 
Baring  Bolling 


Vinson 
Waggonner 
Wallhauser 
Walter 
Watts 
Weaver 
Weis 
Westland 
Whalley 
Wharton 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Widnall 
Williams 
Willis 
Winstead 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 


So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules/were  suspended  and 
the  resolution  wqjs  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Arends. 

Mr.  Kitchin  with  Mr.  Collier. 

Mr.  GVBrien  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 
Mr/Pilcher  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  California. 
Evins  with  Mr.  HaU. 

Hebert  with  Mr.  Andersen  of  Minne- 

6ta. 

Mr.  Saund  with  Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Morris  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr.  Wilson 
of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Bolling  of  Missouri  with  Mr.  Findley. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Peterson  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Mer¬ 
row. 

-Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  McVey. 

Mr.  Kowalski  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  Cannon  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  McDowell  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Dominick. 

Mrs.  Granahan  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to 
improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 
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gency  in  adopting  this  legislation  arises 
frorn  the  need  to  press  our  advantage. 
We  cannot  afford  the  luxury  of  inaction 
which  \night  permit  hostile  powers  to 
overtake\the  lead  we  now  hold  in  space 
communications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Congress  released  the 
full  force  ami  power  of  the  Government 
into  space  research  4  years  ago  in  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of 
1958,  in  which  wmdeclared  that — 

It  is  the  policy  of\the  United  States  that 
activities  in  space  should  be  devoted  to 
peaceful  purposes  for  the  benefit  of  all  man¬ 
kind.  \ 

We  are  beginning  nowyto  see  the  re¬ 
sults  and  the  wisdom  orv that  action. 
Four  of  our  astronauts  have  been  to 
space  and  returned,  two  have  orbited 
the  earth.  A  Tiros  weather  satellite,  as 
I  speak  today,  is  maintaining  constant 
surveillance  for  hurricanes.  Countless 
lives  have  been  saved,  and -millions  of 
dollars  in  property  preserved  by  that  Nip- 
plication  of  space  science.  \ 

H.R.  11040  provides  a  model  for  coop\ 
eration  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  private  enterprise  for  the  benefit  of 
every  American  citizen.  Private  indus¬ 
try  already  has  demonstrated  its  capacity 
to  refine  and  build  on  the  existing  body 
of  research  and  knowledge  in  the  space 
field.  This  bill  continues  the  practice, 
aiming  at  new  horizons  of  achievement. 

Today  we  have  the  opportunity  to  open 
a  whole  new  area  of  applied  space  sci¬ 
ence.  We  have  the  opportunity  to  en¬ 
hance  American  prestige.  We  have  the 
opportunity  to  create  greater  world 
harmony  through  understanding.  We 
have  the  opportunity  and,  with  it,  we 
have  the  responsibility.  We  must  meet 
and  accept  both. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  that  the  House  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill  House  resolution  769. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  372,  nays  10,  not  voting  53, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  203] 


YEAS— 372 


Abbitt 

Berry 

Church  / 

Abernethy 

Betts 

Clancy  / 

Addabbo 

Boggs 

Clark  / 

Albert 

Boland 

Cohelan  / 

Alexander 

Bolton 

Colmer  / 

Alford 

Bonner 

Conte  / 

Alger 

Bow 

gfcik  / 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Brademas 

Cooley 

Andrews 

Bray 

Corjjett 

Anfuso 

Breeding 

Corman 

Ashbrook 

Brewster 

Ourtin 

Ashley 

Bromwell 

/Curtis,  Mo. 

Ashmore 

Brooks,  Tex.  . 

/  Daddario 

Aspinall 

Broomfield  / 

Dague 

Auchincloss 

Brown  / 

Daniels 

Avery 

Broyhill  / 

Davis,  John  W. 

Ayres 

Bruce  / 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Bailey 

Buckley' 

Delaney 

Baker 

Burke/Ky. 

Dent 

Baldwin 

Burke,  Mass. 

Denton 

Barrett 

Burieson 

Derounian 

Barry 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Derwinski 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Byrnes.  Wis. 

Devine 

Bates  . 

/Cahill 

Diggs 

Battin  / 

Carey 

Dingell 

Becker  / 

Casey 

Dole 

Beckworth / 

Cederberg 

Dorn 

Beermann/ 

Celler 

Dowdy 

Belcher  / 

Chamberlain 

Downing 

Bell  / 

Chelf 

Doyle 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Chenoweth 

Dulskl 

Benriett,  Mich. 

Chiperfleld 

Durno 

Andersen,  Bass,  N.H.  Boykin 

Minn.  Blatnik  Cannon 

Arends  Blltch  Coad 


Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  iNnove  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.R. 
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12C28)  to  provide  additional  funds  under 
section  202(a)  (4)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1959,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act'xjf  1949,  in  order  to  provide  low- 
and  moderate-cost  housing,  both  urban 
and  rural,  Jpr  the  elderly. 

The  Clerk  -read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted'  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  'of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congfe,ss  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Senior  Citizens 
Housing  Act  of  1962”\ 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress' finds  that  there  is  a 
large  and  growing  need  for  suitable  housing 
for  older  people  both  iri  urban  and  rural 
areas.  Our  older  citizens  face  special  prob¬ 
lems  in  meeting  their  housing  needs  because 
of  the  prevalence  of  modest  and  limited  in¬ 
comes  among  the  elderly,  their  .difficulty  in 
obtaining  liberal  long-term  home  mortgage 
credit,  and  their  need  for  housing  planned 
and  designed  to  include  features  necessary  to 
the  safety  and  convenience  of  the  occupants 
in  a  suitable  neighborhood  environment. 

The  Congress  further  finds  that  the  present 
programs  for  housing  the  elderly  under  the 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  have  _ 

proven  the  value  of  Federal  credit  assistance  to  any  individual,  corporation,  association, 


"direct  and  insured  loans  to  provide  hous¬ 
ing  AND  RELATED  FACILITIES  FOR  ELDERLY 
PERSONS  AND  FAMILIES  IN  RURAL  AREAS 

"Sec.  515.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  make  loans  to  private  nonprofit  corpora¬ 
tions  and  consumer  cooperatives  to  provide 
rental  housing  and  related  facilities  for 
elderly  persons  and  elderly  families  of  low  or 
moderate  income  in  rural  areas,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  terms  and  conditions  substantially 
Identical  with  those  specified  in  section  502; 
except  that — 

“(1)  no  such  loan  shall  exceed  the  devel¬ 
opment  cost  or  the  value  of  the  security, 
whichever  is  less; 

“(2)  such  loans  shall  bear  interest  at  rates 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  not  to  exceed 
the  maximum  rate  provided  in  section  202 
(a)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959;  and 
“  (3)  such  a  loan  may  be  made  for  a  period 
of  up  to  fifty  years  from  the  making  of  the 
loan. 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not 
to  exceed  $50,000,000,  which  shall  constitute 
a  revolving  fund  to  be  used  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  in  carrying  out  this  subsection. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  insure 
and  make  commitments  to  insure  loans  made 


in  this  field  and  at  the  same  time  demon¬ 
strated  the  urgent  need  for  an  expanded  and 
more  comprehensive  effort  to  meet  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  our  senior  citizens. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  202(a)  (4)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1959  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$125,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$225,000,000”. 

(b)  Effective  with  respect  to  applications 
for  loans  under  section  202  of  the  Housin'g 
Act  of  1959  made  after  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act — 

(1)  section  202(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  “(A)  ”,  and  by  strik¬ 
ing  ",  and  (B)”  and  all  that  follows  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period; 

(2)  section  202(d)  (7)  of  such  Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
“new  structures”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and 

(3)  section  202(d)  (8)  of  such  Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  "(A)  ”,  and  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  ",  and  (B)  ”  and  all  that  follows  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 


trust,  or  partnership  to  provide  rental  hous¬ 
ing  and  related  facilities  for  elderly  persons  / 
and  elderly  families  in  rural  areas,  in  ac-/’ 
cordapce  with  terms  and  conditions  sub¬ 
stantially  identical  with  those  specified/in 
section  5p2;  except  that —  / 

"(1)  nd  such  loan  shall  exceed  $100,000  or 
the  development  cost  or  the  value/of  the 
security,  whichever  is  least;  / 

“(2)  such  loans  shall  bear  interpfet  at  rates 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  not  to  exceed 
the  maximum  rate  provided  ip  section  203 
(b)  (5)  of  the  National  Housing  Act; 

“(3)  provide  for  Complete/amortization  by 
periodic  payments  within  /feuch  term  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribes.  / 

"(4)  for  insuring  supA  loans,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  utilize  the  Agricultural  Credit 
Insurance  Fund  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
of  section  309  and  the  secondhand  third  sen¬ 
tences  of  section-'  308  of  the' ^Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration' Act  of  1961, 
Including  the  authority  in  sectioit, 309(f)  (1) 
of  that  Act  ,to  utilize  the  insurance  fund 


"(e)  Amounts  made  available  pursuant  to/ 
section  513  of  this  Act  shall  be  available 
administrative  expenses  incurred  under 
section.” 

(c)  (1)  Section  611  of  the  Housing  Afct  of 
1949  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  “section  504(b)  ”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “section /504(b)  or 
515(a)”;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  “$65Oj0OO,OOO”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$700,000,000,  of 
which  $50,000,000  shall  be  Available  exclu¬ 
sively  for  assistance  to  elderly  persons  as 
provided  in  clause  (3)  of^section  501(a)”. 

(2)  Section  506(a)  oLeuch  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “section  514”  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “sec¬ 
tions  514  and  515”.  / 

(3)  Section  504(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  /(l)  in  the  form  of  a  loan, 
or  combined  Jdan  and  grant,  in  excess  of 
$1,000,  or  (2)  in  the  form  of  a  grant  (whether 
or  not  combined  with  a  loan)  in  excess  oi 
$500”  and/inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “in  the 
form  of  /  loan,  grant,  or  combined  loan  and 
grant  ip  excess  of  $1,000”. 

(4)  /Paragraph  (12)  of  section  5200  of  the 
RevjSed  Statutes  (12  U.S.C.  84)  is  amended 
byylnserting  “or  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,”  immediately  before  “shall  be  sub- 

ect  under  this  section”. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Senior  Citizens  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1962 — H.R.  12628 — is  designed 
to  help  meet  one  of  the  most  urgent 
needs  in  the  field  of  housing,  that  of  pro¬ 
viding  suitable  homes  for  our  elderly  citi¬ 
zens  at  rents  and  prices  within  their 
means.  The  Congress  can  take  great 
pride  in  its  record  of  approving  measures 
to  meet  this  problem.  The  most  impor¬ 
tant  forward  step  so  far  is  the  program 
of  low-interest  direct  loans,  authorized 
by  the  Housing  Act  of  1959  for  which 
additional  funds  were  approved  last  year. 
The  outstanding  success  of  this  program 
and  the  widespread  support  which  it  has 


ment,  alteration,  or  repair  of  dwellings  and 
related  facilities,  the  purchase  of  previously  /, 
occupied  dwellings  and  related  facilities  and  / 


the  purchase  of  land  constituting  a  mini/ 
mum  adequate  site,  in  order  to  provide  them 
with  adequate  dwellings  and  related  facilities 
for  their  own  use.”;  / 

(B)  by  inserting  at  the  end  of  subjection 
(b)  the  following  new  paragraph:  / 

“(3)  For  the  purposes  of  this /title,  the 
term  ‘elderly  persons’  means  persons  who  are 
62  years  of  age  or  over.”;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 
semicolon  at  the  end  of  clause  (1)  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  the  following:  "/or  that  he  is  an 
elderly  person  in  a  rural7  area  without  an 
adequate  dwelling  or  related  facilities  for  his 
own  use” 

(2)  Section  502(a)/bf  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  eAd  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  “Iii  cases  of  applicants  who 
are  elderly  persons,  the  Secretary  may  accept 
the  personal  ^ability  of  any  person  with 
adequate  repayment  ability  who  will  cosign 
the  applicant’s  note  to  compensate  for  any 
deficiency  /in  the  applicants  repayment 
ability.’ 

(b)  Title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  section: 


■though  the  notes  may  be  held  by  other 
enders;  and  . 

(5)  no  loan  shall  be  insured  under  this 


Sec.  4.  (a)  (1)  Section  501  of  the  Housing  *to  make,  sen,  and  insure  loans  which  could 
Act  of  1949  is  amended —  'be  insured7  under  this  subsection;  but  the 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  .aggregate  of  the.  principal  amounts  of  such 
of  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there-  hoans  pri'ade  by  the  Secretary  and  not  dis- 
of  the  following:  ",  and  (3)  to  elderly  per-  ip0Sed/of  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,000  out- 

sons  who  are  or  will  be  the  owners  of  land  ^standing  at  any  one  time;  and  the  Secretary,  .  ,  .  .  „  .  .. 

in  rural  areas  for  the  construction,  improve-  take  liens  running  to  the  United  States  \  ls  clear  evidence  of  the  growing  recogni- 

.  .  ■  tion  of  the  housing  needs  of  the  elderly. 

It,  shows  that  we  are  on  the  right  track 
in\our  efforts  to  provide  this  housing 
and'-in  the  years  to  come  I  am  confident 
that  W  will  witness  substantial  further 
progres’s  in  this  field. 

There  sare  several  factors  underlying 
the  need  fAr*  Special  provisions  for  hous¬ 
ing  for  our  9pnior  citizens  and  increased 
efforts  to  rripke  assistance  available. 
First,  the  number  of  older  people  in  our 
population  is  increasing  rapidly — nearly 
twice  as  fast  as  overall  population.  In 
the  past  decade  the  total  number  of 
people  in  this  country  rose  19  percent 
while  the  number  aged  65  and  over 
jumped  35  percent.  Foh  many  families 
the  problem  of  age  is  compounded  be¬ 
cause  today  1  out  of  3  persons  reaching 
the  age  of  60  has  one  or  mor^close  rela¬ 
tives  over  80  to  be  concerned  about. 
Looking  to  the  future,  the  number  of  our 
older  citizens  will  continue  to  risk  more 
rapidly  than  the  population  as  a  whole 
and  we  must  not  delay  in  providing\he 
programs  and  assistance  they  need 
deserve. 


subsection  after  June  30,  1964. 

“(c)  No  loan  shall  be  made  or  insured 
under  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  unless  the  Sec¬ 
retary  finds  that  the  construction  involved 
will  be  undertaken  in  an  economical  man¬ 
ner  and  will  not  be  of  elaborate  or  extrava¬ 
gant  design  or  materials. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  section — 

“(1)  the  term  ‘housing’  means  new  or 
existing  housing  suitable  for  dwelling  use  by 
elderly  persons  or  elderly  families; 

“(2)  the  term  ‘related  facilities’  includes 
cafeterias  or  dining  halls,  community  rooms 
or  buildings,  appropriate  recreation  facili¬ 
ties,  and  other  essential  service  facilities; 

“(3)  the  term  ‘elderly  persons’  means  per¬ 
sons  who  are  62  years  of  age  or  over;  and  the 
term  ‘elderly  families’  means  families  the 
head  of  which  (or  his  spouse)  is  62  years  of 
age  or  over;  and 

“(4)  the  term  ‘development  cost’  means 
the  costs  of  constructing,  purchasing,  im¬ 
proving,  altering,  or  repairing  new  or  exist¬ 
ing  housing  and  related  facilities  and  pur¬ 
chasing  and  improving  the  necessary  land, 
Including  necessary  and  appropriate  fees  and 
charges  approved  by  the  Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee  repor\ed/rule  to  send  farm  bxU  to 
Several  Senators  defended  Under  SecretaryMurphy  against  recent "“i  H0rks 

passed  appropriations  continuation  resol/tl\.  House  began  debate  on  public  works 
acceleration  bill.  Rap.  Johnson,  Wls/inse^d  Secretary’s  ^a^entcriticlelng 
CEE  farm  policy  report.  Senate  subcommittee  vhted  to  report  roads  bill, 
cotmittee  reported  measure  for  desiXtlon  of  N^ional  School  Lunch  Week. 


HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  8&4,  the  appropria  ions 
continuation  resolution  to  make  temporary  appropriations  until  September  JO, 
1962,  for  those  departments  and  agencies  whose  annual  appropriation  bills  have 
not  yet  been  enact e/.  p.  16847 


2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  to  send  to  conference 
H.  R.  12391,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. — £,.16922 


Committee 


Rep.  Johnadn,  Wis.,  criticized  the  farm  policy  proposals  of  t>e 
for  Economi (/Development  and  inserted  a  statement  by  Secretary  Fryman  criticiz 
ing  these  Proposals,  pp.  16909-12 


3.  COMMITTEES.  Rep.  Marshall  resigned  from,  and  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa.,  was  ele^ted  t0» 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  16847 


4.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  10113,  the  public  works  acceleration  bill^ 
pZ  16855-95 


-  2  - 


PARKS.  Rep.  Aspinall,  Rep.  Rutherford,  and  Rep.  Saylor  urged  enactment  of 

2429,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park,  St. /John. 
V.X.  pp.  16896-7  7 


^ep.  Hal pern  discussed  the  radioactive  contamination  of  milk  and/said, 

y." 


6.  MILK. 

MThe  pi*oblem  of  radioactive  fallout  is  clearly  a  Federal  responsibil 
pp.  1691R-20 


7.  PERSONNEL;  VETERANS.  Received  from  the  Defense  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to 
exempt  cert arnRe serve  officers  of  the  Army  or  Air  Force  from  the  dual  compen¬ 
sation  restrictions  of  the  Economy  Act  ef  June  30,  1962,  as  amended";  to  Armed 
Services  Committee,  p.  16921 


SENATE 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sens  Morse,  Burdick,  Humphrey,  Ervin,  Sparkman,  and  Carroll  com¬ 
mended  the  integrity,  honesty,  and  public  service  of  Under  Secretary  Murphy, 

and  defended  him  against  \ecent  criticism  relative  tc s his  role  in  the  Estes 
case.  pp.  16803-8 


9.  ROADS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to 
report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  H./r.  12135,  the  road  authoriza- 
tion  bill.  The  'Daily  Digest"  soates  that  one'' of  the  amendments  would  "add 
$10  million  for  fiscal  1963  for  forest  roads/and  trails," 


10.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Judiciary  Committee\repo$rted  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  211, 

providing  for  the  designation  of  a  weekvkach  year  as  National  School  Lunch  Week 
(S.  Rept.  1929).  p.  16752  y 


11.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  A/fairs  l^pmmittee  voted  to  report  with  amend- 
mend  (but  did  not  actually  report)  A.  2387,  authorize  the  establishment  of 
the  Canyonlands  National  Park,  Utah.  p.  D778 

Sen.  Cooper  submitted  an  amendment  intended  £o  be  proposed  to  H.  R.  8355, 
authorizing  executive  agencies /to  grant  easement  In,  over,  or  upon  real  proper¬ 
ty  of  the  U.  S.,  so  as  to  exclude  lands  reserved,  dedicated,  or  acquired  for  C 
national  forest  purposes.  pA.  16753-4  \  1 


12.  TAXATION.  Continued  debat/  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed\Revenue  Act  of  1962 

(pp.  16767-803,  16808-9, /168 14-46)  .  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendment  relating 


to  taxation  of  cooperatives,  but  deferred  until  later  consideration  of  the  conn- 


mi t tee  amendment  relating  to  deductions  for  farmers  for  lana\clearing  expenses 
(See  Digest  150  for  .A  summary  of  these  amendments) (pp.  16767-90). 


13.  AMERICAN  SAMOA, 
application  of 
of  the  bill  as 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10062, 
irtain  laws  to  American  Samoa  (see  Digest  150  for 
reported  out  of  conference) .  p.  16813-4 


extend  the 
an  explanation 


14.  LOANS.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendments  to  S.  3327,  to  make  certain  federally 

impacted  yeas  eligible  for  assistance  under  the  public  facility  loan  program. 
This  bilywill  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  16814 


15.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually\ 
report)  with  amendment  S.  3509,  to  place  transactions  involving  unifications  or 

acquisitions  of  control  of  freight  forwarders  under  regulation  of  the  Interstate 
Coptoerce  Act.  p.  D778 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  j  1  No.  2283 


TAKING  H.R.  12391  FROM  THE  SPEAKER’S  TABLE  AND 
SENDING  IT  TO  CONFERENCE 


August  28,  1962. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

— 


Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  772] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  772,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No. 320 

H.  RES.  772 

[Report  No.  2283] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  28, 1962 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  (he  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  he 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

2  resolution  the  bill  (HR.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect 

3  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal 

4  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 

5  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
0  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  con- 
7  sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com- 
g  modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
9  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  the  Senate  amend- 

10  ment  thereto,  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  taken  from  the 

11  Speaker’s  table,  to  the  end  that  the  Senate  amendment  be, 

12  and  the  same  hereby  is,  disagreed  to  and  that  the  conference 


V 


2 


1  requested  by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 

2  Houses  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  agreed  to. 
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BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 


INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  j 

Issued 
For  actions  of 


I 

|(For  information  only; 
•  should  not  be  quoted 


or  cited) 

August  31,  1962 
August  30,  1962 
87th-2d,  No.  l/6 


1 


CONTENTS 


Air  pollution . 33 

Courts . 5 

Experiment  Stations . 13 

Exports . 7,23 

Farm  labor . . . 19 

Farm  program . 11,32 

Farmers . 1 

Feed  grains . 29 

Food  and  drugs . 27 


foreign  trade. ...  2, 7,23,28 

ires  try . 14/ 

La\l 

Legislative  program. . 10/24 
Migracory  workers ... . .  19 
Milk. .  . y/.  ..34 

National  Phrks. .  . 20 

Personnel .  .TV. .  /.  .v.  9 , 16 , 31 


Property . 35 

Public  works . 25 

Research . 13 

T/rif  f  . . 18 

?axation . 1 

Territories . 8,15 

Textiles . 3 

Trade  fairs . 28 

Transportation . 17,30 

Virgin  Islands . ....8 

Wilderness . 12 

Wildlife . 6 

Youth  conservation . 26 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  appointed  conferees  ot/hnrm  bill.  House  committee  voted  to  re¬ 
port  wilderness  bill.  House  passed  biLT  to  provide  additional  research  facilities 
for  experiment  stations.  House  commit/cee  voted  to  report  bill  to  facilitate  work 
of  Forest  Service.  Sen.  Kerr  inSert/d  TreasuryN^epof t  supporting  foreign  trade 
ill.  Sen,  Muskie  urged  support  for  his  amendment  to  foreign  trade  bill  re  imports 
~rom  low-wage  countries.  Sen.  Pa/tore  defended  President's  textile  program  against 
recent  attack. 

SENATE 

1.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962 
(pp.  17070-120,  17124455).  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendment  to  permit  farmer: 
to  deduct,  in  computing  their  Federal  income  tax,  expenditures  incurred  by  then 
in  clearing  land  tra  make  it  suitable  for  farming,  up  to  $5^00  or  2  percent  o 
the  taxable  inco/e  from  farming  for  the  year,  whichever  is  the  lesser  (p. 

Sens.  Carlson,  Proxmire,  Miller,  Douglas,  Curtis,  Javits,  a>d  Sparkman  sub¬ 
mitted  amendn^nts  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill.  pp.  170§8-62,  17163-4 

2.  FOREIGN  TRA#E.  Sen.  Kerr  inserted  a  letter  and  memorandum  from  Treasury  Secre¬ 
tary  DilMon  supporting  the  proposed  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962.  pp\17123- 

Sen./Muskie  inserted  his  testimony  before  the  Senate  Finance  Commit\ee  in 
support  of  his  proposed  amendment  to  the  foreign  trade  bill  to  give  theN^resi 
dent/authority  to  enter  into  marketing  agreements  with  foreign  countries  bo 
protect  domestic  industry  from  imports  from  countries  with  sub-standarc  wag^s 
id  working  conditions,  pp.  17162-3 


-  2  - 


3.  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Pastore  defended  the  President's  textile  program  against  recent 
att\ck  that  it  was  "to  appease  the  strongly  protectionist  elements  in  the  cotton 
textile  industry,"  and  inserted  several  tables  to  support  his  position./  Sens. 
MuskieV  Thurmond,  and  Hickey  commended  Sen.  Pastore' s  statement,  pp. /17155-9 


4.  MINING.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S. 
3451,  to  provide  relief  for  residential  occupants  of  unpatented  mining  claims 
upon  which  valuable  improvements  have  been  placed  (S.  Rept.  1984/.  p.  17058 


5.  LAW;  COURTS.  Tt^e  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  dit^not  actually  re¬ 
port)  H.  R.  1960s-  to  amend  title  28  of  the  U.  S.  Code  relating  to  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  U.  sXdistrict  courts,  p.  D790-1 


6.  WILDLIFE.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment/  H.  J.  Res.  489,  to 
provide  for  the  protection  of  the  golden  eagle  (S.  Rept/  1986) .  p.  17163 


7.  EXPORT  CONTROL.  Both  Houses  received  from  Commerce  /  report  on  Export  Control 
for  the  second  quarter  of  \962.  pp.  17163,  17210 


8.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Both  HousesXreceived  from  GAO  "/report  on  the  review  of  oerta/ 
activities  of  the  governmentxjf  the  Virgin  Isl/nds."  pp.  17163,  17210 


9.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  concern  over  "the  serious  shortage  of 

scientific  and  engineering  manpower"  and  inserted  several  items  on  the  subject, 
pp.  17120-3 


10,  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  a  unar^imous-consent  agreement  to  begin  conr  . dera^ 
tion  of  the  independent  offices  appropriation  bill  on  Fri. ,  Aug.  31.  p.  17119 


10USE 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  H.  Res.  772,  to  send  to  conference  H.  R.  12391,  the 

proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Conferees  were  appointed.  Senate 
conferees  had  already  been  appointed,  pp,  17183-6 


12.  WILDERNESS.  The  Interior  ^nd  Insular  Affairs  Co 
not  actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  776, 
Preservation  Act.  p.  D?93 


the' 


ttee  voted  to  report  (but  di^l 
proposed  National  Wilderness- 


13.  RESEARCH.  Passed  wit/out  amendment  H.  R.  12712,  to  assist  the  States  to  provide 
additional  facilities  for  research  at  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations, 
pp.  17186-8 


14.  FORESTRY.  The  Subcommittee  on  Forests  of  the  Agriculture  CoWnittee  voted  to 

report  to  the/ full  committee  with  amendment  H.  R.  12434  consisting  of  miscella¬ 
neous  administrative  provisions  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the 'Forest  Service, 
p.  D793 


15.  TERRITORIES,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10062,  to  ej^rend  the 

application  of  certain  laws  to  American  Samoa.  This  bill  will  now  \e  sent  to 
the  President.  p.  17173 


PERSONNEL.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  919,  to  amend  the  Hatch  Political  Ahktfvities 
:t  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  impose\no 
^penalty  less  than  90  days’  suspension  for  any  violation  of  Sec.  9  of  the  ^\t. 

A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  12661,  was  laid  on  the  table,  pp.  17165-6 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.] 
5698,  to  extend  the  apportionment  requirement  in  the  Civil  Service  Act  to 
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mate  treatment  has  resulted  in  the  loss 
o\35  percent  of  -the  minors  who  are 
found  in  the  Health  Department  clinics 
to  hWe  contracted  or  to  have  been  ex¬ 
posed  id  venereal  disease,  with  no  treat¬ 
ment  orvany  kind. 

The  difficulties  involved  in  obtaining 
written  parental  permission  for  treat¬ 
ment  are  numerous.  The  minor  who 
lives  with  ontNor  both  parents  is  said  to 
pose  few  problems,  provided,  that  one 
parent  can  be  readily  contacted.  Fre¬ 
quently,  however,  oSjth  parents  are  work¬ 
ing.  In  other  instants,  a  minor  may  be 
residing  here  with  a  relative  other  than 
his  parents,  or  with  a Nriend,  and  thus 
the  required  consent  is  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult  to  obtain.  The  most  common 
source  of  difficulty,  howeverSls  probably 
the  fact  that  in  most  cases,  tn^se  minors 
fear  the  reaction  on  the  partSnf  their 
parents  when  the  presence  o\  these 
diseases  is  revealed  to  them. 

The  health  of  the  community  is  Seri¬ 
ously  endangered  by  failure  to  treat  thus 
group  of  patients  promptly.  Througl 
fear  of  their  parents’  displeasure,  these 
minors  frequently  seek  the  advice  of 
friends,  older  people,  and  thus  often  be¬ 
come  the  victims  of  quackery.  Very 
often  they  allow  their  disease  to  spread 
through  ignorance  or  neglect.  Because 
they  are  in  a  very  active  sexual  period 
of  their  lives,  they  are  often  promis¬ 
cuous  and  are  even  a  greater  menace 
than  the  older  adult  who  has  some 
knowledge  of  venereal  disease. 

A  survey  conducted  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  Department  of  Public  Health 
revealed  that  treatment  of  minors  for 
venereal  disease  upon  request  or  presen¬ 
tation,  without  parental  consent,  is  au¬ 
thorized  in  California,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Hawaii,  Massachusetts,  Mississippi,  Mon¬ 
tana,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  South  Carolina,  Virginia,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  North  Carolina,  Idaho,  and  the 
territory  of  Puerto  Rico.  In  their  re¬ 
plies  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Health 
Department’s  questionnaire,  the  health 
departments  of  many  of  these  States 
stressed  the  fact  that  while  they  do  have 
this  authority,  they  prefer  in  such  cases 
to  contact  the  parents  and  obtain  their 
consent  for  treatment,  and  make  every 
effort  to  do  so.  This  committee  is  i 
sured  that  the  District  of  Columbia 
Health  Department  will  pursue  this  same 
course,  and  will  use  this  authority  to 
treat  without  parental  conserve  only 
when  necessary. 

The  Board  of  Commission's  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  have  endorsed  this 
bill,  and  no  one  has  expressed  any  oppo¬ 
sition  to  its  passage. 

The  bill  was  orderetyto  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  timeywas  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  ami  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  .was  laid  on  the  table. 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


'F  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  a 
that  a  quorum  is  not 


Evidently  a  quorum 


Mr. 

point  of 
present. 

The  SPEAKER, 
is  not/present. 

At  .BERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
the  House. 

call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


names : 

[Roll  No.  210] 

Andersen, 

Garmatz 

Moulder 

Minn. 

Gavin 

Nix 

Ashley 

Halleck 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bailey 

Hardy 

O’Konski 

Baring 

Harrison,  Va. 

Pilcher 

Barrett 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Powell 

Bass,  N.H. 

Healey 

Reece 

Belcher 

Hebert 

Reuss 

Blltch 

Hiestand 

Rousselot 

Bolling 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

St.  Germain 

Boykin 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Santangelo 

Brewster 

Holifield 

Saund 

Buckley 

Inouye 

Scherer 

Celler 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Scranton 

Cook 

Johnson,  Md. 

Seely-Brown 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Karth 

Shelley 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kearns 

Sheppard 

Diggs 

Kii^burn 

Shipley 

Donohue 

Kluczynski 

Sibal 

Dooley 

Lankford 

Spence 

Durno 

McMillan 

Stratton 

Elliott 

McSween 

Taber 

Evins 

McVey 

Teague,  Tex. 

Fallon 

Marshall 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Farbstein 

Merrow 

Vanik 

Fisher 

Miller,  Clem 

Weis 

Fogarty 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Yates 

Friedel 

Moorehead, 

Zelenko 

Garland 

Ohio 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  350 
lembers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  qporum. 

unanimous  consent,  further  prji 
ceediHgs  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RUL1 
Mr.  SMITk  of  Virginia,  m/  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  may  haVe  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to\ple  ce/tain  privileged 
reports. 

The  SPEAKER, 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  obdectic 


<thout  objection,  it 


17183 


TO  IMPROVE  AND  PROTECT  FARM 
INCOME  AND  FOR  OTHER  PUR¬ 
POSES 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  call  up  a  privileged  resolution.  House 
Resolution  772,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  the  Senate  amendment  thereto,  be,  and 
the  same  hereby  is,  taken  from  the  Speaker’s 
table,  to  the  end  that  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  disagreed  to 
and  that  the  conference  requested  by  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]  is  recognized  for 
1  hour. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and  now  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  is  the 
usual  resolution  to  send  a  bill  to  confer¬ 
ence  when  objection  has  been  made  to 
a  unanimous-consent  request  to  send  a 
bill  to  conference. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  farm  bill  which 
the  House  passed  some  weeks  ago.  It 
was  sent  to  the  other  body  and  has  come 
back  with  certain  amendments.  I  do 
not  know  that  there  is  any  controversy 
about  sending  the  bill  to  conference.  I 
have  no  further  remarks  to  make,  and  I 
now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  if  he  desires  to  yield  time. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  4  minutes. 

(Mr.  BROWN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
has  explained,  House  Resolution  772, 
upon  its  adoption,  will  have  the  effect  of 
sending  the  so-called  farm  bill,  H.R. 
12391,  carrying  amendments  voted  by  the 
Senate,  into  conference  for  consideration 
(>y  a  House-Senate  conference  commit¬ 
tee.  I  am  sure,  as  you  all  know,  the  other 
body  did  adopt  some  rather  far-reaching 
amendments  to  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House,  and  you  will  recall  at  first,  of 
course,  that  on  June  21,  1962,  the  House 
of  Representatives  by  a  vote  of  215  to 
205  effectively  killed  for  1963  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  plan  for  regimenting  and 
controlling  the  American  feed  grain 
farmer — and  I  emphasize  the  year  1963 
because  the  proponents  of  supply  man¬ 
agement  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  have  not  for  1  minute  given  up  their 
efforts  to  ultimately  impose  a  feed  grain 
control  plan. 

The  controllers  lost  a  major  battle 
when  the  House  defeated  H.R.  11222,  but 
they  are  still  hoping  to  win  the  war. 
Their  tactics  and  strategy  should  be  ap¬ 
parent  to  everyone  who  looks  at  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  in  amending  H.R. 
12391. 

Their  plan  is  a  simple  but  ruthless 
one — devastate  the  income  of  the  corn- 
livestock  farmer  to  the  point  where  he 
and  his  Representatives  in  Congress  will 
be  willing  to  take  the  control  plan  advo¬ 
cated  by  Mr.  Freeman. 

The  Senate  amendment  to  H.R.  12391 
repeals  the  price-support  provisions  ap¬ 
plying  to  feed  grains  in  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1958  and  replaces  them  with  a 
new  and  unique  authority. 

The  1958  act  as  you  recall  provides 
for  com  supports  at  90  percent  of  the 
previous  3-year  market  average,  but  not 
less  than  65  percent  of  parity.  In  dollars 
and  cents,  this  means  a  floor  of  about 
$1.05  per  bushel.  Other  feed  grains— 
oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghum— 
would  be  supported  in  relation  to  corn. 

Under  the  Senate  amendment,  begin¬ 
ning  in  1964  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  be  authorized  to  support  corn  at 
such  a  level  from  0  to  90  percent  of 
parity,  as  he  determines  will  not  result 
in  increasing  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  stocks  of  corn. 

What  does  this  mean?  What  is  a  level 
that  will  not  result  in  increasing  CCC 
stocks  of  corn?  I  understand  that  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  re- 
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cently  asked  Secretary  Freeman  that 
question,  and  he  replied  he  did  not  know. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Wisconsin  at 
page  16240  of  the  Record  of  August  22, 
1962,  stated  that  he  had  asked  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  what  level  this 
would  be  and  the  Department  replied  it 
would  be  70  cents  per  bushel,  or  43  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  has  also  inquired  about  this  and 
found  the  figure  to  be  45  percent  of  par¬ 
ity,  or  73  cents  per  bushel. 

Whichever  it  is,  73  cents  or  70  cents, 
it  is  an  extremely  low  support  for  those 
who  for  so  many  years  have  so  forcefully 
advocated  90  percent  of  parity  and  high 
rigid  supports. 

Of  course,  the  vague  language,  “not 
result  in  increasing  CCC  stocks,”  leaves 
the  Secretary  virtually  unlimited  author¬ 
ity.  He  could  easily  set  the  support  at  0. 
That  is  no  support  at  all.  He  could  pull 
the  rug  completely  out  or  at  the  very 
least  he  could  continue  to  threaten  to 
do  so.  Does  this  seem  improbable?  I 
think  not.  Just  take  a  look  at  the  ad¬ 
ministration  farm  bill.  All  through  it 
the  theme  of  “controls  or  nothing”  or  put 
another  way,  “regimentation  or  ruin,” 
was  dominant. 

This  is  the  purpose  of  their  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  a  trap  to  enforce  controls 
next  year.  These  controls  will  be  offered 
most  assuredly  as  the  Senate  amendment 
further  directs  the  Secretary  to  make 
specific  recomemndations  at  the  next 
session.  It  is  an  unwarranted  and  ex¬ 
tremely  broad  authority  to  put  into  the 
hands  of  the  people  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  who  are  intent  on  blackjack¬ 
ing  the  farmer  into  a  straitjacket. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina,  whether  or 
not  he  intends  to  support  with  all  the 
vigor  at  his  command  the  position  of  the 
House  on  this  legislation.  I  understand 
it  was  the  agreement  in  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  when  this  bill  was  origi¬ 
nally  reported  out. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  there  is  no 
such  agreement  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  as  indicated  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

I  stated  here  on  the  floor  in  the  de¬ 
bate  that  we  would  try  to  protect  the 
House  bill  as  far  as  possible;  but  the 
gentleman  certainly  knows  that  when 
you  go  to  conference  you  have  to  make 
some  concessions.  We  will  make  just  as 
few  concessions  as  circumstances  force 
us  to  make. 

Mr.  BROWN.  It  has  been  my  ex¬ 
perience  that  the  result  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  usually  depends  upon  the  zealous 
attitude  of  the  Members  representing 
one  side  or  the  other  in  the  argument. 
I  hope  the  gentleman  will  stand  by  the 
position  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Harvey!  . 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
George  P.  Miller).  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  is  recognized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  we  are  sending  to  con¬ 
ference  probably  carries  with  it  more 
importance  than  almost  any  other  bill 
we  have  sent  to  conference  this  year. 


Certainly  I  hope  with  all  my  heart  that 
the  House  version  of  this  proposal  will 
prevail,  as  one  who  is  particularly  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  livestock  and  feed  grain 
provisions  of  this  bill. 

I  would  say  that  the  Senate  version  is 
totally  unacceptable  to  our  type  of  farm¬ 
ing.  The  House  version  is  acceptable.  I 
cannot  put  it  any  stronger  than  that. 

We  can  only  hope  that  the  House  con¬ 
ferees,  because  we  have  after  a  lot  of  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  the  House  arrived  at  a  basis 
that  is  farily  congenial  to  all  of  us,  will 
stick  vigorously  to  the  House  version  of 
this  bill. 

I  say  that  and  repeat  it  because  I  can¬ 
not  emphasize  too  much  the  importance 
that  it  has  for  the  great  Midwest  type  of 
grain  and  livestock  agriculture. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Avery], 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
some  clarifications  I  would  like  to  get 
on  the  record  so  that  not  only  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  may  understand  but 
the  farmers  of  America  will  also  under¬ 
stand  the  circumstances  under  which  we 
are  going  to  conference. 

The  Secretary,  of  course,  had  no  other 
choice  than  to  announce  that  a  referen¬ 
dum  would  be  held  to  determine  whether 
or  not  marketing  quotas  would  be  im¬ 
posed  on  wheat  producers  of  1963.  This 
action  is  taken  on  the  basis  of  the  1938 
act  and  is  being  decided  today.  In  view 
of  the  fact  no  farm  bill  coming  from  this 
Congress  in  time  to  develop  a  new  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963,  the  Secretary  had  no 
other  alternative. 

I  would  like  to  address  this  question 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture; 

As  I  understand  it,  the  Secretary  in 
announcing  the  referendum  that  is  oc¬ 
curring  today  stated  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  to  wheat  farmers  would  be  as¬ 
signed  on  the  basis  of  a  55-million-acre 
national  allotment,  and  under  that  cir¬ 
cumstance  he  would  support  the  1963 
crop  at  $1.82  a  bushel. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  AVERY.  On  that  basis,  regard¬ 
less  of  what  might  come  out  of  this  con¬ 
ference,  if  anything,  as  far  as  the  1963 
crop  is  concerned  the  price  support  would 
not  be  less,  under  any  circumstances, 
than  $1.82  a  bushel? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AVERY.  There  has  been  a  lot  of 
talk  around  over  modification  or  a  re¬ 
finement  of  the  farm  bill  that  was  passed 
by  the  House  which  might  result  in  a 
provision  whereby  there  could  be  a  vol¬ 
untary  diversion  from  the  already  an¬ 
nounced  allotment,  but  it  would  be  vol¬ 
untary.  Perhaps  it  would  be  along  the 
line  of  the  suggestion  made  by  a  member 
of  the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  .  Under  that  circum¬ 
stance,  or  some  other  perhaps,  the  sup¬ 
port  price  could  be  raised? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  it  can  be  raised, 
but  not  lowered. 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  is  not  likely  to  be 
raised  unless  some  type  of  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  would  evolve  from  this  conference? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 
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Mr.  AVERY.  One  other  point  I  would 
like  to  make,  and  it  will  end  up  with  a 
question. 

The  wheat  producers  have  been 
maligned  and  assailed  by  almost  every 
other  segment  of  our  economy  from  1952 
on.  They  have  been  accused  of  exploit¬ 
ing  the  Public  Treasury,  producing  a  sur¬ 
plus  that  is  not  needed.  In  the  face  of 
the  surplus  that  is  in  evidence,  we  would 
have  to  agree  there  has  been  some  over¬ 
production. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  a  question.  Of  course  he  is  not  re¬ 
sponsible,  but  I  wonder  if  he  can  tell 
us  what  the  Ellender  amendment  in  the 
Senate  bijll  means  when  it  is  described  as 
an  amendment  “to  make  the  fish  farmers 
eligible  for  Government  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.” 

Now — any  language  that  I  have  under¬ 
stood — what  would  a  Government  as¬ 
sistance  program  to  a  fish  farmer  be, 
and  what  is  it  doing  in  an  agricultural 
bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  that  is  one  reason  we 
wanted  to  go  to  conference — to  find  out 
what  it  means. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  a  better  reason 
for  going  to  conference,  that  some  of 
these  suggestions  I  have  heard,  and  I 
would  support  that  objective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  conclusion,  one  under¬ 
standable  and  one  acceptable  solution  to 
this  whole  conference  would  be  for  the 
House  conferees  to  agree  to  drop  out  the 
dairy  section  of  our  bill,  which  is  not  in 
the  Senate  bill,  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
drop  out  the  certificate  wheat  plan  for 
1964,  and  come  back  with  just  the 
simple  extension  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House.  I  am  sure  it  could  be  agreed 
upon  in  a  very  few  minutes  and  the 
House  could  proceed  to  complete  its  work 
for  this  session. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  QuieI. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  this 
rule  to  send  this  bill  to  conference  in 
order  that  we  may  work  out  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  were  primarily  in¬ 
terested  in  the  feed  grains  provision 
when  the  bill  went  through  the  House. 
This  is  the  big  reason  why  the  bill 
which  the  administration  wanted  was 
defeated.  There  should  not  be  any  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  working  out  the  differences 
between  the  feed  grains  section  of  the 
Senate  bill  and  our  bill. 

However,  there  is  one  part  in  which 
I  am  in  complete  opposition,  and  that 
is  the  change  in  the  1958  act  as  it  would 
affect  the  present  law  on  feed  grains. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  had  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  for  a  number  of  weeks  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Committee  on  Economic  De¬ 
velopment,  known  as  the  “CED,”  and 
many  other  individuals  who  wanted  to 
express  their  views.  The  purpose  of 
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these  hearings  was  to  study  the  CED 
farm  report.  We  do  not  know  anyone 
who  supports  the  position  of  the  CED, 
because  over  a  period  of  5  years  the  CED 
proposes  to  phase  out  programs  which 
we  have  had  in  operation  for  years  and 
years,  and  on  which  farmers  have  been 
dependent.  However,  if  the  Senate  bill 
is  enacted,  it  would  accomplish  in  one 
year — 1964 — what  the  CED  planned  to 
accomplish  over  a  period  of  5  years. 

So,  as  the  people  around  my  part  of 
the  country  are  throwing  their  Sears, ^ 
Roebuck  catalogs  at  the  doors  of  Sears, 
Roebuck  order  stores  and  picketing  the 
Ford  Motor  Co.,  I  think  they  ought  to 
pay  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  ad¬ 
ministration  will  then  do  in  1  year  more 
than  the  CED  planned  to  do  in  5  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  also  point  out 
that  in  the  Senate-passed  bill  they  have 
a  wheat  section  which  we  did  not  pass — 
the  administration’s  certificate  plan. 
Under  that  plan  it  is  expected  that  the 
price  supports  for  wheat  which  would  be 
used  for  feed  would  be  about  $1.40  a 
bushel.  This  is  because  they  expected 
under  the  feed  grains  provision  price 
supports  would  be  $1.30  a  bushel.  I 
might  ask  the  Members  of  the  House 
what  would  be  the  price  of  wheat — the 
basic  price  of  wheat — if  corn  were 
dropped  to  70  cents  a  bushel  as  proposed 
in  1964?  This  would  mean  that  the  price 
of  wheat  would  be  something  like  80 
cents  a  bushel  rather  than  $1.40  a  bushel. 
If  this  were  the  case,  how  could  feed 
grain  farmers  make  any  kind  of  money 
and  stay  in  business,  if  that  would  be  the 
kind  of  income  which  they  received? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  the  reason  for 
such  a  provision.  It  is  to  force  Congress 
to  put  through  mandatory  controls  over 
feed  grains  at  the  next  session  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  want  no  part  of  that  program 
because  the  farmers  in  my  area  have 
proved  that  under  the  voluntary  plan 
under  which  they  have  been  operating 
the  last  2  years  and  under  which  they 
hope  to  operate  next  year,  they  can  ac¬ 
tually  reduce  production  more  than  an¬ 
ticipated  under  the  plan  proposed  by 
Secretary  Freeman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  said  the  other  day, 
under  the  voluntary  plan  anyone  -who 
wants  to  can  take  part  in  it,  but  every¬ 
one  can  raise  enough  feed  for  his  live¬ 
stock. 

To  me  this  is  a  basic  right  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  to  anybody  in  this  country,  to  have 
the  right  to  manage  their  own  opera¬ 
tions.  This  is  what  I  want  to  protect  for 
the  farmers  of  this  country. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  LattaI. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  to  ask  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  a  question  about  the  position  that 
the  House  is  going  to  take  relative  to  the 
two-price  system  for  wheat  that  is  now 
in  the  Senate  bill.  Is  it  the  intent  of 
the  chairman  of  our  committee  to  hold 
firm  to  the  House  position  and  attempt 
to  delete  the  two-price  system  for  wheat 
from  the  Senate  bill? 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  that  would  be  applicable  in 
1963,  but  actually  it  is  not  possible  to  put 
the  program  in  in  1963.  Any  program 
that  is  brought  forth  in  this  legislation 
would  have  to  take  effect  in  1964.  Now 
the  gentleman  is  asking  me  what  posi¬ 
tion  the  House  will  take.  All  I  can  say 
is  that  generally  speaking  the  House  con¬ 
ferees,  I  am  certain,  will  stand  by  the 
House  bill  and  every  provision  thereof  as 
far  as  circumstances  will  justify  and 
permit  us  to  do. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comment.  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
he  will  stand  firm  for  the  House  position 
which  did  not  contain  this  two-price 
system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  point  out  to  those 
who  are  interested  in  the  small  wheat 
producer,  as  I  am,  that  if  this  two-price 
system  stays  in  the  bill,  most  of  our 
small  farmers  are  going  to  get  $1.40  a 
bushel  for  their  wheat.  They  are  not 
going  to  be  eligible  for  the  certificates 
which  are  worth  60  cents  a  bushel.  I 
think  that  the  press  has  been  exceed¬ 
ingly  lax,  especially  out  in  Ohio,  in  not 
pointing  this  fact  out  to  their  readers. 
The  last  time  I  checked  out  in  Ohio  our 
farmers  were  getting  approximately 
$2.02  a  bushel  for  their  wheat.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the 
hearings  on  the  House  bill,  before 
our  committee,  page  195,  where  the 
very  able  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole]  was  interrogating  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  The  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole]  asked: 

Mr.  Dole.  You  may  have  given  an  answer 
earlier  to  this.  What  do  you  think  that  the 
price  might  be  for  the  wheat  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  suggested  that  on 
the  domestic  area  it  would  be  somewhere  be¬ 
tween  a  range  of  $1.95  and  $2.05.  I  did  say, 
in  connection  with  the  export  certificate,  I 
do  not  feel  quite  prepared  with  regard  to 
aU  of  the  factors  which  we  would  need  to 
take  into  consideration  on  that,  to  set  a 
range.  I  would  think  somewhere  possibly 
between  $1.70  and  $1.90.  Of  course,  what 
might  be  left  by  way  of  feed  use — 

That  is  what  I  am  talking  about,  these 
people  who  are  not  eligible  for  these  cer¬ 
tificates. 

that  main  group,  would  move  at  feed  price 
in  relation  to  the  support  price  of  corn. 

Mr.  Dole.  That  would  be  around  $1.40? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  would  depend  upon 
where  we  set  it.  If  we  set  the  support  price 
on  corn  at  $1.30  it  would  be  $1.40. 

I  mention  to  the  membership  now  that 
that  support  price  on  com  is  $1.20.  So 
we  actually  would  not  be  getting  $1.40 
a  bushel  price  support  without  the  cer¬ 
tificate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  conferees  to 
hold  firm  in  support  of  the  bill  that  the 
House  passed  and  to  delete  any  refer¬ 
ence  whatever  to  this  two-price  system. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole]. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  merely 
want  to  say  it  is  most  unusual  that  on  the 
very  day  this  bill  goes  to  conference  the 
Nation’s  wheat  fanners  are  voting  on 
the  referendum.  They  are  voting  not 
knowing  for  certain  what  program  will 
finally  be  adopted.  In  the  winter  wheat 


areas  farmers  are  already  seeding  wheat 
and  hence  some  type  of  voluntary  plan 
appears  to  be  necessary.  Certainly  the 
farmer  who  has  not  known  whether  to 
divert  10  or  20  percent  of  his  allotted 
acres  or  to  prepare  more  ground  for 
planting,  has  been  in  a  complete 
dilemma.  He  should  not  now  be 
punished  because  Congress,  largely  be¬ 
cause  of  the  insistence  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  a  mandatory  program 
and  his  stubborn  refusal  to  compromise, 
has  not  enacted  a  program.  The  farmer 
should  not  now  be  penalized  when  he  is 
blameless. 

I  suggested  on  August  13,  a  50-50  wheat 
plan,  a  voluntary  program  giving  the 
farmer  the  option  to  retire  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  his  wheat  allotment  and  receive 
diversion  payments  based  on  50  percent 
of  the  farm’s  production. 

Under  legislation  introduced  by  me — 
H.R.  12875 — the  55  million  acre  national 
minimum  allotment  would  be  in  effect 
as  Secretary  Freeman  has  previously  an¬ 
nounced,  and  price  support  would  be 
from  75  to  90  percent  of  parity.  This 
voluntary  approach  is  necessary  because 
many  winter  wheat  farmers  have  already 
begun  their  planting  operations.  It 
would  be  extremely  unfair  to  change  the 
rules  in  the  middle  of  the  game  by  forc¬ 
ing  wheat  farmers  to  cut  their  acreage 
after  voting  in  the  referendum  on  a  55- 
million-acre  national  allotment. 

Each  wheat  farmer  would  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  divert  up  to  50  percent  of 
his  allotment — or  in  the  case  of  small 
growers  up  to  50  perecnt  of  his  highest 
actual  acreage  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961 — in 
return  for  diversion  payments  based  on 
50  percent  of  the  farm  production  times 
the  basic  county  support  price. 

As  in  the  1962  program,  the  diverted 
acreage  would  be  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  practices. 

Special  provisions  applying  to  the 
planting  of  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower, 
sunflower,  sesame,  and  other  annual 
field  crops,  except  table  vegetables  and 
flax,  would  be  continued  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  1962. 

The  Secretary  would  also  be  given  au¬ 
thority  to  make  advance  payments  not 
to  exceed  50  percent  of  the  total  amount 
due  and  would  be  given  authority  to 
make  adjustments,  issue  regulations, 
and  use  the  funds  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  this  special  1963 
wheat  program. 

In  addition,  the  provisions  in  the  1962 
program  applying  to  new  farms,  the  re¬ 
lease  of  stored  wheat  and  Durum  wheat 
would  be  continued  by  my  proposed  leg¬ 
islation. 

Those  sending  out  information  on 
farm  programs  and  relative  income 
should  seriously  consider  what  would 
happen  under  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill  insofar  as  the  wheat  farmer  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Under  the  certificate  wheat  plan  that 
portion  of  his  crop  the  farmer  could  sell 
for  feed  becomes  important.  Since  the 
price  he  would  receive  for  feed  wheat  is 
related  to  the  price  of  corn  it  does  not 
take  an  expert  to  determine  that  if  the 
Ellender  feed  grain  amendment  is  re¬ 
tained  in  the  Senate  passed  bill  wheat 
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farmers  would  receive  about  80  cents  a 
bushel  for  feed  wheat  in  1961.  This 
would  have  a  drastic  effect  on  farm  in¬ 
come  throughout  the  Midwest,  needless 
to  say. 

You  have  heard  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Latta]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  discuss  the 
wheat  program.  It  is  high  time  farmers 
are  given  facts;  the  farmer  wants  to 
know  where  he  is  going.  I  trust  in  con¬ 
ference  serious  consideration  will  be  giv¬ 
en  to  a  voluntary  approach  for  the  wheat 
farmer  for  1963. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  McCulloch]. 

Mr.  McCULLOCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
very  pleased  to  hear  the  question  ad¬ 
dressed  by  my  colleague  [Mr.  Brown] 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  I  would  like  to  recall  to 
the  memory  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  what  happened  to  a  bill  that  came 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
known  as  the  Antitrust  Civil  Process  Act. 
I  supported  that  bill  as  it  came  from  the 
committee.  It  was  amended  on  the  floor 
by  what  was  determined  to  be  a  very 
important  amendment.  It  went  to  con¬ 
ference,  and  the  conference  report  re¬ 
jected  the  House  amendment.  When 
the  conference  committee  report  came 
back  to  the  House,  you  will  remember 
that  very  close  vote  of  202  to  200  that 
agreed  to  the  motion  to  recommit  the 
conference  report  to  the  committee  of 
conference.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
hope  that  the  House  conferees  on  this  bill 
fight  as  only  House  Members  can  fight 
when  they  know  they  are  right. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
remainder  of  the  time  on  this  side  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  not 
opposing  the  rule  and  in  not  asking  for 
instructions  to  be  given  to  the  House 
conferees  on  this  bill,  I  am  assuming 
that  the  House  conferees  will  do  their 
level  best  and  their  utmost  to  support 
the  House  position  on  this  legislation. 
Mr.  Chairman,  am  I  correct  in  that  as¬ 
sumption? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  one 
of  the  conferees.  I  think  he  ought  to 
speak  for  himself.  I  speak  for  myself. 
I  have  already  spoken  two  or  three  times 
about  it.  The  gentleman  knows  we  can¬ 
not  go  into  conference  with  our  hands 
tied.  We  must  go  into  a  free  conference. 
We  may  have  to  make  some  concessions. 
We  may  not  be  able  to  bring  back  the 
House  bill  100  percent  as  we  passed  it, 
but  we  will  do  our  best. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  assurance,  I  think  I  can  speak 
in  behalf  of  the  House  conferees  on  the 
minority  side:  We  expect  to  sustain  the 
position  of  the  House  as  far  as  possible 
especially  with  reference  to  the  wheat 
and  feed  grain  sections.  The  feed  grain 
section  really  is  not  involved  in  con¬ 
ference  because  both  the  Senate  and 
House  versions  are  much  alike.  But,  the 
proposed  revision  of  the  act  of  1958  as 
it  relates  to  corn  and  feed  grains  is  dyna¬ 
mite,  and  will  no  doubt  be  one  of  the 


most  controversial  items  to  confront  the 
conferees.  In  the  House  bill  we  extend 
the  feed  grain  act  for  1  year,  as  well  as 
the  present  wheat  program  for  another 
year.  The  other  body  however  wrote 
into  the  wheat  section  the  so-called  cer¬ 
tificate  or  two-price  system  with  which 
I  cannot  accept. 

Furthermore,  in  a  very  clever  move 
the  Senate  has  sought  to  amend  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  of  1958  whereby  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  will  be  given  com¬ 
plete  discretion  and  authority  to  fix  the 
price  support  on  com  from  zero  to  90 
percent,  of  parity  provided  that  none 
such  feed  grains  help  build  up  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation’s  stocks  on 
corn. 

This  provision  is  dangerous  because  it 
will  practically  mean  removing  all  price 
supports  on  corn.  The  best  analysis  I 
can  find  under  the  formula  proposed  in 
the  other  body,  the  price  support  on 
corn  will  be  about  45  percent  of  parity 
which  would  mean  about  70  cents  to 
73  cents  corn.  Everyone  knows  when¬ 
ever  you  have  cheap  feed  grains,  you  are 
going  to  have  cheap  livestock,  so  another 
problem  will  be  created. 

Now  the  thing  that  disturbs  me  very 
much  is  the  statement  made  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  in  the  other  body 
when  the  Senate  bill  was  under  consid¬ 
eration.  The  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]  made  this  statement  to 
Senator  Ellender  as  found  on  page  16138 
of  the  Record  of  August  21,  1962: 

I  know  the  purpose  of  the  chairman,  as 
he  made  -very  clear  yesterday  on  ihe  floor, 
is  to  secure,  if  possible,  enactment  next  year 
of  a  compulsory  feed  grain  program. 

And  Senator  Ellender  answered  in  the 
affirmative. 

The  House  has  spoken  very  emphat¬ 
ically  on  the  question  of  a  compulsory 
feed  grain  program.  I  want  to  serve 
notice  right  now,  that  if  a  conference 
report  comes  back  with  any  type  of 
compulsion  in  it,  that  I  shall  oppose  it 
to  the  best  of  my  ability. 

Let  me  emphasize  also  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proposes  permanent  legislation  for 
corn  and  feed  grains.  If  the  Senate 
passes  a  strict  feed  control  bill  next  year, 
with  the  act  of  1958  repealed  as  to  sup¬ 
port  on  corn,  as  they  contemplate  doing, 
it  will  simply  be  saying  to  the  feed  grain 
farmers — you  will  have  to  take  the  con¬ 
trol  bill  now  because  we  have  pulled  the 
rug  from  under  you  in  repealing  the  act 
of  1958.  I  do  not  propose  to  let  that 
happen.  I,  for  one,  do  not  expect  to  be 
caught  in  that  kind  of  a  trap. 

So  I  do  hope  that  when  we  go  into  con¬ 
ference,  the  House  conferees  will  stand 
by  the  House  version  as  far  as  possible. 
We  have  a  gentleman’s  agreement  in  our 
committee  that  early  next  year  we  are 
going  to  review  the  entire  act  of  1958 
and  all  subsequent  major  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  so  I  see  no  reason  in  the  world 
why  we  should  legislate  beyond  the  year 
1963.  There  will  be  another  Congress 
here  in  January.  Let  us  legislate  for  the 
year  1963  and  not  be  worrying  about  leg¬ 
islation  for  1964.  I  do  hope  we  can  pre¬ 
sent  a  conference  report  very  much  in 
line  with  the  House  position  on  the  leg¬ 
islation  for  next  year  and  that  we  then 


carefully  review  proposed  permanent 
legislation  at  the  next  session  of  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  res¬ 
olution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  following  conferees :  Messi’s.  Cooley, 

POAGE,  GATHINGS,  BREEDING,  HOEVEN, 
.Belcher,  and  Quie. 


EXPERIMENT  STATION  RESEARCH 
\  FACILITIES 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12712)  to 
assist  the  States  to  provide  additional 
facilities  for  research  at  the  State  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations,  and  that  it 
may  be  considered  in  the  House  as  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?! 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clark  read  the  bill  as  follows : 

Be  it  enkcted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  'Congress  assembled.  That  It  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  continue  its  support  of  agricultural 
research  at  thA  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations  through  Federal-grant  funds,  on  a 
matching  basis!  to  help  finance  physical  fa¬ 
cilities  as  required  for  the  effective  conduct 
of  an  adequate  research  program. 

Sec.  2.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  assist 
the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  in 
the  construction,  acquisition,  and  remodeling 
of  buildings,  laboratories,  and  other  capital 
facilities  (including  the  acquisition  of  fix¬ 
tures  and  equipment  which  are  to  become  a 
part  of  such  buildings)  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  more  effectively  conduct  research  in 
agriculture  and  sciences  related  thereto 
through  means  of  grknts  from  the  Federal 
Government.  V 

Sec.  ff.  As  used  in  sections  2  to  11,  Inclu¬ 
sive,  of  this  Act —  \ 

(1)  the  term  “State”  shall  include  Puerto 

Rico;  \ 

(2)  the  term  “State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  station”  means  a  department  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  direction  of  a  college  or 
university  in  any  State  in\  accordance  with 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  Vlonating  public 
lands  to  the  several  States\and  Territories 
which  may  provide  colleges  far  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  and  mechanic  arts”,  approved 
July  2,  1862  (7  U.S.C.  301);  on  a  department 
otherwise  established  pursuant  to  standards 
prescribed  by  the  State  the  purbose  of  which 
is  to  conduct  agricultural  research;  and 

(3)  the  term  “Secretary”  shall  mean  the 

Secretary  of  Agriculture.  \ 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  allocation  totthe  States 
for  the  purposes  of  section  2  such  sums  as 
the  Congress  deems  advisable.  \ 

(b)(1)  One-third  of  the  funds  Appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  allotted  equally  among  the 
States.  \ 

(2)  Two-thirds  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  allocated  among  the  States  as  fol¬ 
lows:  One-half  in  an  amount  which  nears 
the  same  ratio  to  the  total  amount  tA  be 
allotted  as  the  rural  population  of  the  skate 
bears  to  the  total  rural  population  of  all  khe 
States  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding 
decennial  census  current  at  the  time  eaqb 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  voted  to y^eporK  roads  bill.  Senate  committee  voted 

to  approve  House  amendments  to  public/works  acceleration  bill.  Sen.  Bartlett 
urged  greater  fire  protection  for  forest  lands. \  Sen.  Wiley  commended  cheese  in¬ 
dustry.  Rep.  Lindsay  urged  greatey  protection  against  radioactive  contamination 
'of  food. 

HOUSE 

1.  FORESTRY.  Passed  without/amendment  S.  1878,  to  add  certain  lands  to  the 

Wasatch  National  Forest/;  Utah.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.\7195,  was  laid  on  the 
table.  This  bill  wilT  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  r.  17323 


2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  for. Aug.  31  states,  "Conferees,  met  in  exe¬ 
cutive  session  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-and  House-passed 
versions  of  H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  but  did 
not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  on  Monday,  September  10." 
p.  D799 


3.  SAMOA.  Bot bi  Houses  agreed  to  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  519,  revesting 

the  President  to  return  H.  R.  10062,  to  extend  the  application  of  certain  laws 
to  American  Samoa,  in  order  to  allow  the  Clerk  of  the  House  to  correce\the 
enrolment.  pp.  17320,  17399  \. 

4.  AWARDS.  Reps.  Gross,  Ray,  and  Ford  objected  to  consideration  of  H.  R.  4055\  t° 

authorize  the  payment  of  a  monetary  award  to  recipients  of  the  National  Medal 
ot  Science.  This  bill  wn6  stricken  from  the  Consent  Calendar.  n.  17123 


2- 


At  Vequest  o£  RaP-  «aaver,  passed  over  without  prejudice  H .A. 
„1V’  C°  pro^lfe  an  excenaion  of  the  period  within  which  certain  educational 
programs  must  be  begun  and  completed  in  the  case  of  persons  called  to  active 
duty\during  the  Berlin  crisis,  p.  17324  ^ 

6.  RESERVOIRS  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11799,  defining  the  interest  of 

.  V  V’  agencies  in  water  reservoirs  constructed  by  the  Government  which 
ve  been financed  partially  by  such  agencies,  p.  17326 

?.  PRR®°N®L;  pVed  aa  PePorted  H-  R-  2079,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of 
PP.  17326-^  \6  the  establlshment  of  hagardous-dutv  pay  in/fcertain  cases. 

8’  RtiTOAcounL^0HIAM'^TI0N-  Rep‘  Llndsay  ur6ed  a  stepped-ujj^ program  of  effec- 
thlt  a  th  KS“c\C°  COtnbat  radioactive  contaminatio/and  said,  "I  think 
line  hX  h®  public  congressional  investigation  may%e  in  order  to  deter- 

tLnepr:ie“cti:::^rpap^73b3sr Federal  and  State  ^aith  programs  e*isce * 

9‘  PC^hteehavotedTlttee  °Vti°nal  of  the  /terior  and  Insular  Affairf 

redesisnate  the  n?  ful1  oomoitteexWth  amendment  H.  R.  11781,  to 

boundaries  thereof?  p  DSOA^1^  Nati°nal  ^un,ent  and  t°  revise  the 
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10.  ROADS. 


11. 


12. 


not  *rtnh?i  UbU  ?rkS  Committee  v\ed  /o  report  with  amendments  (but  did 
which  j nr l  Z  repoi^  H*  R:  12135 »  thd^oposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962, 
and  trails.  ^  ^  hi8hways  and  forest  development  roads 

Pact^allyRr^orOhesPU2965  ^  VVd  to  rereport  (but  did  not 

Dieesf^statPc  l  ll65 ’  the  pu^*ic  works  Wceleration  bill.  The  "Daily 
to  the  House  a  h  the  COTnrnitJ^  "agreed  to  Recommend  that  the  Senate  agree 

House  had  bee  rnt  1°  7^  (p’  D802> • >i8  bill>  as  pa^d  by  the 

»  n  referred  to  ttfe  committee  earlid^in  the  day  (p.  17349). 

T^TI17349^50tl???fii  ?•  10650 ’  the  pr\osed  Avenue  Act  of  1962  1 

me";  £y tin  irrZlil' *y  a  vote  of  51  to  49,  rejected  an  amend- 

provisions  provided17?  A  w*  £^lic  utllities  fRom  the  investment  credit 
provisions  provided  in  >the  bill  (pp.  17365-96). 

13’  ^re sources  Sl!!X  disc“ssed  the  danger  of  forest  f\es  to  our  timber 
stated  that  "it  (»/  ProStass  In  the  control  of  forLt  fires,  and 

protect^  possiXT^^^V116  P“bUc  landa  -telvelj.a  most  intensive 

14.  CHEESE.  Sen.  w/ley  commended  the  domestic  cheese  Industry,  particularly  for 

^  ula  6  btUe  ChSeSe  “hlCh  ha  Statad  "ia  tod^the  most 

P  P  Lu&  mold  cheese  in  the  country."  pp.  17355-6 

15.  AP™?RI^NS-  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendment^.  R. 

p.  17349  ilrtary  construction  appropriation  bill  for  1963  (S.  Rept\l994). 

15‘  Fi9^4  JayitS  inaertad/  8peech  on  Plans  for  the  N.  Y.  World's  Fair  i) 

,  The  Biggest  Box  Office  in  History."  pp,  17359-60 
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itch  Act:  The  House  vacated  the  proceedings  of  pas- 
sageon  August  30  of  S.  919,  to  amend  the  Hatch  Act  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  that  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
missiontmpose  no  penalty  less  than 90  days’  suspension 
for  any  violation  of  section  9  of  the  act.  The  bill  was 
amended  to\ontain  new  text  and  passed  by  a  voice  vote 
with  the  title\amended  to  provide  for  reducing  the 
period  of  suspension  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to 
30  days  in  lieu  of  oimination  of  the  90  days’  suspension 
requirement.  \  page  17215 

Program  for  Tuesday!  Adjourned  at  12:54  P-m-  until 
Tuesday,  September  4,  at  12  o’clock  noon  when  the 
House  will  call  the  ConsenEand  Private  Calendars. 

Committee  Meetings 

TUNA 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  On\Thursday,  August 
30,  Subcommittee  on  Inter-American  Affairs  heard 
testimony  from  departmental  and  public  witnesses  on 
S.  2568,  to  amend  the  Tuna  Conventions\Act  of  1950, 
regarding  the  preservation  of  tropical  tuna/ 

SYSTEMS  DEVELOPMENT-MANAGEMENT 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcomniittee 
on  Military  Operations  continued  hearings  on  systems 
development  and  management,  and  heard  testimony 
from  a  public  witness.  Adjourned  subject  to  call  of  theN 
Chair. 

INDIANS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Order 
reported  favorably  to  the  House  the  following  bills 
H.R.  8113,  to  amend  the  act  of  August  9,  1^55,  to 
include  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Reservation  among 
those  excepted  from  the  25-year  lease  limitation; 

S.  2696,  to  correct  certain  land  descriptions  in  the  act 
entitled  “An  act  to  declare  that  the  U.S;  holds  in  trust 
for  the  pueblos  of  Santa  Ana,  Zia,  Jefnez,  San  Felipe, 
Santo  Domingo,  Cochiti,  Isleta,  anp  San  Ildefonso  cer¬ 
tain  public  domain  lands’ 

S.  2971,  to  declare  that  certaifi  lands  of  the  U.S.  are 
held  by  the  U.S.  in  trust  for^tne  Jicarilla  Apache  Tribe 
of  the  Jicarilla  Reservation: 

S.  3342,  to  approve  Kn  order  canceling  irrigation 
charges  against  non-Indian-owned  lands  under  the 
Klamath  Indian  irrigation  project,  Oregon; 

S.  1161,  to  provide  for  the  use  of  lands  in  the  Garrison 
Dam  project  by/the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  the  Fort 
Berthold  Reservation; 

H.R.  9171  (amended),  to  amend  the  act  of  August 
27,  1954ywith  respect  to  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Reserva¬ 
tion  iryUtah;  and 

9342  (amended),  to  provide  for  an  exchange  of 
labels  between  the  U.S.  and  the  Southern  Ute  Indian 
ribe. 


CENSUS 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Subcom7 
mittee,  in  executive  session,  ordered  reported  favorabl 
to  the  full  committee  H.R.  10569  (amended),  tohre- 
serve  the  confidential  nature  of  copies  of  information 
filed  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  on  a  confidential 
basis;  H.R.  11949,  relating  to  the  duties  of  supervisors, 
enumerators,  and  other  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census;  and  H.R.  11950,  to  provide  fey/taking  of  the 
economic  censuses  1  year  earlier  starting  in  1968. 

Prior  to  taking  action  on  the  bills/the  subcommittee 
held  an  open  hearing  with  testimony  from  Richard  M. 
Scammon,  Director,  accompanied  by  other  Bureau  of 
the  Census  officials. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

FARM  BILL 

Conferees,  nfet  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of 
H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962, 
but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again 
on  Monday,  September  10. 

^  - '  A 

"BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

( For  last  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  Dyg$, 
August  30,  7962) 

sS.  2256,  to  provide  benefits  under  the  War  Claims 
AcRfor  Guamanians  killed  or  captured  by  the  Japanese 
at  Wgke  Island.  Signed  August  31, 1962  (P.L.  87-617). 

S.J.  Res.  132,  extending  recognition  to  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Exposition  for  Southern  California  in  1966. 
Signed  August  31, 1962  (P.L.  87-618). 

S.  538,  to  empower  certain  officers  and  employees  of 
the  GSA  to  adnfinister  oaths  to  witnesses.  Signed  Au¬ 
gust  31,  1962  (P.JL  87-619). 

S.  3016,  to  establish  new  loadline  regulations  for  ocean¬ 
going  and  coastwise\essels.  Signed  August  31,  1962 
(P.L.  87-620). 

H.R.  10651,  to  increase  f^es  which  may  be  collected  by 
U.S.  marshals.  Signed  August  31,  1962  (P.L.  87-621). 

S.  1005,  to  prohibit  contracting  for  construction  of 
Federal  Reserve  bank  branch  ^buildings  without  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bo*rd.  Signed  August 
31,  1962  (P.L.  87-622). 

S.  2876,  extending  armed  services  Housing  mortgage 
insurance  to  persons  connected  with  NASA  and  the 
AEC.  Signed  August  31,  1962  (P.L.  87-6*3). 

H.R.  1 1040,  to  establish  a  commercial  chmmunica- 
tions  satellite  system.  Signed  August  31,  19^2  (P.L. 
87-624). 

H.J.  Res.  864,  providing  for  continuing  appropriations 
through  September  30,  1962.  Signed  August  31,  1962 
(P.L.  87-625). 


DSOO 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — DAILY  DIGEST 


August  31,  1962 


\ 


CONGRESSIONAL  PROGRAM  AHEAD 


\  Week  of  September  3-8 

( Com)nittee  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  indicated ) 

Senate  Chamber 

Senate  wiFKeontinue  on  Tuesday  on  H.R.  10650,  pro¬ 
posed  RevenueAct  of  1962. 

senate  Committees 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  September  4,  executive,  to  mark 
up  H.R.  12870,  fiscal  i96j\appropriations  for  military  construc¬ 
tion,  10:30  a.m.,  room  F-37,  Gapitol; 

September  5-7,  to  continue\executive  hearings  on  proposed 
foreign  aid  appropriations,  io^ma.m.,  room  F-37,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Armed  Servicesr/See  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.) 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  September  6,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Production  and  Stabilizationy-executive,  on  S.  1740, 
relating  to  the  disclosure  of  finance  charges  on  extensions  of 
credit,  9:30  a.m.,  5302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce:  September  6,  Subcommittee  on  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  on  S.  3649,  to  admit  to  American 
registry  the  vessels  Montau\  and  Glenhroo\,  10  a.m.,  5110  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations:  September  5,  to  rnyet  in  a 
joint  executive  session  with  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
to  receive  a  briefing  from  Secretary  of  State  Rusk,  Secretary  of 
Defense  McNamara,  and  Deputy  Director  of  the  CIA  Gener 
Carter,  10:30  a.m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  September  5,  Perma¬ 
nent  Subcommittee  on  Investigations,  to  continue  hearings  on 
the  financial  activities  of  Billie  Sol  Estes,  9:30  a.m.,  318  Ole 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  September  5 /ex¬ 
ecutive,  on  calendar  business,  10  a.m.,  3110  New  Senate/Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  September  4,  Subcommittee  on 
Patents,  Trademarks,  and  Copyrights,  on  S.  222s;  2639,  and 
H.R.  125 13,  patents  bills,  10  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ing. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  W elfarej/^cptember  5,  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Labor,  on  H.R.  11677,  relating  to  equal  pay  for 
women,  9:30  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  September  4, 
executive,  to  resume  consideration /of  Federal  employees’  pay 
legislation,  and  H.R.  7927,  proposal  Postal  Revision  Act,  10:30 
a.m.,  6200  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Work/:  September  4,  executive,  on  H.R. 
12135,  Federal-Aid  High\y*(y  Act,  10  a.m.,  4200  New  Senate 
Office  Building; 


September  5  and  6,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control — River 
and  Harbors,  on  Columbia  River  projects  to  be  included  in. 
omnibus  flood  control  bill,  to  hear  public  witnesses,  10/a.m., 
4200  New  Senate  Office  Building; 

September  7,  Subcommittee  on  Flobd  Control — RK'ers  and 
Harbors,  on  Oklahoma  projects  to  be  included  in  the  omnibus 
flood  control  bill,  to  hear  public  witnesses,  10  a.rm,  4200  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 

House  Chamber 

Monday,  Labor  Day  (no  session). 

T uesday,  the  House  will  call  thp^Consent  and  Private 
Calendars. 

Wednesday,  no  session. 

T hursday,  no  legislative  business. 

House/ Committees 

Committee  on  Ban\inMand  Currency:  September  5,  6,  and  7, 
Subcommittee  No.  2,  011H.R.  10518,  and  related  bills,  to  amend 
the  Small  Business  Agr  to  provide  that  the  program  under  which 
the  Government  contracts  are  set  aside  for  small  business  con¬ 
cerns  shall  not  a/ply  in  the  case  of  contracts  for  maintenance, 
repair,  or  const/action. 

Committee/on  Education  and  Labor:  September  5,  Select  Sub¬ 
committee /on  Education,  on  S.  2511,  re  production  and  distri¬ 
bution  o/educational  and  training  films  for  use  by  deaf  persons. 

Conyhrittee  on  Government  Operations:  September  5,  6,  and  7, 
Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  on 
military  construction  projects. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  September  4,  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Mines  and  Mining,  on  H.R.  9712,  re  sale  of  certain 
eserved  mineral  interests  of  the  U.S.;  and  H.R.  8017,  re  dis¬ 
covery  of  tin  deposits  and  mining  of  tin  from  domestic  mines, 
9:45 \.m.,  1324  New  House  Office  Building. 

September  4,  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks,  on  H.R.  11781, 
S.  77,  H>R.  4684,  H.R.  7487,  S.  1775,  H.R.  6919,  H.R.  7668, 
H.R.  7669  y  and  executive  session  on  proposed  subcommittee 
report  on  national  cemetery  policy,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  House 
Office  Building^ 

September  5,  nfll  committee,  on  pending  legislation. 

September  6,  Subcommittee  on  Mines  and  Mining,  on  H.R. 
12530,  12872,  12873,  \12874,  12929,  1 1294,  and  3035,  mining 
measures. 

Committee  on  the  Judibiary:  September  5,  Subcommittee  No. 
2,  hearings  on  private  clainrbills. 

September  6,  SubcommitteoyNo.  x,  on  population  and  immi¬ 
gration  study. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s:  September  6,  Subcommittee  on 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  on  civic  works  projects. 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics:  September  4  and  6, 
Subcommittee  No.  4,  on  weather  satellite-development. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agreed  to  House  amen^rients\to  public  works  acceleration  bill, 
Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  article  supportj/g  proposed  foreign  trade  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  By  a  vote/of  45  to  22,  agreed  to  the  Hoiise  amendments  to  S.  2965, 
the  public  works  acceleration  bill  (pp.  17842,  17847-6IV  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President.  As  agreed  to  the  bill  authorizes  an  immediate  $900 
million  public  works  program  in  those  areas  which  are  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  under  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  as  "redevelopment  areas"  and 
those  areas  whicbf  the  Secretary  of  Labor  designates  each  mont\as  having  been 
areas  of  substantial  unemployment  for  at  least  9  of  the  precediW  12  months. 

Of  the  $900  million  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  $300  million  re  to  be  re¬ 
served  for  allocation  in  areas  designated  under  Sec.  5  (b)  of  the  Area  Redevel* 
opment  Act /relating  to  unemployment  in  rural  areas. 

By  a  vote  of  30  to  38,  rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Cooper  to  cor£>ect  a 
technical  error  in  the  bill  which  erroneously  refers  to  a  section  not  i\  the 
bill.  /pp.  17842,  17847-52 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Lausche  to  strike  out  a  House  amendment  which 
alters  the  amount  of  money  that  local  and  State  governments  may  post  to  quail- 


-  2  - 


PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
ints  S.  3160,  to  amend  the  act  of  March  8,  1922  (permitting  entry  on  an< 
patent  for  land  containing  minerals)  so  as  to  extend  its  provisions  to  fne 
townsite  laws  applicable  in  Alaska  (S.  Rept.  2022)  .  p.  17836 


PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1037,  to 
Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  regarding  fees,  oral  hearj 
licensing^  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  p.  178p2 


d  the 

igs,  and  re- 


4.  WILDLIFE;  RECREATION.  Sena  Williams,  N.  J. ,  and  Keating  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  bk  proposed  to  H.  R.  1171,  to  increase  the  publys  benefits  from  the 
national  fish  ahd  wildlife  conservation  areas  through  the!?/ incidental  or 
secondary  use  fo\public  recreation,  pp.  17862-3 


5.  TAXATION.  Passed  wiBh  amendments  H.  R.  6413,  to  extend 1/to  fishermen  the  same 
treatment  accorded  farmers  in  relation  to  estimated  income  tax.  p.  17864 


6. 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article,  ^Challenge  for  America: 
Trade  or  Fade,"  support in^  enactment  of  the  propped  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  C 

u 


1962.  pp.  17837-40 


7. 


EMPLOYMENT;  ECONOMICS.  Sen.  Douglas  submitted/a  resolution  to  authorize  the 
printing  of  additional  copies  of  hearings  of  the  Jt.  Economic  Committee,  "State 


of  the  Economy  and  Policies  for  Full  Employment."  pp.  17836,  17837 


Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  arti< 
Unemployment."  pp.  17840-1 


e  by  Leon  Keyserling,  "One  Prescription  for 


8.  HOUSING.  Sen.  McNamara  submitted  a  re'sVLution  to  authorize  the  printing  of 
additional  copies  of  a  committee  priuit  o£  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging, 
"Housing  for  the  Elderly."  p.  178(57 


9.  CUBA;  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURE.  SenVDodd  insert* 
situation  in  Cuba,  including  pne  shortage  of 


several  articles  discussing  the 
ipod  supplies,  pp.  17874-7 


10. 


INFORMATION.  Sen.  Thurmond  ^inserted  several  articles  on  a  new  book,  ,fWashingf  • 
Cover-Up,"  regarding  the  Wse  of  executive  privilege  in  withholding  informat 
from  Congress,  pp.  1786,3-6 


HOUSE 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states,  "Conferees  continued,  in  executive 

session,  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  but  did  not 
reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow."  p,  D821 

12.  MIGRANT  LABOR';  Passed  with  amendment  S.  1130,  to  amend  title  IlJk  of  the  Public 

Health  Service  Act  to  authorize  grants  for  improving  domestic  agricultural 
migratory/ workers'  health  services  and  conditions.  A  similar  bill\  H.  R. 
12365,  Was  laid  on  the  table,  pp.  17804,  17808-14  \ 

13.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R:\l2870, 

thy'military  construction  appropriation  bill.  Senate  conferees  have  already 
been  appointed,  p.  17802  \ 

14.  /TAXATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of 
/  1962.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  17802 
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If-employed  pensions:  H.R.  io,  to  encourage  the 
establishment  of  voluntary  pension  plans  by  self- 
employtd  individuals  (conferees — Representatives  Mills, 
King  of  ^California,  Boggs,  Keogh,  Mason,  Byrnes  of 
Wisconsin,  and  Baker).  pagei7802 

National  Safety  Council:  House  passed  without 
amendment  anck  thus  cleared  for  President  S.J.  Res. 
222,  designating  period  from  October  1962  to  October 
1963  as  National  Safety  Council  50th  Anniversary  Year. 

Page  17802 

Currency:  H.R.  8038,  to  prohibit  certain  acts  involving 
the  use  of  tokens,  slugs,  etcfewhich  are  similar  in  size  to 
the  U.S.  coins  or  currency,  whs  cleared  for  Presidential 
consideration  by  House  agreen^ent  to  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto.  \  Pages  17802-17803 

Guaranteed  Aircraft  Purchase  Loans:  By  a  voice 
vote  the  House  passed  with  committee  amendments 
H.R.  10 129,  to  extend  for  5  years  P.L.  85-^307,  which  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Government  to  guarantee  private  loans  to 
certain  smaller  airlines  for  the  purchase  of  aircraft.  H. 
Res.  778,  the  open  rule  under  which  the  legislation  was 
considered,  had  been  adopted  earlier  by  a  voice  vpte. 

Pages  1  7803-T7808 

Migratory  Farmworkers:  H.R.  12365,  to  authork 
grants  for  family  clinics  for  domestic  agricultural  mi-N 
gratory  workers,  was  passed  without  amendment  by  a 
voice  vote.  Subsequently  this  passage  was  vacated  and 
S.  1130,  a  similar  bill,  was  passed  in  lieu  after  being  / 
amended  to  contain  the  House-approved  language. 

Res.  781,  the  rule  providing  for  consideration  of  the  lei'll, 
had  been  adopted  earlier  by  a  voice  vote. 

Pages  17804,  1780^17814 

Bills  Referred:  Four  Senate-passed  bills  weryreferred 
to  appropriate  committees.  / Pages  17833 

Programs  for  Tuesday:  Adjourned  at  1712  p.m.  until 
Tuesday,  September  n,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the 
House  will  act  on  the  following  bills  £rom  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means: 

H.R.  3985,  to  impose  a  duty  upph  the  importation  of 
bread ; 

H.R.  10080,  relating  to  tax  t^6atment  of  contributions 
to  certain  organizations  for  judicial  reform; 

H.R.  10117,  regarding  inausion  of  medical,  etc.,  bene¬ 
fits  under  qualified  pension  plans; 

H.R.  10620,  to  mochry  die  maximum  limitations  on 
the  amount  allowably  as  a  deduction  for  medical,  dental, 
etc.,  expenses; 

H.R.  12242,  to/provide  for  the  tariff  classification  of 
certain  particleboard; 

H.R.  12590;  relating  to  income  tax  treatment  of  ter¬ 
minal  railrpfad  corporations;  and 
H.  Coy.  Res.  356,  designating  “bourbon  whiskey”  as 
a  distinctive  product  of  the  United  States. 


Also  will  consider  H.R.  12080,  relating  to  highe/  in¬ 
terest  rates  on  the  deposits  of  foreign  governments  (1 
hour  of  debate) ;  and  / 

S.  4,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  Ait  Padre 
Island  National  Seashore  (1  hour  of  debate  Y 


Committee  Meetings 


AID 

Committee  on  Government  Operations :  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  and  Monetary  Affairs  held  a 
hearing  regarding  the  Agency  for  International  Devel¬ 
opment.  Heard  testimony/rrom  various  Agency  for 
International  Development  officials. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

FARM  BILL 

Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  die 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 
meet  again  tomorrow. 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

(For  last  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  D81 3, 
September  6,  1962) 

H.R.  5604,  relating  to  the  construction  of  certain 
bridges  actoss  the  Delaware  River.  Signed  September 
7, 1962  (P.L^7-644). 

H.R.  10743,  increasing  rates  of  compensation  for  vet¬ 
erans  with  servibe-connected  disabilities.  Signed  Sep¬ 
tember  7,  1962  (P.E\87-645). 

H.R.  10432,  to  comfy  title  39,  U.S.  Code,  relating  to 
postal  service.  Signed'&eptember  7, 1962  (P.L.  87-646). 

S.  1606,  authorizing  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
to  exempt  small  hydroelectric  projects  from  certain  of 
the  licensing  provisions  of\lie  Federal  Power  Act. 
Signed  September  7,  1962  (P.IA87-647). 

H.R.  1 1257,  providing  for  disciplinary  punishment 
for  minor  military  offenses  withouhthe  intervention  of 
a  court-martial.  Signed  September-^  7,  1962  (P.L. 
87-648) . 

H.R.  10431,  to  revise,  codify,  and  enact  fide  37  of  U.S. 
Code  entitled  “Pay  and  Allowances  of  theNJniformed 
Services.”  Signed  September  7,  1962  (P.L.  8^h49). 

S.  2250,  providing  for  the  incorporation  of  rhe  Na¬ 
tional  Woman’s  Relief  Corps,  GAR  auxiliary,  signed 
September  7, 1962  (P.L.  87-650). 

H.R.  10433,  to  codify  recent  military  laws.  Signet 
September  7,  1962  (P.L.  87-651). 
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COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  11 

(All  meHings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designate d) 
Senate 

Committee  on  Commet^e,  to  continue  its  hearings  on  S.  3242 
and  S.  3243,  the  administration’s  transportation  bills,  10  a.m., 
5110  New  Senate  Office  Buildir 

Committee  on  Finance,  to  resurtie  executive  consideration  of 
H.R.  1 1970,  Trade  Expansion  Act,  ibsa.m.,  2221  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  executivb^to  hear  Secretary 
of  State  Rusk  discuss  the  itinerary  of  the  fortmfsjning  meeting 
of  the  U.N.,  10:30  a.m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  on  the  nomination  of  Arthur  J. 
Goldberg,  to  be  an  Associate  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  10 
a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  Subcommittee  No.  2, 
on  H.R.  10518,  and  related  bills,  to  amend  the  Small  Busing 
Act,  10  a.m.,  1301  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  on  military  construc¬ 
tion  activities,  10  a.m.,  1501  New  House  Office  Bpllaing. 

Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations  ancLMonetary  Affairs, 
to  continue  hearings  re  the  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  10  a.m.,  304  Old  House  Office  Bptlding. 


Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  executive,  on  pending  legisla 
tion,  10:30  a.m.,  346  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Subcommittee 
on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation,  on  H.R.  >'(343,  and 
identical  bills,  to  initiate  a  salmon  and  steelhead/mevelopment 
program  in  California;  and  H.R.  9547,  to  facilitate  the  applica¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  Fish  and  WildlifeAct  of  1956,  10  a.m., 
219  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  CivilSScrvice,  Subcommittee  on 
H.R.  10696,  revising  the  requirements  for  information  to  be  fur¬ 
nished  annually  to  the  Postmaster  General  by  publications  hav¬ 
ing  second-class  mail  privileges,  10  a.m.,  215  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  PuFlic  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  on  tide^fof  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill,  ip^a.m.,  1302  New  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Roads,  executive,  on  discussion  of  Inter- 
Ameripmi  Highway  and  Rama  Road;  and  H.J.  Res.  572,  re 
highway  program  for  Alaska,  10:30  a.m.,  1435  New  House 
ice  Building. 

imittee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  Subcommittee  No. 
4,  on  leather  satellite  development,  10  a.m.,  214-B  New  House 
Office  BuiMing. 

Joint  Committees 

Conferees,  executh^,  on  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act,  10:30  a.nv^room  F-82,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  oh\H.R.  12870,  fiscal  1963  appropria¬ 
tions  for  military  constructioiVio  a.m.,  room  P-63,  Capitol. 


isional  Htcord 


The  public  proceedings  of  each  House  ofsCongress,  as  reported 
by  the  Official  Reporters  thereof,  are  printed,  pursuant  to  direc¬ 
tions  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  authorized  by 
appropriate "provisions  of  Title  44,  United  States  Code,  and  published  for  each  day  that  one  or  both  Houses  ardan  session,  ex- 
cepting'very  infrequent  instances  when  two  or  more  unusually  small  consecutive  issues  are  printed  at  oneNffine.  TI  The 
Congressional  Record  will  be  furnished  by  mail  to  subscribers,  free  of  postage,  for  $1.50  per  month,  payable  in  advanbq.  Remit 
check  or  money  order,  made  payable  to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  directly  to  the  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington  25, 
D.  C.  For  subscription  purposes,  20  daily  issues  constitute  a  month.  The  charge  for  individual  copies  varies  in  proportion  to  tnd^size 
of  the  issiie.  Following  each  session  of  Congress,  the  daily  Congressional  Record  is  revised.,  printed,  permanently  bound  and  is  sdfd 
by  tho^Superintendent  of  Documents  in  individual  parts  or  by  sets.  fl  With  the  exception  of  copyrighted  articles,  there  are  no  re* 
ttons  on  the  republication  of  material  from  the  Congressional  Record. 
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Alaska  roads. . . 7 

ARS . 27 
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Farm  labor* . 9 
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^Foreign  aid. . .  ...... . 
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Land-grant  colleger . 21 

Lands. .  ,\. . . /. . .18 
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Public  works . 13 
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Research . 27 

Roads . 7 

School  lunch . 11 

Seashore . .6 

Tariff . 4 

Textile  imports . 8,20,30 

Transportation . 24 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Thurmond  criticized  Tariff  Commission  decision  on  cotton  textile 
import  fee.  Sen.  Holland  inserted  Governor's  conference  report  on  protection 
against  atomic  fallout.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  Herbert  Waters  speech  on  importance 
of  food  in  foreign  aid  program.  Sen.  Magnuson  and  several  Representatives  intro¬ 
duced  bill  to  establish  Assistant  Secretary  for  ForestrV Resources.  Rep.  Alexander 
introduced  and  discussed  bills  to  restrict  imports  of  cotton  products. 


HOUSE 

1,  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees  continue,  in  executive 
session,  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  but  did  not 
reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow."  p.  D826 

PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1037,  to  amend  the 
Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  regarding  fees,  oral  hearings,  and  re¬ 
licensing.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  18005 


11. 


12. 


ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11974,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (H.  Rept.  2342).  pp.  17990i 
L8047 


4.  TARIFFS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12242,  to  provide  for  the  tariff  classifies- 
tion\of  certain  particleboard,  pp.  18003-4 


5.  TAXATIONS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  6413,  to  extend  to  fisher¬ 
men  the  same  treatment  accorded  farmers  in  relation  to  estimated  J/ncorae  tax. 
This  bill\ill  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18005 


6.  SEASHORE.  Beg^n  dabate  on  S.  4,  to  provide  for  the  establishi 
Island  Nationals  Seashore,  pp.  18006-7,  18010-8 


it  of  the  Padre 


7.  ROADS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  Public  Works  Coi 
to  the  full  committee  S.  J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  studj 
to  a  highway  construction  program  in  Alaska,  p.  D826 


[ttee  voted  to  report 
is  and  surveys  relative 


SENATE 


8. 


COTTON  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Se\.  Thurmond  criticized/the  decision  of  the  Tariff 
Commission  rejecting  the  request  of  this  Department  for  imposition  of  an 
"equalization  fee"  on  cotton-textile  imports  and  inserted  a  Wall  Street  Jour¬ 
nal  analysis  of  the  Commission*^  action,  pp/  17900-01 


9.  FARM  LABOR.  Agreed  to  the  House  athendment/to  S.  1130,  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  up  to  $3  million  a  year\for  /fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965  to 
the  Public  Health  Service  to  make  grants  to  public  and  other  nonprofit  agencief 
for  paying  part  of  the  cost  of  establishing  and  operating  family  health  servici 
clinics  and  special  projects  to  improve  Niealth  services  for  and  the  health 
conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  migratory  workers  and  their  families. 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the' President,  pp.  17969-8 


10. 


INFORMATION.  Sen.  Williams,  Dal.,  inserted  several  articles  discussing  the 
book,  "Washington  Cover- up,*' /regarding  the  exea^tive  privilege  in  withholding 


information  from  the  Congress, 
pp.  17S03-5 


including  a  reference  to  the  Estes  case. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  JavLfs  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to 
H.  R.  11665,  to  reviser  the  formula  for  apportioning  cas\  assistance  funds  among 
the  States  under  the/school  lunch  program,  p.  17893 


FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reporf'ed  with  amendment 
S.  3335,  to  revLse  the  boundaries  of  the  Big  Hole  Battlefield.  National  Monu¬ 
ment,  Mont.,  including  the  transfer  of  land  from  the  Beaverhead  National  Forest 
to  the  Monument  (S.  Rept.  2024).  p.  17892 


13. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Randolph  commended  passage  of  the  public  works  Acceleration 
bill  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Unemployment  Challenge."  pp.  17905^6 


14.  MONOPOLIES.  Sen.  Kefauver  inserted  an  article,  "Antitrust  is  Probusines^." 
pp.  17906-8 


15.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Hickenlooper  inserted  an  article,  "The  Unselfish  AmerV 
:an,"  that  itemizes  U.  S.  investments  abroad,  including  those  for  agricultur 
pp.  17908-11 
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SECOND-CLASS  MAIL 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service :  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  ib  executive  session,  ordered  reported  amended 
to  the  fulNcommittee  H.R.  10696,  to  revise  the  require¬ 
ments  for  information  to  be  furnished  annually  to  the 
Postmaster  General  by  publications  having  second-class 
mail  privileges. 

Prior  to  taking  thbion  on  the  measure  heard  testimony 
in  and  open  hearing  from  departmental  and  public 
witnesses. 

FLOOD  CONTROL 

Committee  on  Public  Worffh  Subcommittee  on  Rivers 
and  Harbors  continued  hearings  on  title  I  of  the  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  Heard 
testimony  from  Corps  of  Engineer^officials.  Hearings 
continue,  Wednesday,  September  12. 

HIGHWAYS— ALASKA 

Committee  on  Public  Works:  Subcommittee  on  Roads, 
in  executive  session,  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the 
full  committee  S.J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  studies  and 
surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construction  program  in 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

(For  last  listing  of  public  la  tvs,  see  Digest,  p.  D821, 
September  10,  1962 ) 

H.R.  7782,  to  convey  3  acres  of  public  land  to  the 
Prince  Georges  General  Hospital,  Maryland.  Signed 
September  10, 1962  (P.L.  87-652). 

H.R.  5532,  to  amend  in  several  regards  the  Armed 
Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947.  Signed  September 
10, 1962  (P.L.  87-653). 

H.R.  7278,  authorizing  Hawaii  to  dispo^  of  portions 
of  Kahului,  Wailuku,  and  Maui,  not  used  for  airport 
purposes.  Signed  September  10,  1962  (P.L.  87-654). 

S.  1308,  to  incorporate  die  Sea  Cadet  Corps  of  Amer¬ 
ica.  Signed  September  10,  1962  (fiL.  87-655). 

S.  2321,  to  authorize  the  licebsing  of  human  tissue 
banks  in  the  D.C.  Signed  September  10,  1962  (P.L. 
87-656). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  WEDNESDAY, 
TTEMBER  12 

( All  meetings  arc  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 

Senate 

Committee  ory  Appropriations,  to  resume  its  executive  hear¬ 
ings  on  fiscal  1963  budget  estimates  for  foreign  aid,  2  p.m.,  1223 
New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  to  continue  its  hearings  on  S.  3242 
and  S.  3^43)  the  administration’s  transportation  bills,  10  a.m., 
51x0  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


Alaska.  Also  continued  discussion  of  the  Inter-Ai 
can  Highway  and  Rama  Road. 

WEATHER  SATELLITE 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics :  f  ‘Committee 
No.  4  heard  testimony  from  representath  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  on  progress  being  mad^d  he  weather 
satellite  development  program. 


Joint  Committee  Meetings 


FARM  BILL 


Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 


meet  again  tomorrow. 


APPROPRIATIONS— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Conferees  met  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the  differ¬ 
ences  betweeiyche  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of 
H.R.  12870, /fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  military  con¬ 
struction,  hut  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 
meet  again  tomorrow. 


Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  open  followed  by 
executive,  on  nominations  and  other  committee  business,  9:30 
t.m.,  6226  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  11970,  proposed 
i^ule  Expansion  Act,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Senate  Office  Building. 
rmmittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  Subcommittee  on  American 
Republics  Affairs,  executive,  to  meet  with  Edwin  M.  Martin, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Inter-American  Affairs,  4:30 
p.m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Permanent  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Investigations,  on  the  financial  activities  of  Billie  Sol 
Estes,  2  p.m.,\i8  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  onSthe  Judiciary,  to  hold  hearings  to  enable  cer¬ 
tain  steel  company,  officials  (Bethlehem  Steel  Corp.,  Republic 
Steel  Corp.,  National  Steel  Corp.,  and  Armco  Steel  Corp.)  to 
show  cause  why  theyNdid  not  respond  to  subpenas  issued  re¬ 
cently  by  the  Antitrust  and  Monopoly  Subcommittee  to  appear 
and  produce  certain  steel  c^st  data,  10:30  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Rules  and  Adrn inistratio n ,  executive,  on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.m.,  301  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Select  Committee  on  Small  Business,  to  receive  reports  from 
the  Defense  Department  and  Small  ^Business  Administration  on 
their  small  business  procurement  programs  for  1962  and  1963, 
10  a.m.,  room  SE-226,  Capitol. 

House 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  on  H.R.  11745/Xre  land  transfer, 
Florida;  H.R.  11554,  re  land  transfer,  North  Carolina;  S.  2859, 
re  crop  insurance,  increase  number  of  new  counties;  S.  3517,  re 
lumber  industry;  and  S.  3120,  re  movement  of  diseased  animals; 
to  be  followed  by  executive  session  on  pending  legislation,  10 
a.m.,  1310  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committees  on  Armed  Services,  Foreign  Affairs,  jointVom- 
mittee  meeting,  executive,  briefing  by  Secretary  of  State  Ds^m 
Rusk,  and  representatives  of  the  Defense  Department  and 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  voted  to  r/por\bills  to  increase  number  of  new  coun¬ 
ties  eligible  for  crop  insurance,  further  restrict  interstate  movement  of  diseased 
livestock  and  poultry,  increase  limitation  on  FHA  loans,  extend  time  for  leasing 
tobacco  allotments,  facilitate  woryof  Forest  Service,  facilitate  USDA  administra¬ 
tive  operations,  and  provide  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  laws.  Conferees  granted  permission  to  file  conference  report  on  USDA  appr¬ 
opriation  bill  by  midnight.  Sept/ 12.  Senate  passedN?ills  to:  Increase  authoriza- 
-/tion  for  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act.  Provide  fbr  cooperation  with  States  in 
administration  of  agriculture!  laws.  Senate  concurred  rn  House  amendment  to  bill  to 
expand  survey  of  forest  resources.  Sen.  Morse  discusseckrecent  criticisms  of  ad¬ 
ministration  of  national  f/zfrests. 

HOUSE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees  continued,  in  executive 
session,  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  and  reached 
tentative  agreement  thereon,  and  will  meet  again  on  Friday,  September  14." 
p.  D834  ' 


3 NS.  The  conferees  were  granted  until  midnight  Wed.,  to^ile  a 

report  on  H.  R.  12648,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bilYfor  1963. 

and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12870,  the  military 
n  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept,  2356).  pp.  18173-6,  18178  X. 
opriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  report  the  foreign 
iation  bill  on  Tues,,  Sept.  18,  and  bring  it  to  the  floor  on  Thura., 
p.  18132  V 


3. N^GRI CULTURE  COMMITTEE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

actually  report)  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended, 
id^order  to  increase  from  100  to  150  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  ^ rop 
insurance  may  be  offered  each  year;  S.  3120,  to  grant  the  Secretary  of 
culture  additional  authority  to  permit  the  interstate  movement  of  cert* 
diseased  livestock  and  poultry;  H.  R.  11111,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certain  forest  lands  in  Iowa;  H.  R.  L2434 
(amended)\  omnibus  bill  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service;  H.  R. 
12653  (amehded) ,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  in  order  to  increase  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loans  /Which  may  be 
insured  underXsubtitle  A  of  such  Act;  H.  R.  12855  (amended),  relating  to  the 
lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allotments;  H.  R.  128 ly  (amended), omni¬ 
bus  bill  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  H.  R.  12802, 
to  provide  furthers  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  certain  Federal  laws;  and  S.  3152,  to  provide  foythe  nutritional 
enrichment  and  sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  programs ^including  the  national  school  Umch  program.  The 
Committee  passed  over  without  prejudice  S.  3517,  earmark  Sec.  32  funds  to 


establish  and  carry  out  a\program  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced 
lumber  in  commerce;  and  S.N2121,  to  establish  fede/al  agricultural  services  to 
Guam;  and  voted  to  accept  Senate  amendments  to  Hy  R.  8520,  to  limit  financial^  1 
and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain  wetlands,  p.  D833 


4.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committed  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

S.  J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  pt  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with 
Alaska,  to  undertake  studies  and  surveys  Relative  to  a  highway  construction 
program  for  Alaska,  p.  D834 


5.  MONOPOLIES.  The  Interstate  and  Foreigr/^Spmmerce  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  J.  ReB.  636,  the  proposed  Qu/ftityv Stabilization  Act  (H.  Rept.  2352). 
p.  18178 


6.  LOBBYING.  Received  from  the  Cler)(  of  the  Housy  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
the  quarterly  reports  pursuant  /o  the  Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act.  pp.  18180* 
211 


SENATE 


7.  FORESTRY.  Passed  withouy  amendment  H.  R.  9728,  to  increase  the  amount  authoriz¬ 
ed  to  be  appropriated  t6  carry  out  the  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act  from 
$2.5  million  to  $5  mijHion.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  \o  the  President, 
pp.  18071-2 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  3589,  to  authorize  the  Secre\ary  of  Agriculture 
to  acquire  certairt  lands  in  Wright  County,  Minn. ,  and  exchange  them  with  Minn, 
for  State-owned  /lands  in  the  Superior  National  Forest,  p.  18072 

Concurred  itr  the  House  amendment  to  S,  3064,  to  increase  the\authorization 
for  the  national  survey  of  forest  resources  from  $1.5  to  $2.5  million  annually. 
This  bill  wy(l  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18073 

Passed  with  amendment  S.  3335,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Big  Hole 
Battlefield  National  Monument,  Mont.,  including  the  transfer  of  land  Xrom  the 
Beaverhead  National  Forest  to  the  Monument,  p.  18073 

Sen/  Morse  discussed  recent  criticism  of  the  administation  of  the  nat^Ujnal 
forests  and  stated  that  "Secretary  Freeman  is  now  addressing  himself  to  this 
proMem"  and  that  "These  times  require  a  reassessment  of  procedures,  a  reanely* 
sia  of  attitudes,  the  communication  of  ideas,  but  most  of  all  an  improvement' 
performance."  pp.  18106-7 
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committee  Meetings 

AGRICULTURAL  MISCELLANY 

Committee  on  Agriculture :  Met  in  executvie  session  and 
ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  the  following 
bills: 

H.R.  n745,\private bill; 

H.R.  1 1554,  a  private  bill; 

S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  in 
order  to  increase  theNaumber  of  new  counties  in  which 
crop  insurance  may  be  offered  each  year; 

S.  3120,  regarding  the  tnovement  of  diseased  animals; 
H.R.  iiiii,  to  authorizevhe  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  sell  and  convey  certain  lamb;  in  the  State  of  Iowa ; 

H.R.  12434  (amended),  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the 
Forest  Service;  \ 

H.R.  12653  (amended),  to  amend  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act\)f  1961  in  order  to 
increase  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loans  which 
may  be  insured  under  subtitle  A  of  such\ct ; 

FI.R.  12855  (amended),  relating  to  the  lease  and 
transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allotments ;  \ 

H.R.  12811  (amended),  to  facilitate  the  wofck  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture ;  \ 

H.R.  12802,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation\vith 
States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  fed¬ 
eral  laws;  and  \ 

S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrichment  and 
sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under 
certain  Federal  programs,  including  the  national  schoaf 
lunch  program.  / 

Passed  over  without  prejudice  S.  3517,  to  establisj/and 
carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically 
produced  lumber  in  commerce;  and  S.  2121,  t/establish 
Federal  agricultural  services  to  Guam;  an/  voted  to 
accept  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  8520,  to  limit  finan¬ 
cial  and  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands.  / 

JOINT  BRIEFING  / 

Committees  on  Armed  Service/,  Foreign  Affairs:  The 
committees  met  in  executive  session  for  a  joint  briefing 
on  critical  world  problemyoy  Secretary  of  State  Dean 
Rusk;  William  P.  Bundy;  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  International  Security  Affairs;  and  Lt. 
Gen.  Marshall  S.  Carter,  Acting  Director,  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency.  / 

HOME  LOANS/ 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
on  Housing  heard  testimony  from  Joseph  P.  McMurray, 
Chairma n,  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board,  on  H.R. 
13044,  /o  amend  the  Home  Owners  Loan  Act  of  1933, 
and /ne  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Act. 

In  executive  session  ordered  the  bill  reported  favor¬ 
ably  to  the  full  committee. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ACT 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
No.  2  continued  hearings  on  H.R.  10518,  and  rel/ed 
bills,  to  amend  the  Small  Business  Act,  to  provide^ that 
the  program  under  which  Government  contract/are  set 
aside  for  small  business  concerns  shall  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  contracts  for  maintenance,  repair,  or  construc¬ 
tion.  Heard  testimony  from  public  witnesses.  Hear¬ 
ings  continue  Thursday,  September  13/ 

D.C.  BUSINESS  / 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Commbia:  Met  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  and  ordered  reporter  favorably  to  the  House 
the  following  bills:  / 

H.R.  12690,  to  permit  investment  of  funds  of  insur¬ 
ance  companies  organize/  within  D.C.  in  obligations  of 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank; 

H.R.  12417,  to  establish  a  small  claims  and  concili¬ 
ation  branch  in  the/municipal  court  for  D.C.; 

S.  1651  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Commissioners 
of  D.C.  to  delegate  the  function  of  approving  contracts 
not  exceeding  $100,000; 

S.  2795 /amended),  to  prohibit  the  use  by  collecting 
agencieg  and  private  detective  agencies  of  any  name, 
ernbl/n,  or  insignia  which  reasonably  tends  to  convey 
the/impression  that  any  such  agency  is  an  agency  of 
the  government  of  D.C.; 

/  H.R.  12546  (amended),  to  amend  the  Life  Insurance 
\Company  Act  of  D.C. ; 

\H.R.  12762  (amended),  to  amend  the  D.C.  Unem¬ 
ployment  Compensation  Act;  and 
S.  2977,  to  amend  the  Life  Insurance  Act  of  D.C. 

SHARPk  GENERAL  DEPOT— CALIFORNIA 

Committeeson  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Executivmand  Legislative  Reorganization  heard  tes¬ 
timony  from  Department  of  Army  personnel  regard¬ 
ing  construction  of  an  airfield  at  Sharpe  General  Depot, 
Lathrop,  Calif.  Hearings  continue  Thursday,  Septem¬ 
ber  13.  \ 

PRIVATE  CLAIMS  \ 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary '  Subcommittee  No.  2  took 
testimony  and,  in  executiveNsession,  acted  on  several 
private  claim  bills.  \ 

FISH  \ 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  con¬ 
cluded  hearings  on  H.R.  11343,  and  related  bills,  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  initiate  a  salmon 
and  steelhead  development  program  in  California;  and 
H.R.  9547,  to  facilitate  the  application  and  operation  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956.  Testimony,  was 
given  by  Department  of  Interior  witnesses  (H.R.  9547) ; 
and  a  public  witness  (H.R.  11343). 


% 

D834 

\ 

HIGHWAYS— ALASKA 

Committee  on  Public  Worlds:  Met  in  executive  session 
and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  the  follow¬ 
ing  bills: 

S.J.  Res.  137M0  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
in  cooperation  vvdth  the  State  of  Alaska,  to  undertake 
studies  and  surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construction 
program  for  Alaska 'hand 

H.R.  1 1047,  to  change  the  name  of  the  Redondo  Beach 
Harbor,  Calif.,  to  the  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor, 
Calif. 

Also  approved  four  navigation  resolutions 
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September  12,  1962/ 


Joint  Committee  Meetings 


FARM  BILL 


Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  and  reached  tentative  agreement  thereon,  and 
will  meet  again  on  Friday,  September  14. 


AID  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve 
the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-pa\ed 
versions  of  H.R.  8900,  authorizing  Federal  financial 
assistance  for  institutions  of  higher  education,  but  die 
not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  on  Mon¬ 
day,  September  17. 

APPROPRIATIONS— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION/ 


Conferees ,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  coher¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate!-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  12870,  fiscal  1963  appro¬ 
priations  for  military  construction. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  T 
SEPTEMBER  13 


RSDAY, 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otheri/ise  designated) 


/continue  executive  hearings 
foreign  aid,  io  a.m.  and 


Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 
on  fiscal  1963  budget  estimates 
2  p.m.,  1223  New  Senate  Office 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  executive,  on  committee  busi¬ 
ness,  10:30  a.m.,  212  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking and  Currency,  executive,  on  H.R. 
7796,  limitations  on  reaLestate  loans;  H.R.  8874,  re  bank  service 
corporations;  H.R.  12377 ,  trust  powers  of  national  banks;  H.R. 
12899,  bank  branched  on  conversion,  etc.;  H.R.  12628,  housing 
for  the  elderly;  H/R.  12080,  interest  rates  on  time  deposits  of 
foreign  govern ments;  and  the  nomination  of  Paul  J.  Maguire, 
of  New  YorkYto  be  assayer  of  the  U.S.  Assay  Office  at  New 
York,  10  a.m/;  5302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  to  continue  its  hearings  on  S.  3242 
and  S.  3243,  the  administration’s  transportation  bills,  9:30  a.m., 
5110  N^w  Senate  Office  Building. 

Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee,  to  resume 
mgs  on  S.  3649,  relating  to  the  vessels  Montau\  and  Glen- 
bp6o\,  10  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  11970, 

Trade  Expansion  Act,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Senate  Office  BuiL 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Permanent  S/fbcom- 
mittee  on  Investigations,  on  the  financial  activities  of  Billie  Sol 
Estes,  10  a.m.,  318  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  ]udiciary,  to  continue  its  healings  on  the 
nomination  of  Arthur  J.  Goldberg,  to  be  an  Assooate  Justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  10:30  a.m.,  2228  Ney/  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfar/,  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  on  S.  2269  and  H.R.  11099,  authorizing  establishment 
within  the  PHS  of  a  National  Institute  of  Child  Health  and 
Human  Development  and  a  National  Institute  of  General  Medi¬ 
cal  Sciences,  10  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

.  Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol — Rivers  and  Harbors,  to  continue  hearings  on  the  omnibus 
flood  control  bill,  10  a.m.,  4205/ New  Senate  Office  Building. 

''House 

Committee  on  Armed/' Services,  executive,  on  H.J.  Res.  876, 
re  President’s  standby/ authority  to  call  up  Reserves,  10  a.m., 
313-A  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Btinping  and  Currency,  executive,  on  pending 
business,  11  New  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  2,  on  H.R.  10518,  and  related  bills,  to 
amend  the  Sjfiall  Business  Act,  xo  a.m.,  1301  New  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  Subcommittee  No.  4, 
executiye,  on  pending  legislation,  10  a.m.,  445-A  Old  House 
Office-Building. 

mmittee  on  Education  and  Labor,  executive,  on  pending 
b*(siness,  9:45  a.m.,  429  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on  Europe,  on 
captive  nations,  10  a.m.,  P-58,  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  on  grain  storage,  10  a.m.,  caucus 
roorrk  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization, 
on  Sharpe  General  Depot,  Lathrop,  Calif.,  airfield  construction 
project,  9\o  a.m.,  1501-B  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Lands/mn  S.  1065,  H.R.  11710,  H.R.  12473,  and  H.R. 
9098,  public  lands  measures,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  tnk  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  1,  on  popu¬ 
lation  and  immigration  study,  10  a.m.,  327  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  executive,  on 
pending  business,  10  a.m.,  215  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wofrhs,  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  on  title  I  of  the  omniWis  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill,  10  a.m.,  1302  New  PJouse  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  Subcommittee  No. 
4,  on  weather  satellite  program,  io\a.m.,  214-B  New  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executive,  on  miscellaneous 
bills,  10  a.m.,  committee  room.  New  Houste  Office  Building. 

Select  Committee  on  Export  Control,  on  pfcdicy  changes  since 
amendment  of  Export  Control  Act,  9:30  a.m\304  Old  House 
Office  Building. 

Joint  Committee 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  to  hold  hearings  on 
progress  in  the  development  of  nuclear  rockets  and  othbr  atomic 
energy  devices  for  use  in  space,  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.,  roomSAE-i, 
Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  1037,  proposed  Perishable  A| 
cultural  Commodities  Act,  10  a.m.,  room  F-82,  Capitol. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  receded  conference  report  on  farm  bill.  'House  received 
conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  House  pab^ed  bill  to  facili¬ 
tate  work  of  Forest/Service.  House  began  debate  on  bill  to  increase  FHA  loan 
authorization,  Refuse  committee  reported  (on  Sept.  15)  bills  to  extebd  time  for 
leasing  tobacco/acreage  allotments  and  provide  for  cooperation  with  States  in 
administration  of  agricultural  laws.  Senate  began  debate  on  foreign  tractasbill. 
"en.  Bennej/t  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  establish  Commission  on  Governmental 
peratiojas  and  Programs. 


Agricultural 

Expenditure  s/SL. . . 

appropriations. . . 

Farm  commqdrtieby. 

Air  pollution . 

. ....  11 

Farm  program . 

\  . . 1,23 

Appropriations . 

FHA  lo^ns . 

Cooperation . 

Floon  control . 

Cotton . 

Foreign  trade . 

Education. . . 

/Forest  Service.... 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12391,  the  proposed  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  2835).  pp.  18534-45,  18583,  D853 
Rep,  Cooley  summarized  the  provisions  of  the  revised  bill  as  follows: 


"Title  I--Land-Use  Adjustment 
Section  101 

"This  section  amends  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to 
provide  for  continued  Federal  administration  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  and  provides  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out 
long-range  conservation  plans  with  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  all  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  through  agreements  for  periods  not  to  exceed  10  years  to  provide 
for  changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  use,  and  for  development  of  soil, 
water,  forest,  wildlife  and  recreation  resources  by  means  of  cost  sharing  and 

other  assistance.  '-//IlIIII-. 
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"Agreements  may  not  be  entered  Into  covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the 
ownership  has  changed  in  the  2-year  period  preceding  the  first  year  of  the  con¬ 
tract  period  except  with  successors  by  inheritance  or  purchasers  during  the 
contract  period.  Agreements  for  the  .establishment  of  tree  cover  may  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  5 
years. 

"The  Secretary  cannot  enter  into  agreements  providing  for  assistance  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $10  million  for  any  calendar  year,  except  that  for  calen¬ 
dar  year  1963  he  may  provide  assistance  with  respect  to  lands  previously  cover¬ 
ed  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  an  additional 
$15  million. 

"Section  102 

"The  amendments  to  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  include 
changes  in  section  31  to  provide  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife,  but 
prohibits  the  building  of  industrial  parks  or  establishing  private  industrial 
or  commercial  enterprises.  They  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  public  agencies  in  developing  and 
carrying  out  plans  for  land  conservation  and  land  utilization.  This  will  in¬ 
clude  the  furnishing  of  technical  assistance  and  loans. 

"These  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  State  ^ 
and  local  public  agencies  designated  by  the  Governor  or  the  State  legislature 
through  loans,  to  carry  out  land  utilization  plans.  ... 

"Repayment  of  loans  would  be  required  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  in¬ 
terest  at  the  average  rate  paid  by  the  Treasury  on  obligations  of  similar 
maturity. 

"The  Governor  or  appropriate  State  agency  would  have  45  days  to  disapprove 
plans  of  State  or  local  agencies.  A  single  loan  over  $250,000  would  have  to  b< 
approved  by  appropriate  congressional  committees.  Repayment  of  loans  may  be 
deferred  for  not  to  exceed  5  years. 

"Sections  103  through  106  would  make  several  important  changes  in  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 

"Section  103  would  make  three  changes  in  the  existing  authority  continued 
in  this  act. 

"First.  It  adds  recreational  development  as  a  purpose  for  cost  sharing. 

...  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  cost  of 
land,  easements,  and  right-of-way  for  reservoir  or  other  areas  to  be  availably 
for  public  recreation  and  of  providing  minimum  basic  facilities  needed  for  V* 
public  health  and  safety,  access  to,  and  use  of  the  reservoir  or  other  area. 
The  cost  sharing  is  conditional  on  a  local  organization  agreeing  to  operate  an 
maintain  the  reservoir  or  other  area  for  public  use.  ... 

"Second.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  advance  funds  to  local  organiza¬ 
tions  for  immediate  acquisition  of  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  to  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  of  other  developments  but  such  funds  must  be  repaid  with 
interest  prior  to  construction,  except  for  any  part  of  such  costs  which  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  bear. 

"Third.  It  would  establish  new  criteria  for  Federal  cost  sharing  for  all 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  municipal  or  industrial  water  supply 
based  on  the  principle  of  consideration  of  national  needs  and  assistance 
authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal  programs.  ... 

"Section  104  would  provide  authority  to  the  Secretary  ...  to  assist  local 
organizations  in  developing  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  future 
use. 

"Section  105  would  delete  certain  obsolete  language  and  would  clarify  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  to  provide  engineering  services  for  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 


-  3  - 


"Section  106  would  specifically  provide  that  amendments  included  in  sec¬ 
tions  103  and  104  and  all  subsequent  amendments  to  section  4  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  prevention  Act  are  made  equally  applicable  to  the  11  water¬ 
sheds  authorized  under  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

"Title  II — Agricultural  Trade  Development 

"The  provisions  of  title  II  relate  to  long-term  supply  contracts  through 
dollar  credit  export  sales  under  title  IV  of  Public  Law  480  and  also  to  the 
nonprofit  school  lunch  programs  carried  out  overseas  through  the  charitable 
organizations  and  intergovernmental  agencies  like  UNICEF. 

"In  the  title  IV,  Public  Law  480,  long-term  dollar  credit  sales,  one  of  the 
most  significant  amendments  is  to  authorize  agreements  with  the  private  trade 
in  addition  to  those  which  had  previously  been  authorized  with  the  governments 
of  friendly  nations.  ... 

"The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements 
with  foreign  and  U.S.  private  trade  firms  and  institutions.  The  agreements 
with  the  private  trade  also  must  provide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security 
as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  provide  reasonable  and  adequate 
assurance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due  for  commodities  sold  under  the  agree¬ 
ment, 

"The  use  of  financial  institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  friendly  nations 
would  be  authorized  in  addition  to  the  previous  authority  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  directly  with  the  government  agencies  of  friendly  countries. 

"The  payment  provisions  are  also  modified  to  permit  scheduling  payments  in 
reasonable,  rather  than  approximately  equal,  annual  amounts,  and  the  date  for 
beginning  annual  payments  may  be  deferred  for  not  more  than  2  years  after  the 
last  delivery  in  each  calendar  year. 

"A  change  was  also  adopted  in  the  provision  relating  to  participation  by 
other  friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations  in  the  supply  and  assistance 
program  authorized  under  title  IV.  Existing  legislation  required  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  endeavor  to  reach  agreements  with  other  exporting 
nations,  whereas  the  amendment  makes  this  authorization  discretionary  with 
the  Secretary.  Title  IV  is  also  amended  so  as  to  make  applicable  the  policies 
of  utilizing  private  trade  channels  and  emphasizing  market. development ,  as  in 
the  case  of  foreign  currency  sales. 

"Sections  202  through  205  relate  to  the  nonprofit  school  lunch  program,  ... 

"In  addition  to  the  authority  for  donation  of  commodities  from  the  stocks 
of  CCC  and  the  purchases  made  pursuant  to  specific  statutory  authorizations, 
donations  are  specifically  authorized  for  use  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  outside  the  United  States  as  well  as  assistance  of  needy  persons. 

"  ...  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  receive  assurances  satisfactory  to 
him  that,  insofar  as  practicable,  there  will  be  student  participation  in  the 
financing  of  these  school  feeding  programs  outside  the  United  States  on  a 
basis  of  ability  to  pay.  In  addition  to  clarifying  the  availability  of 
commodities  for  these  programs,  it  is  provided  that  the  programs  shall  be 
undertaken  with  the  understanding  that  commodities  will  be  available  for  them 
only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  these  authorizing  statutes,  and  the 
usual  priorities  as  established  in  the  provisions  of  section  416  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  with  respect  to  commodities  made  available 
under  section  416. 

"The  1963  Feed  Grain  Program 

"For  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghum,  and  barley,  producers  can  parti¬ 
cipate  voluntarily  by  reducing  their  1959-60  base  acreage  of  those  three  crops 
by  a  minimum  of  20  percent  and  up  to  50  percent.  Up  to  25  acres  may  be  divert¬ 
ed  on  any  farm  notwithstanding  the  maximum  diversion  rate  of  50  percent.  Par¬ 
ticipating  producers  will  be  eligible  for  price  support  on  corn  at  $1.20  per 
bushel,  to  be  provided  through  a  price  support  loan  at  a  national  average  rate 
of  $1.02,  and  payment  in  kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel  from  CCC  stocks.  Partici¬ 
pating  producers  will  also  receive  diversion  payments  computed  at  50  percent 
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of  the  value--at  the  price  support  level--of  normal  production  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

"No  price  support  will  be  available  to  nonparticipants.  The  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  will  assist  producers  in  marketing  their  payment-in-kind  certifi- 
cates.  Feed  grains  provided  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  certifi¬ 
cates  shall  be  valued  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  minus  the  18  cents 
payment  in  kind. 

"Unlike  the  1962  program,  barley  will  be  included  in  the  corn  and  sorghum 
program.  Also,  the  provisions  for  production  crops  such  as  sesame  and  safflow¬ 
er  on  diverted  acres  are  nearly  identical  with  the  1962  provisions,  and  include 
authority  for  the  Secretary  to  make  partial  diversion  payments  on  such  acreage. 

It 

•  •  • 

"The  1963  Wheat  Program 

"  ...  a  voluntary  diversion  program  for  1963  crop  wheat  similar  to  the  1962 
program  and  to  the  1963  feed  grain  program.  Producers  would  be  eligible  for 
price  support  at  $1.82  per  bushel,  if  they  do  not  exceed  their  farm  acreage 
allotment  based  upon  the  55  million  acre  national  allotment.  Producers  would 
also  be  able  to  voluntarily  participate  in  an  acreage  diversion  program  for 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat,  and  if  they  divert  at  least  20  percent  of  their  wheat 
allotment  or  in  the  case  of  small  farms  of  less  than  15  acres  of  their  average 
plantings  of  wheat  for  1959,  1960  and  1961,  to  conservation  uses,  would  be  4 
eligible  for  diversion  payment  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  value  of  normal  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  diverted  acreage,  and  for  payment  in  kind  at  a  rate  of  18  cents 
per  bushel  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  devoted  to  wheat.  There¬ 
fore,  producers  who  participate  in  this  special  program  would  receive  price 
support  at  $2  per  bushel,  through  the  combination  of  the  loan  and  the  payment- 
in-kind  programs.  The  maximum  diversion  on  any  farm  would  be  either  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  allotment  or  in  case  of  small  farms,  up  to  10  acres. 

"Provisions  relating  to  the  production  of  crops  such  as  safflower  and  sesame 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  for  feed  grains. 

"The  1964  Feed  Grain  Program 

«i 


"The  conference  report  requires  that  beginning  with  the  1964  crop  corn, 
price  supports  would  be  between  50  and  90  percent  of  parity  at  such  a  level  as 
the  Secretary  determines  would  not  add  to  CCC  stocks  of  corn.  Price  supports 
for  other  feed  grains  would  be  related  to  corn. 

"The  1964  Wheat  Program  i 

ii 

•  •  • 


"There  are  two  principal  features  of  the  permanent  wheat  provisions  of  the 
conference  report.  The  first  would  eliminate  the  55  million  acre  national 
allotment  and  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  estimate  the  total  requirements 
for  wheat  in  the  coming  year  and  to  announce  an  acreage  allotment  large  enough 
to  meet  those  requirements.  ...  Producers  would  qualify  for  diversion  payments 
for  2  years  on  an  acreage  equal  to  the  difference  between  their  new  allotment 
under  the  bill  and  their  wheat  allotment  in  1961.  ... 

"  ...  A  marketing  certificate  program  which  would  assure  producers  of  price 
supports  between  65  and  90  percent  of  parity  for  their  share  of  wheat  used  for 
food  and  for  a  large  portion  of  the  exports  would  be  substituted  for  the  pre¬ 
sent  price  support  system.  . . . 

91 

•  •  • 

"There  are  other  important  provisions  in  the  permanent  wheat  program: 

First.  The  15  acre  exemption  under  which  any  farmer  could  grow  15  acres  of 
wheat  would  be  terminated  permanently.  Producers  who  have  built  up  an  acreage 
history  under  this  provision,  however,  would  be  credited  with  their  3-year 
average  acreage. 

Second.  Producers  with  15  acres  or  less  could  also  decide  whether  they 
wanted  to  be  subjected  to  the  program  or  exempt  from  it,  and  if  they  decided 


to  be  subject  to  the  program  could  divert  as  much  as  their  entire  acreage  for 
payment. 

"Third.  Certain  crops  not  in  surplus  supply,  such  as  safflower,  sesame,  and 
other  minor  crops,  could  be  produced  on  diverted  acreage  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary,  and  partial  diversion  payments  could  be  made. 

"Fourth.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the  producers  voting  in  the  referendum 
opposed  the  program,  price  support  would  be  provided  at  50  percent  of  parity 

to  cooperators. 

»» 

•  •  • 

"The  bill  provides  also  that  the  Secretary  may  increase  the  allotment  for 
any  type  of  wheat  which  would  otherwise  be  in  short  supply.  ... 

"Authority  is  provided  also  for  the  Secretary  to  permit  wheat  to  be  pro¬ 
duced  on  feed  grain  acreages  to  such  extend  and  under  such  conditions  as  will 
not  impair  the  operation  of  the  wheat  program.  It  is  understood  that  this 
authority  would  not  be  used  except  in  the  case  when  an  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  for  feed  grains  was  in  effect. 

ft 


"Title  IV — Farmers  Home  Administration 

"The  bill  makes  the  following  changes  in  the  lending  authorities  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration: 

"First.  Adds  "recreational  uses  and  facilities"  to  the  purposes  for  which 
real  estate  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to  the  owner-operators  of  not  larger 
than  family  farms. 

"Second.  Adds  "shifts  in  land  use  including  the  development  of  recreational 
facilities*1 * 3 4  to  the  purposes  for  which  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to  associa¬ 
tions  serving  farmers  and  other  rural  residents. 

"Third.  Adds  "recreational  uses  and  facilities"  to  the  purposes  for  which 
operating  loans  may  be  made  to  the  operator  of  not  larger  than  family  farms. 

"Fourth.  Adds  a  definition  of  farmers  to  include  persons  engaged  in  fish 
farming  among  farmers  eligible  for  loans,  and 

"Fifth.  Increases  from  10  to  25  million  the  aggregate  of  the  real  estate 
loans  which  the  Secretary  may  make  out  of  the  insurance  fund  to  be  sold  and 
insured,  which  are  on  hand  and  not  disposed  of  at  any  one  time  •"  pp.  l857li-7 


.AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 
LI,  H.  R.  12648  (H.  Rept.  2381)  (pp.  18487-9,  18583).  Attached  to  this 
digefefc^is  a  copy  of  the  conference  report  and  a  summary  of  the  action^  of  the 

conferee! 


3.  FOREST  SERVICE.  'Parsed  as  reported  H.  R.  12434,  to  facilit^t^  the  work  of  the 

Forest  Service  (pp»r&$60-l)  .  This  bill  was  reported amendment  on  Sept. 

15  (H.  Rept. 2377) (p.  18: 

4.  LOANS;  FHA.  Began  debate  on  H.  ^>4^2653,  tc^dmend  the  Consolidated  Farmers 

Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  in  ofcdgrK'to  increase  from  $150  million  to 
$200  million  annually  the  limit at ion^ontke  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  in¬ 
sured  under  such  Act  (p.  18561V^This  billW^  reported  with  amendment  on 
Sept.  15  (H.  Rept.  2378)  (p^*6583) . 

COOPERATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  on  Sept^SL5  (during  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  Hou^e)^ without  amendment  H.  R.  12802,  to  author^fee^the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  States  in  the  administration  andv^nforcement 
of  Federal  laws  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  ahdto  the 
eradication  or  control  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests.  (H.  Rept>^379) 
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JBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  on  Sept.  15  (during  adjournment 
ofk  the  House)  with  amendment  H.  R.  12855,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotments  so  as  to  exclude  cigar-filler  and  cigar-binder  tobacco, 
types  ^2, 43, 44, 53, 54,  and  55,  from  the  lease  and  transfer  authority.  j£H.  Rept, 
2380)  .  \p.  18583 


7.  WILDLIFE.  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Inferior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  W,  1988,  to 
aid  in  the  administration  of  the  Tule  Lake,  Lower  Klamath,  and  JTpper  Klamath  J 
National  WildliEe  Refuges  in  Oregon  and  California,  p.  D853 


x  ,Bureau  /  , 

8.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Received  from  the  Budget/ plans  for  works  of  imporvement  relating 

to  the  following  watersheds:  Crooked  Bayou,  Ark.;  West  Fork  of  Pond  River,  Ky.; 
Hardin  Creek,  Tem. ;  abd  Mill  Creek,  Tenn. ;  to  Agriculture^ Committee,  p.  18583 
Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  relating  to 
the  following  watersheds^.  Tobesofkee,  Ga.  (supplemental);  Cottonwood  Creek, 
Okla.;  and  Delaware  Creek\okla. ;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  p.  18583- 


9.  EDUCATION.  The  "Daily  Digest'\8tate8  that  "Conferees,  in  executive  session,  0 
reached  agreement  on  the  differences  between  the/Senate-  and  House-pas6ed  ver-  j 
sions  of  H.  R.  8900,  authorizing\Federal  financial  assistance  for  institutions 
of  higher  education,  and  will  meets,  again  on  Wednesday,  September  19,  to  sign 
a  conference  report  thereon."  p.  D853 

-4 

10.  MINING.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3451,\to/provide  relief  for  residential  occu-  I 
pants  of  unpatented  raining  claims  upon  which  valuable  improvenents  have  been 
placed.  A  simile r  bill,  H.  R.  12761,  /as\laid  on  the  table,  pp.  18532-4, 
18545-50 


11.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  455,  bo  provide  for  public  hearings  on 
air  pollution  problems  of  more  tljan  local  significance  under,  and  extend  the 


duration  of,  the  Federal  air  pollution  control  12 
12833,  which  was  earlier  passed  under  suspension 
table,  pp.  18556-60 


A  similar  bill,  H.  R. 
the  rules,  was  laid  on  the 


12.  EDUCATION;  VETERANS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2697,  toNamend  title  38,  U.S.C./ 
to  provide  an  extension  the  period  within  which  certain  educational  programs 
must  be  begun  and  completed  in  the  case  of  persons  calledNto  active  duty  during 
the  Berlin  crisis.  A/Similar  bill,  H.  R.  9962,  was  laid  on\he  table,  pp, 
18489-92 


13.  PERSONNEL.  The  Po/t  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reportedNwith  amendment 
S.  1070,  to  ameno  the  Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act\of  1954,  as 
amended,  so  as /to  provide  for  an  additional  unit  of  life  insurance\(H.  Rept. 
2383).  p.  18/83 


14.  HOUSE  RULES/  Rep.  Reuss  urged  five  amendments  to  the  Rules  of  the  HouseNof 
Representatives  intended  to  expedite  the  business  of  Congress,  pp.  1856at70 


15,  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Roudebush  discussed  the  American  patent  system  and  sai< 
"It  ys  my  firm  conviction  that  the  Congress  must  not  take  any  precipitate 
action  to  alter  our  patent  system."  pp.  18577-81 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  j  (No.  2385 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


September  17,  1962. — -Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12391] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391), 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs 
to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s 
excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable 
and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  jmd -agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962”. 
TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (4-9 
Stat.  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

( 1 )  by  repealing  subsections  (6),  (c),  '(d),  ( e ),  (f),  and  (g)  of 
section  7; 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  8; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  8 
of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking  out  the  language  “Subject  to 
the  limitations  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the ”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “The” ;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said 
Act  to  read  as  follows: 
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“(e)  ( 1 )  For  the  purpose  oj  promoting  the  conservation  and  economic 
use  oj  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing  provisions  oj 
this  Act,  except  those  relating  to  the  use  oj  the  services  oj  State  and  local 
committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements,  to  he  carried  out 
during  such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may  determine,  with 
farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for  changes  in  cropping 
systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or  measures  to  he  carried  out 
primarily  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated  hy  them  and  regularly  used 
in  the  production  oj  crops  (including  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa, 
and  clovers,  which  do  not  require  annual  tillage,  and  including  lands 
covered  hy  conservation  reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  oj  the  Soil 
Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water, 
forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources.  Such  agreements  shall  include 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  desirable  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  oj  this  subsection  and  may  provide  for  payments,  the  fur¬ 
nishing  oj  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  deter¬ 
mined  hy  the  Secretary  to  he  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  oj  the 
obligations  undertaken  hy  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  and  A 
the  rights  acquired  hy  the  Secretary:  Provided,  That  agreements  for  the  \ 
establishment  oj  tree  cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with 
respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  oj  jive  years. 

“(2)  No  agreement  shall  he  entered  into  under  this  subsection  covering 
land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed  in  the  two  year 
period  preceding  the  first  year  oj  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the  new 
ownership  was  acquired  hy  will  or  succession  as  a  result  oj  the  death  oj 
the  previous  owner,  (h)  the  land  becomes  a  part  oj  an  existing  farm,  or 
ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land  as  a  farming  or  ranching 
enterprise  which  the  Secretary  determines  will  effectuate  the  purposes  oj 
the  program:  Provided,  That  this  provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  con¬ 
tinuation  oj  an  agreement  hy  a  new  owner  after  an  agreement  has  once 
been  entered  into  under  this  subsection. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect  the 
interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for  sharing, 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  oj  agreements 
previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration 
oj  the  program  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection.  A 

“(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he  determines  >1 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  oj  this  subsection. 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary,  to  the 
extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  oj  this  subsection, 
may  provide  in  any  agreement  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a  period 
not  to  exceed'  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an  equal  period 
thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allotment  history  applicable 
to  land  covered  by  the  agreement  for  the  purpose  oj  any  Federal  program 
under  which  such  history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other 
limitation  on  the  production  of  such  crop;  or  (B)  surrender  of  any  such 
history  and  allotments. 

“(7)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
utilize  the  facilities,  services,  authorities,  and  funds  oj  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  discharging  his  junctions  and  responsibilities 
under  this  subsection  including  payment  of  costs  oj  administration  for 
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the  program  authorized  under  this  subsection:  Provided,  That  after 
June  SO,  1963,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  make  any 
expenditures  jor  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  unless  the 
Corporation  has  received  funds  to  cover  such  expenditures  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not  enter  into  agreements  hereunder  which  would  require  pay¬ 
ments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $10,000,000  for  any  calendar  year,  except  that  the 
Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements  hereunder  with  respect  to  lands 
previously  covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  which  would  require 
payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance, 
in  an  additional  amount  for  the  calendar  year  1963  not  exceeding 
$15,000,000.” 

(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said 
Act  to  read  as  follows: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services,  facilities,  and 
authorities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  purpose  of  making 
disbursements  to  producers  under  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  8  and  16(e)  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  disbursements  shall 
be  made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has  received  funds 
to  cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations  available  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  such  programs.”  - \ 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  , 

Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  /JO 
1  Including  the  retirement  of  lands  which  are  s  ub  marginal  or  not  primarily  JtcPffT 
suitable  for  cultivation,”  and  by  inserting  following  “ natural  resources,”  ,  ^ 
the  phrase  “protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  ,  but  not  toJmilcl .industriaL-parks  or 
establish  private  industrial  or  commercial  enterprises.” 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  111  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read,  as  follows: 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State ,  territorial  and  other  public 
agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  program  of  land  conservation  and 
land  utilization ,  to  assist  in  mrxyina  out  such  plans  bu  means  of 
loans  to  State  ancT  local  public  ag^nr.ie.s  designated,  by  the  State 
legislature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and  investigations 
relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the  methods  of 
accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  title,  ana  to  dis¬ 
seminate  information  concerning  these  activities.  Loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  shall  be  made  only  if  such  plans  have  been 
submitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  J+5  days  by,  the  State 
agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  such  plans,  or  by  the 
Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency.  No  appropriation  shall 
be  made  for  any  single  loan  under  this  subsection  in  excess  of 
$250,000  unless  such  loan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives .  Loans 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  under  contracts  which  will 
provide,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems 
appropriate,  for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years, 
with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  its  marketable  public 
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obligations  outstanding  at  the  beginning  oj  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  loan  is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption 
for  15  years  from  date  of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and  interest 
on  such  loans  shall  begin  within  5  years.” 

Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Ad  (68 
Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is  amended  by  changing 
the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Provided,  That  when  a  local  organization  agrees  to  operate 
and  maintain  any  reservoir  or  other,  area  included  in  a  plan  for 
public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  bear  not  IQ  exceed  one-half’ of  the  costs  of  (a) 


the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by 
the  local  organization  for  such  reservoir  or  other  area,  and  (b)  mini¬ 
mum  basic  facilities  needed  for  public  health  and  safety,  access  to, 
and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other  area  for  such  purposes:  Provided 
f  further,  That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in 
recreational  development  in  any  watershed  project  only  to  the  extent 
that  the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards 
established  by  him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man-days  of 
use  of  the  projected  recreational  development  and  giving  consideration 
to  the  availability  within  the  region  of  existing  water-based  outdoor 
recreational  developments:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in  not  more  than  one  recreational 
development  in  a  watershed  project  containing  less  than  seventy-five 
thousand  acres,  or  two  such  developments  in  a  project  containing 
between  seventy-five  thousand  and  one  hundred  and  hfty  thousand 
acres,  or  three  such  developments  in  projects  exceeding  one  hundred 
and  fifty  thousand  acres:  Provided  further ,  That  when  the  Secretary 
and  a  local  organization  have  agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition 
by  the  local  organization  of  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  is 
advisable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for  works  of  improvement 
included  in  a  plan  from  encroachment  by  residential,  commercial, 
industrial,  or  other  development,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized 
to  advance  to  the  local  organization  from  funds  appropriated  for 
construction  of  works  of  improvement  the  amounts  required  for  the 
acquisition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of-way ;  and,  except 
where  such  costs  are  to  be  borne  by  the  Secretary,  such  advance 
shall  be  repaid  by  the  local  organization,  with  interest,  prior  to 
construction  of  the  works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  con¬ 
struction  funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  Jj  of  said  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  “(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  national  needs 
and  assistance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improvement,  in¬ 
volving  Federal  assistance  ( excluding  engineering  costs),  which  is 
applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or 
recreational  development,  and” . 

Sec.  10 j.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  j  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“(B)  all  of  the  cost  oj  installing  any  portion  of  such  works  appli¬ 
cable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  oj  the  construction  cost 
(including  engineering  costs )  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and 
features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition  to  and  without 
limitation  'on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  make  loans  or  advance¬ 
ments  under  section  8,  the  Secretary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of 
water  for  anticipated  future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or 
industrial  water  included  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or 
modified  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum 
of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  such  reservoir  structure  where  the  local 
organization  gives  reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that 
such  demands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a 
period  of  time  which  uhll  permit  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water 
supply  storage  within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure:  Provided 
further,  Thai  the  local  organization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation .  of 
construction  or  modification  of  any  reservoir  structure  including 
such  water  supply  storage  to  repay  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands:  And  provided  further ,  That 
the  entire  amount  of  the  cost  paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within 
the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  exceed  fifty  years 
after  the  reservoir  structure  is  first  used  for  the  storage  of  water  for 
water  supply  purposes,  except  that  ( 1 )  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of 
such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be 
made  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall  be 
charged  on  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  but  in  no  case  shall 
'the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten  years.  The  interest  rate  used  for 
purposes  of  computing  the  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and,  the  interested  local 
organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the 
Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local 
organization  has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out, 
the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  f,  the  local  organization 
may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  including  the  design,  prepara¬ 
tion  of  contracts  and  specifications,  awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  in  connection  with  such  works  of  improvement,  by  retaining 
or  employing  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  tn  the 
Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to  provide  such  services:  Provided, 
Thai  if  the  local  organization  elects  to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or 
engineers,  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the 
costs  of  such  engineering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  as  are  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
or  any  modification  thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  may 
advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but 
such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement  shall  not  exceed 
5  per  centum  of  the  estimated,  installation  cost  of  such  works. 
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“(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  oj  improvement  on  Federal 
lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the 
construction  oj  any  structure. 

“(8)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construction 
cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  watershed  or  subwater¬ 
shed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any 
structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  oj  twenty-jive  hundred  acre- 
feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification 
therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving  an  estimated 
Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or  in¬ 
cluding  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five 
hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or 
which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  ( b )  which  includes  Federal  assistance  for 
jloodwater  detention  structures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively ,  for  his  views  and  . 
recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  ( 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views  and  recommendations 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and.  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received 
by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period, 
shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President. 

“( 5 )  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improvement 
under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and.  regulations  as 
he  deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Department  of  the  Army.’' 

Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “Provided  further,  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven 
watershed  improvement  programs  authorized  by  section  18  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (98  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional  works  of 
improvement  for  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal 
of  water  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4  of  this  Act  or  , 
any  amendments  hereafter  made  thereto”.  \ 

TITLE  II— AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  “It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  stimu¬ 
late  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
dollars  through  long-term  supply  agreements  and  through  the 
extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  friendly  nations  or  with  the  private  trade,  thereby 
assisting  the  development  of  the  economies  of  f  riendly  nations  and 
maximizing  dollar  trade. 
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(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(а)  by  inserting  “,  including  financial  institutions,  acting  in 
behalj  of  such  nations,'”  after  the  words  ‘  friendly  nations”;  and 

(б)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “In  further¬ 
ance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  pri¬ 
vate  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to.  enter  into 
sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United  States  private  trade 
under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  provide  for.  the  delivery  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  over  such  periods  of.  time  and 
under  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  title.  Any 
agreement  entered  into  hereunder  with  the.  private  trade  shall 
provide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary  to  provide  reasonable  and  adequate  assur¬ 
ance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due  for  agricultural  commodities 
sold  pursuant  to  such  agreement.” 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “ approximately  equal”  from  the 
last  sentence  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  the  word  “reason¬ 
able”;  and 

(, b )  by  inserting  after  the  word  “ agreement ”  in  the  last 
sentence  thereof  the  following:  “,  except  that  the  date  for 
beginning  such  annual  payment  may  be  deferred  for  a  period 
not  later  than  two  years  after  such  date  of  last  delivery,” . 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  405.  In  the  case  of  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may  enter 
into  agreements  with  other  friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance 
program  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis. 

(, 5 )  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  word  “sections” 
the  following:  “ 101  ( b )  and  (c),”. 

Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  ( 4 )  after  the  words  “needy 
persons ”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch 
programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958  ( Public  Law  85- 
931),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words 
“and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs” . 

Sec.  205.  In  any  school  feeding,  programs  undertaken  hereafter  outside 
the  United  States  pursuant  to  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended ,  section  308  of  Public  Law  1+80  ( 83d  Congress) ,  as  amended , 
and  section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6 ,  1958,  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
shall  receive  assurances  satisfactory,  to  him  that,  insofar  as  practicable, 
there  will  be  student  participation  in  the  financing  of  such  programs  on 
the  basis  of  ability  to  pay,  and  such  programs  shall  be  undertaken  with 
the  understanding  that  commodities  will  be  available  for  those  programs 
only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  statutes,  and  that  com¬ 
modities  made  available  under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  will  be  available  only  in  accordance  with  the  priorities 
established  in  such  section. 
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TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 

Sec.  SOI.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19.(9,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6) : 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  jor  the  1963  crop  of  corn  shall  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  oj  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Eighteen  cents 
per  bushel  of  the  support  price  for  corn,  and  a  comparable  portion  of  the 
support  price  for  grain  sorghums  and  barley  shall  be  made  available  to 
producers  through  payments  in  kind.  Such  payments  in  kind  shall  be 
made  on  the  number  of  bushels  of  such  feed  grain  determined  by  multiply¬ 
ing  the  actual  acreage  of  such  feed  grain  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  1963  by  the  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
acreage  of  such  feed  grain.  Such  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through 
the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  redeem  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  (such  feed  grains  ( 
to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  minus  that 
part  of  the  support  price  made  available  through  payments  in  kind)  and, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall ,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates.  In  the  case  of 
any  certificate  not  presented  for  redemption  within  SO  days  of  the  date 
of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning  30  days  after  its 
issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for  redemption  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  Secretary  shall  provide 
for  the  sharing  of  such  certificates  among  the  producers  on  the  farm  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  crop  produced  on  the  farm  with 
respect  to  which  such  certificates  are  issued ,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom.  \ 
If  the  operator  of  the  farm  elects  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  the  producers  on  such  farm  only 
if  such  producers  divert  from  the  production  of  such  feed  grains  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  such  program  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal 
to  the  number  of  acres  which  such  operator  agrees  to  divert,  and  the 
agreement  shall  so  provide.  \ 

“  (6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  that  the 
producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  provide  that  no  producer 
of  malting  barley  shall  be  required  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
support  for  barley  to  participate  in  the.  special  agricultural  conservation 
program,  for  1963  if  such  producer  has  previously  produced  a  malting 
variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for 
harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average 
acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960.” 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 
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“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  1963,  without  regard  to  provisions 
which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation 
program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments  in  amounts  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall  be  made  to  producers 
who  divert  acreage  from  the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  to  an  approved  conservation  use  and  increase  their  average  acre¬ 
age  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated  soil-conserving 
crops  or  practices  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an 
equal  amount:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit  suck  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  saf¬ 
flower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in 
surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condition  that  payment 
with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at 
a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking 
into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such 
crops,  but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate 
which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to 
conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  7nade  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require  the  producer 
to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate 
to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equiva¬ 
lent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation  program  shall  be  an 
acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm 
planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  in  the  crop  years  1959 
and  1960  or  up  to  twenty -five  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Payments 
in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to 
an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on  the  farm 
planted,  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959 
and  1960.  Payments  may  be  made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate 
for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  retlect  any 
changes  between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963 
crops  on  an  amount  of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum 
of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity 
on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  acreage.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments 
in  acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topog¬ 
raphy.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  as 
he  determines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields  since  the 
1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the  adoption  or  the  impro  ve¬ 
ment  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such  improvement  or  adoption  of  such 
irrigation  system  was  made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence 
but  such  adjustment  in  yields  shall  apply  only  to  payments  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section 
105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  To  the  ex¬ 
's..  Rept.  2385,  87-2 - 2 
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tent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the 
farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make 
not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  o  f  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance 
of  determination  of  performance.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  subsection  (g)(1),  barley  shall  not  be  included  in  the 
program  for  a,  producer  of  malting  barley  exempted  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19 f  9  who  participates  only 
with  respect  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  does  not  knowingly 
devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  centum 
of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized,  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section 
16(g).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations 
therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  such  program  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as 
may  be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section  80S  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962. 

“(8)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm  on 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing  contracts.” 

Sec.  SOS.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance 
of  negotiable  certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
redeem  for  feed  grains  (valued  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  minus 
that  part  of  the  support  price  made  available  through  payments  in  kind) 
and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  authorized  by 
this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented  for  redemption 
within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage 
and  other  carrying  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period 
beginning  thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the 
certificate. 

Sec.  30J+.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary 
may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  producers  may  participate  in  the 
special  feed  grain  conservation  program  for  1968  authorized  by  this  Act 
as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought 
or  other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage  in  the  supply 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barley. 

Sec.  305.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsection  (a)  of  section  105  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  1964  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  producers 
for  each  crop  of  corn  at  such  level,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  or  more 
than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
will  not  result  in  increasing  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of 
corn.” 
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Subtitle  B — Wheat 

PROGRAM  FOR  1963 

Sec.  806.  Price  support  for  the  1968  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  made 
available  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  except  that  (1)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators,  and  only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area,  ( 2 )  if 
the  operator  of  the  farm  elects  to  participate  in  the  program  formulated 
under  section  307 — 

{A)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  the  producers  on 
such  farm  only  if  such  producers  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  program  and  acreage  on  the 
farm  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  which  such  operator  agrees  to 
divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  so  provide,  and 

( B )  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  of  the  1963  crop  to  such 
participating  producers  shall  be  at  a  national  average  of  two  dollars 
per  bushel  and  the  amount  by  which  such  level  of  two  dollars  per  bushel 
exceeds  the  national  average  level  available  to  cooperators  who  are  not  par¬ 
ticipating  producers  shall  be  made  available  as  hereinafter  provided, 
and 

(3)  the  national  average  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  of  the  1963  crop 
to  cooperators  who  are  not  participating  producers  shall  be  one  dollar 
and  eighty-two  cents  per  bushel.  The  amount  by  which  the  level  of  two 
dollars  per  bushel  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  available  to  coopera¬ 
tors  who  are  not  participating  producers  shall  be  made  available  through 
payments  in  kind,  on  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  determined  by 
multiplying  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  1968  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm.  Such  payments  in 
kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  wheat  ( such  wheat 
to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not  less  than  the  current  support  price 
for  wheat  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants  in  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  under  section  307)  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing 
of  such  certificates.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented  for  re¬ 
demption  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of 
storage  and  other  carrying  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for 
the  period  beginning  SO  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date 
of  its  presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of 
the  certificate.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  such  certifi¬ 
cates  among  the  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective 
shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 
For  purposes  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the  “current 
support  price”  for  wheat  during  the  marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop  shall 
be  the  support  price  for  such  crop  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants 
in  the  program  formulated  under  section  807. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm  on  which  a  new  farm  wheat 
allotment  is  established  for  the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  determined  as  provided,  in  subsection 
(b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter  prescribed: 

( 1 )  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  higher  of  (i)  the 
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average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  with  adjustments  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should  be  con¬ 
sidered,  but  not  to  exceed  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat.  Such  producers  may  divert  additional 
acreage  on  the  farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  one  and  one-half 
times  the  amount  diverted  under  the  preceding  sentence  or  such 
acreage  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  to  10  acres:  Provided, 
That  the  total  acreage  diverted  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  ot  (i)  or  (ii) 
of  the  preceding  sentence. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conservation  uses 
including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  such 
measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to 
keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  diverted 
acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus 
supply  and.  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown 
on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (4) 
of  this  section. 

(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  but  exclud¬ 
ing  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above  and  acreage  diverted  under 
the  special  program  for  feed  grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total 
average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil -conserving  uses,  including 
summer-fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1960. 
Certification  by  the  producer  wi,th  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  provision.  The 
total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including 
summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and  1960,  shall  be  subject  to 
adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting  production, 
established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  the  farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs, 
or  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and  reap¬ 
portionment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  The  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm 
in  1 963  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under 
this  section  below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat ; 

(B)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat  planted  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961  with  adjust¬ 
ments  as  provided  above,  not  not  to  exceed  15  acres. 

(b)  ( 1 )  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection 
(a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  which  shall  be 
made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  not  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  value,  at  the  estimated-  basic  county  support  rate 
(available  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants  in  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section )  per  bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the 
county  in  which  the  farm  is  considered  as  being  located-  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm,  multiplied  by 
the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres  devoted  to  special  crops 
pursuant  to  the  proviso  in  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section,  payment  for 
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which  shall  be  computed  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)(4)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation 
measures,  and  topography .  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the 
actual  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  yields 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(S)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing  of  pay¬ 
ments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The 
medium  of  payment  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments 
are  made  in  wheat,  the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  be  converted 
to  wheat  at  not  less  than  the  current  support  price  for  wheat  to  cooperators 
who  are  not  participants  in  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this 
section.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind  may  be  marketed  without 
.  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support. 

jP  (4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  special  crops 
pursuant  to  the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section  shall  be  at  a 
rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into 
!  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate 
which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

(c)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  conservation 
uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the  program  formulated  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation 
uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost-sharing  payments 
under  the  agricultural  conservation  program  or  the  Great  Plains  program 
for  conservation  practices  carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 

|  conserving  uses  under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account 
of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  under  this  section. 

a  (e)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to  producers  under 
®  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  may  include  such 
terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein, 
as  the  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

(g)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing  quota  penalty  under 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
shall  not  be  released  from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage 
diverted  hereunder,  and  in  determining  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat 
for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from  storage  on  account  of  underpro¬ 
duction  the  normal  yield  of  the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  actual  production  of  wheat. 

(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such  regulations  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize  its 
capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  payments 
authorized  herein  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
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authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  after  June 
80,  1968. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Section  334(e)  oj  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  oj 
1988,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  changing  the  period  to  a  comma  at  the 
end  oj  the  next  to  the  last  sentence  and  adding  the  following :  “or  section 
307  oj  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  oj  1962.” 

(b)  The  special  wheat  program  formulated  under  section  807  oj  this 
Act  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment 
under  section  334(i)  oj  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  oj  1988,  as 
amended. 

Sec.  309.  Item  (7)  oj  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  changing  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  colon,  and  adding  the  following:  “ Provided , 
further,  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  oj  wheat  shall  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  oj  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  oj 
(1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  oj  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  oj  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961.”  | 

PROGRAM  FOR  1964  AND  SUBSEQUENT  CROPS 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  oj  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  paragraph  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  paragraphs: 

“  Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  oj  prior  to  the  date  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  oj  excess  acres  oj  wheat  is  an 
addition  to  the  total  supply  oj  wheat  and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price 
oj  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect  the 
supply  and  price  oj  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  circum¬ 
stances,  wheat  not  disposed  oj  prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered  in 
the  same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order  to  achieve 
the  policy  oj  the  Act. 

“  The  diversion  oj  substantial  acreages  from,  wheat  to  the  production  oj 
commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would 
burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  A 
such  commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such  commodi 
ties  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in  the  supply  oj  a 
commodity  could  create  a  sufficient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  oj 
such  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in 
the  supply  oj  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on  the 
price  oj  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and,  also, 
could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and  transportation  facilities 
through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such  com¬ 
modity  is  directed.  Such  adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one 
year  could  further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  oj  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  oj  the  commodity 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such  year.  It  is,  therefore,  neces¬ 
sary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to 
produce  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage. 
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“The  'provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative  plan  to  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  are  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  surpluses  and  short¬ 
ages  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and  consumers, 
and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  from  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  other  commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.'’ 

Sec.  811.  Section  882  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  provisions  of  such  section 
and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“national  marketing  quota 

“Sec.  382.  ( a )  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any  calendar  year  the 
Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the  marketing  year 
beginning  in  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of_  a 
|  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 
"  that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat,  shall  be  in  effect  for  such 
marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following  marketing  year  or  the  following 
two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such 
proclamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been  proclaimed  for 
any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  the 
amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not 
earlier  than  January  1  or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year  pre¬ 
ceding  the  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  _  The  amount  of 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be 
an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized 
during  such  marketing  year  for  human  consumption  in  the  United  States 
as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat, 
(ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in  the  United  States  for 
'  seed,  (Hi)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof, 
and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount  which  was  utilized  as  livestock  (including 
poultry)  feed  in  the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960;  less 
(A)  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the  estimated  imports  of  wheat  into  the 
jp  United  States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B)  if  the  stocks  of  wheat 
W  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  a  desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to 
achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an 
adequate  carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  marketing  year ,  the  national 
marketing  quota  otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover: 
And  provided  further,  That  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  not  less  than  one  billion  bushels. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat 
for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that,  because 
of  a  national  emergency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand 
for  wheat,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 
thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made  to 
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determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  such  emer¬ 
gency  or  increase  %n  the  demand  for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  in¬ 
vestigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  is  necessary ,  he  shall 
immediately  j>roclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any  such  increase 
found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such  national  marketing 
quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing 
quota  is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  for 
such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allotments  established  under  this  part 
by  a  uniform  percentage .” 

Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

“Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same 
time  shall  proclaim  a  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  | 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  determines  on  the 
basis  of  expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage 
allotments  will,  together  with  ( 1 )  the  expected  production  on  the  increases 
in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm  base  acreages 
pursuant  to  section  335,  and  ( 2 )  the  expected  production  on  increased 
acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm  exemption  pursuant  to  section 
335,  make  available  a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  313.  Section  33 j  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

( 1 )  By  amending  subsection  ( e )  thereof  by  striking  out  in  the 
first  sentence  thereof  “any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops ”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the  1962  and  1963  crops” . 

(2)  By  repealing  subsection  ( g )  thereof  and  by  redesignating 
subsections  ( h )  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g)  and  ( h )  respectively . 

{3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  subsection  ( h ),  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  “The  land-use 
provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving i 
an  additional  allotment  under  this  subsection.” 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(I)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any  type  of  wheat  are  inadequate 
to  provide  for  the  production  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  type  of 
wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such 
crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  a 
county  which  ( 1 )  is  capable  of  producing  such  type  of  wheat,  and  ( 2 ) 
has  produced  such  type  of  wheat  for  commercial  food  products  during  one 
or  more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  percentage  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity.  No  increase  shall  be 
made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any  farm 
for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other  than  such  type  of  wheat  is  planted  on 
such  farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments 
authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State, 
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and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and  such  increases  shall  not  be 
considered  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  allotments. 
The  provisions  of  paragraph  (Jo)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  826(b)  of  this  Act,  relating 
to  the  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not 
to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection.  The  land-use  provisions 
of  section  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall 
not  be  required  to  comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  price  support .” 

:  Sec.  31J+.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 

Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
immediately  after  section  38 4  thereoj  the  following: 

11  COMMERCIAL  AREA 

||  “Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in  order  to 
promote  efficient  administration  of  this  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area  for  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so 
designated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas  for  the 
marketing  year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  in  such  State. 
Acreage  allotments  in  any  State  shall  not  be  increased  by  reason  of  such 
designation.” 

Sec.  815.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ SMALL  FARM  EXEMPTION 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  part,  no  farm 
marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
-  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the  acreage  of 
such  crop  of  wheat  does  not  exceed  the  small-farm  base  acreage  determined 
for  the  farm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allot- 
V  ment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small-farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm 
W  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat  planted 
for  harvest  in  the  three  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  or  such  later  three- 
year  period,  excluding  1968,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  repre¬ 
sentative,  with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as :  the  Secretary 
determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and 
equitable  small-farm  base  acreage,  or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acreage 
allotment  for  any  farm  shall  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  small-farm  base 
acreage  determined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the  three-year  period 
1959-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which  the  national  acreage 
allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres,  or  (2)  the 
acreage  allotment  determined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If  the  opera¬ 
tor  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with  respect  to  any  crop 
of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
of  wheat  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base  acreage 
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or  ( B )  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  ( ii )  the  land-use  provisions  of 
section  839  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm,  (Hi)  such  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certificates 
applicable  to  such  crop  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The 
additional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based 
upon  small-farm  base  acreages  under  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to 
National,  State,  and  county  acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  816.  Section  386  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

11  REFERENDUM 

“Sec.  836.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or 
three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than 
sixty  days  after  such  proclamation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether 
they  favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or  years  for 
which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment  shall 
be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except 
that  a  producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres 
shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant  to 
section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall 
proclaim  the  results  of  any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against 
marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will 
not  be  in  eifect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  produced  for  harvest  in 
the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is 
held.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or 
three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year 
or  years  of  such  period.” 

Sec.  817.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  838  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“land  use 

“Sec.  339.  (a)(1)  During  any  year  in  which  marketing  quotas  foT 
wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm  (except  a  new  farm  receiving 
an  allotment  from  the  reserve  for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop  is  pro¬ 
duced  on  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any  marketing 
quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  provided  in  this  subsection 
unless  (1)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in 
surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or 
(2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an 
agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to  participate  in  the  payment  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  shall  be 
an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  number  of  acreff determined  by  multi- 
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plying  the  jarm  acreage  allotment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by 
dividing  the  number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  number  of  acres  in  the  national 
acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of  any  crop  subject  to  penalty 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  amilable  for  marketing  and  the 
penalty  on  such  crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm.  Until  the 
producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to 
marketing  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or 
required  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  persons  liable 
for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be 
I  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from 
the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on  any  farm  diverted 
from  the  pPoduction  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  in  the  previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such 
requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“(8)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed-  by  the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
with  respect  to  the  196 j  and  1965  crops  of  wheat  under  which,  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts  not  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  on  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  diverted  taking  into  account  the  income  objectives 
of  the  Act,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  with 
respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any  farm  to  divert  from  the 
production  of  wheat  an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat:  Provided,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at 
iiheir  election,  divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on  the 
farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program  shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted 
acreage  shall  be  devoted-  to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary; 
(2)  that  the  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  excluding  the  acreage 
diverted  as  provided  above,  shall  be  not  less  than  the  total  average  acreage 
of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including  summer  fallow  and 
idle  land  on  the  farm  during  a  representative  period,  as  determined _  by 
the  Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  (i)  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting  production, 
(ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  (Hi)  participation  in 
other  Federal  farm  programs,  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on 
the  farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary 
determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and 
equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producer 
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shall  not  knowingly  exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for 
any  commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acreage  allotments  on  any 
other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a  share:  Provided, 
That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is 
delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regula¬ 
tions  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty:  And  provided  further , 
That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  under  section  835.  The  producers  on  a  new  farm 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall  provide 
for  the  sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis.  Payments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on  account 
of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  land-use  program 
formulated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to  producers  under 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  dAoted  to  the 
production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  and 
flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage ,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any 
such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment 
exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be 
made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  including  provision  for  the  control 
of  erosion,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such  regulations  as 
may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

“  (h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize  its 
capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  payments 
authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary 
in  carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period  ending  June  80,  1963. 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses 

Sec.  819.  Public  Law  7j,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1 840) , 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm,  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per 
acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962  21 

such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer ,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein, 
establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so 
established,  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
the  actual  production  of  the  number  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop.  In  determining 
the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess ,  any  acreage 
of  wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage  of 
wheat  on  the  farm,  and  the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably 
accurate  estimate  of  such  production.  Any  acreage  of  wheat  disposed 
of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  prior  to 
such  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded 
in  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess. 
Self-seeded  ( volunteer )  wheat  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any  marketing  year  shall 
be  in  effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  such  marketing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat 
is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year.” 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject  to  a 
penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel 
equal  to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  pr  ice  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for 
which  a  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  is  determ  ined  shall  be  jointly 
and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm 
marketing  excess.” 

(, 3 )  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (8)  “twice”  before  “ the  normal 
production”  in  the  first  and  second  sentences  thereof,  and  by  inserting 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  “ twice  the”  between  “of”  and  “normal” 
in  the  phrase  “upon  the  basis  of  normal  production” ,  by  striking  out 
“corn  and”  from  the  first  sentence  thereof,  and  by  striking  out  “ corn 
or”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as  follows  : 

“(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop 
of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any 
subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the 
producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(5)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  ( 5 ). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (6). 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by  renumbering  paragraphs 
(, 8 )  through  (11)  as  (7)  through  (10),  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  and  “,  as  the  case  may  be,”  from 
paragraph  (8),  redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (7),  and 
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adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  the  following  sentence:  “If  the 
buyer  fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons 
entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by  adding  the  following 
new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  (10): 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the 
penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the 
penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in  effect  for  any 
marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wheat 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing 
year.  Such  termination  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  820.  Section  301(b)  (18)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  is  amended — - 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A); 

(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and  (E)  after  the  words  “in 
the  case  of  rice”  the  words  “and  wheat” ,  by  inserting  in  said  para¬ 
graphs  after  the  words  “per  acre  of  rice”  the  following:  “or  wheat, 
as  the  case  may  be,” ,  and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraph  after 
“determined”  the  following:  “in  the  case  of  rice,  or  during  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  normal  yield  is 
determined  in  the  case  of  wheat” ; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the  following:  (A)  “wheat,” 
in  each  of  the  two  places  it  first  occurs  therein;  (B)  “and,  in  the  case 
of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in 
yields” ;  (C)  “ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and” ;  and 
(D)  “in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,” . 

Sec.  821.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “corn,  wheat,”  in  the 
first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“any  national  acreage  allotment  for  corn  or”,  “wheat,”  and  “in 
order  to  eifect  the  declared  policy  of  this  Act  or”. 

Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  after  “ parity 
payment,”  the  following:  “payment  under  section  389,”. 

Sec.  828.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1988,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as 
amended,  made  by  sections  810  through  822  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  eifect 
only  with  respect  to  programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  1964  °r  anV  subsequent  year  and  the  marketing  years 
beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1964,  or  any  subsequent  year. 
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WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  324-  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  ( 1 )  by  designating  subtitles  D  and  E  as 
subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2)  by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a 
new  subtitle  D  as  follows: 

“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 

“ LEGISLATIVE  FINDINGS 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the 
great  export  crops  ol  American  agriculture  and  its  production  for  domestic 
consumption  and  for  export  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound 
national  economy  and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  movement  of  wheat 
from  producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or  any  of  the 
products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 
Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to  producers  impair  their  purchasing 
power  for  nonag  ricultural  products  and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious 
disparity  with  other  industrial  groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without  Federal  assistance,  producers 
cannot  effectively  prevent  disastrously  low  prices  for  wheat.  _  It  is.  neces¬ 
sary,  in  order  to  assist  wheat  producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to 
regulate  the  price  of  wheat  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the 
manner  provided  in  this  subtitle. 

“ WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION 

“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing  quota 
is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year  for  the  196 4  crop, 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided  in 
this  subtitle.  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine  ( 1 )  the  wheat 
marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall  be  the  amount  of  wheat 
which  in  determining  the  national  marketing  quota  for  such  marketing 
year  he  estimated  would  be  used  during  such  year  for  human  consumption 
in  the  United  States,  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages,  composed 
wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  and  that  portion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  which 
in  determining  such  quota  he  estimated  would  be  exported  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof  during  the  marketing  year  on  which  the  Secretary 
determines  that  marketing  certificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order 
to  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price  and  income  objectives  of  this 
subtitle,  and  ( 2 )  the  national  allocation  percentage  which  shall  be  the 
percentage  which  the  national  marketing  allocation  is  of  ^  the  national 
marketing  quota.  Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation 
for  such  marketing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  obtained  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  by  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and 
multiplying  the  resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation 
percentage.  If  a  noncommercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for 
any  marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be  given  wheat  marketing 
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allocations  which  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
in  relation  to  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  given  'producers  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area. 

“marketing  certificates 

“Sec.  879c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing 
allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers  on 
any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition 
to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an  amount  equal  to  the  value 
of  such  certificates .  The  wheat  marketing  certificates  issued  with  respect 
to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm 
wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  marketing  year  begins  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the  amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a 
marketing  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduction.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  wheat 
crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat  marketing  certificates 
with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in  which  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  is  assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which  the 
farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements  of  section  839  to 
the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  which,  except  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest 
as  a  producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on 
any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
for  such  crop  under  section  835. 

“(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for 
any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  for  such 
marketing  year  the  face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The 
face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount 
by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  certificates 
exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates 
(noncertificate  wheat). 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall  be  represented 
by  such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts,  certifications,  or 
other  statements  or  forms  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“marketing  restrictions 

“Sec.  37 9d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquiring  marketing 
certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued,  unless 
such  certificates  are  acquired  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such 
producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the  marketing 
certificates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable  only  in  accord- 
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ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any  unused  certificates 
legally  held  by  persons  other  than  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates 
are  issued  shall  be  purchased  by  Comm  odity  Credit  Corporation  if  tendered 
to  the  Corporation  for  purchase  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary.'  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  purchase  from 
producers  certificates  not  accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  that  it  would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to  require  the 
pioducer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in  connection  with  the  disposition 

of  wheat.  , 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  processing  of 
wheat  into  food  products  shall,  prior  to  marketing  any  such  product  for 
human  food  in  the  United  States,  acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent 
to  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  contained  in  such  product,  and  (ii)  all 
persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products  shall  prior  to  such  export 
j  acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so 
1  exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover  only  sales  or 
exportations  made  during  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to  which  they 
are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used  to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food 
product  or  an  export  of  wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Notwithstanding 
the  foregoing  provisions  hereof,  the  Secretary  may  require  marketing 
certificates  issued  for  any  marketing  year  to  be  acquired  to  cover  sales 
or  exportations  made  on  or  after  the  date  during  the  calendar  year  in  which 
wheat  harvested  in  such  calendar  year  begins  to  be  marketed  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  even  though  such  wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  year,  and  marketing  certificates  for  such  marketing 
year  shall  be  valid  to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made  on  or  after  the 

date  so  determined  by  the  Secretary.  . 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment  for  such  marketing 
certificates  as  may  be  required,  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  any  person  required  to  have  marketing  certihcates  in  order  to 
market  or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  market  any  such  com¬ 
modity  without  having  first  acquired  marketing  certificates. 

W  “(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  food  products'  means  any 
W  product  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  to  be  used  for  human  consump¬ 
tion,  including  beverage. 

“assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing  certificates 

“Sec.  37 9e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing  certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary .  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  (  or- 
poration  to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity  of  certifi¬ 
cates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may  authorize  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to  charge,  in  addition  to  the  face 
value  thereof,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary ■  to  be  appropriate  to 
cover  estimated,  administrative  costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  interest  incurred  on  funds  of  the  C  or- 
poraiion  invested  in  certificates  purchased  by  it. 
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“conversion  factors 

“Sec.  37 9ff.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion  factors  which 
shall  be  used,  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in  any  food 
product.  The  conversion  factor  for  any  such  food  product  shall  be 
determined  upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  such  product. 

“ AUTHORITY  TO  FACILITATE  TRANSITION 

“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such  action  as  he 
determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from  the  program 
currently  in  effect  to  the  program  provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  subtitle ,  such  authority  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or  a  portion  of  the 
wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of  trade  on  the 
effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle  from  the  marketing 
restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d,  or  to  sell  certificates  to 
persons  owning  such  wheat  or  food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine.  Any  such  certificate  shall  be  issued  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

“reports  and  records 

“Sec.  37 9h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  processors  of  wheat,  warehouse¬ 
men  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  food  products,  and  all  persons  purchasing, 
selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certificates.  Any  such 
person  shall,  from  time  to  time  on  reguest  of  the  Secretary ,  report  to  the 
Secretary  such  information  and  keep  such  records  as  the  Secretary  finds 
to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle. 
Such  information  shall  be  reported  and  such  records  shall  be  kept  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  correctness  of  any  report  made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  informa¬ 
tion  required  to  be  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished,  the 
Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  books,  papers,  records, 
accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  documents,  and  memorandums  as  he 
has  reason  to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within  the  control  of  such  person . 

“penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who 
participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  oj  any  off  the  provisions  off  subsection 
( b )  off  section  37 9d  off  this  Act  shall  fforffeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal 
to  two  times  the  fface  value  off  the  marketing  certificates  involved  in  such 
violation.  Such  fforffeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  action  brought 
in  the  name  off  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer,  who 
violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  off 
any  provision  off  this  subtitle,  or  off  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  disposition,  or  handling  off  marketing  certificates  or  who  ff ails  to  make 
any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  off  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  thereoff  shall  be  subject  to  a 
fine  off  not  more  than  $5,000  ff  or  each  violation. 

“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer,  knowingly  vio¬ 
lates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  off  any 
provision  off  this  subtitle,  or  off  any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition, 
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disposition,  or  handling  oj  marketing  certificates  or  fails  to  make  any 
report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall,  (i)  forfeit  any 
right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole  or  in  part  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine,  with  respect  to  the  farm  or  farms  and  for  the  marketing 
year  with  respect  to  which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if 
such  marketing  certificates  have  already  been  issued,  pay  to  the  Secretary, 
upon  demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of  such  certificates ,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Such  determination  by  the 
Secretary  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be 
forfeited  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  act  or  default  committed  and 
the  seriousness  of  such  act  or  default. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters,  forges,  or  counter¬ 
feits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  intent  possesses, 
transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely  made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or 
counterfeited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and 
upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $10,000 
or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or  both. 

“ REGULATIONS 

“Sec.  379j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe,  such  regulations,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  including  but  not 
limited  to  regulations  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling 
of  marketing  certificates .” 

Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  19.(9,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 

follows:  , 

(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 

beginning  with  the  196 4  crop —  .  . 

“(1)  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates 
shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or  more  than.  90 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines 
appropriate  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  specified  in  section 

401(b),  t  .  . 

“(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in.  effect  for  ivheat  price  support  for 
wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at  such  level 
as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration 
competitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of  wheat  in 
relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which  price  support  vs  made 
available  for  feed  grains , 

“(3)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators; 
and  if  a  commercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  such 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area, 

“(4)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  a 
national  marketing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  or  for  which  marketing 
quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  as  provided  m 

section  101,  and  .  ,  ,  , 

“(5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a 
‘ cooperator'  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the  farm  or 
(B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  m  which 
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he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use 
requirements  of  section  839  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’ 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  ap¬ 
plicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but 
the  producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on  such 
marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm 
is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section 
335.” 

(8)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  third  sentence  in 
section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  “Provided,  That  a 
if  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current  sup-  V 
port  price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  marketing  certificate  and  wheat  sold  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
marketing  certificate.” 

Sec.  326.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  performance 
rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an  authorized 
representative  of  the  Secretary  may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  of  subsections  ( c ),  (d),  and  (g)  of  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  of  section  307  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  or  of  section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961, 
l  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such  action  or 
advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in  order  to  provide 
fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

Sec.  827 .  In  the  establishment  of  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988, 
as  amended,  the  acreage  which  is  determined  under  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under  the 
special  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  section  307  of  this  Act,  section 
839  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  sec-  a 
tion  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  shall  be  credited  to  the  State,  ^ 
county,  and  farm  as  though  such  acreage  had  actually  been  devoted  to 
the  production  of  wheat. 

Sec.  328.  Effective  with  the  1964  crop,  during  any  year  in  which 
an  acreage  diversion  program  is  in  effect  for  feed  grains,  the  Secretary 
shall,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  permit  producers  of 
feed  grains  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  con¬ 
sidered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  and  producers  of  wheat 
to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as  devoted 
to  the  production  of  feed  grains  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  impair  the  effective 
operation  of  the  program  for  feed  grains  or  wheat. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401 ■  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  (75  Stat.  807 )  is  amended  as  follows: 
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(1)  By  inserting  in  section  303  after  “use  and  conservation ” 
a  comma  and  the  following  “ including  recreational  uses  and  fa¬ 
cilities” ; 

(2)  By  inserting  in  section  806(a)  after  “soil  conservation 
practices”  the  following:  “ shifts  in  land  use  including  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  recreational  facilities ,” ; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  809  (f)  ( 1 )  the  figure  “$10,000,000” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$25,000,000” ; 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  812  after  the  words  “and  conservation” 
the  words  “including  recreational  uses  and  facilities” ;  and 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  ( 1 )  the  term  farmers’  shall  be  deemed 

to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or  who,  with  assistance  afforded 
under  this  title,  intend  to  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term 
farming’  shall  be  deemed  to  include  fish  farming 

Sec.  402.  Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its  long-standing  policy  of 
favoring  the  use  by  governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and  customary 
m channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  directs 
'  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  procedures  designed 
to  minimize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm  commodities  through  private 
competitive  trade  channels,  both  cooperative  and  noncooperative,  and  to 
obtain  maximum  returns  in  the  marketplace  for  producers  and  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Sec.  403.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended 
by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  as  follows:  Section  8c(6 )  is  amended  by  striking  the 
■ period  at  the  end  of  (I)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“:  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  orders  applicable  to  cherries  such 
projects  may  provide  for  any  form  of  marketing  promotion  including 
paid  advertising.” 

Sec.  404.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

;  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sentence  as  follows:  “Not¬ 
withstanding  the  foregoing,  whenever  prior  to  December  31,  1963,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  it  necessary  in  order  to  assure  the  Nation  an  adequate 
^supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination  by  radioactive  fallout,  he  may 
Wmake  feed  owned,  or  controlled  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
!■  available  to  producers  of  milk  in  any  area  or  areas  of  the  United  States 
at  such  prices  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate 
in  the  public  interest.” 

Sec.  405.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  unconstitutional, 
or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid, 
the  validity  of  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to 
other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

And  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

J.  Floyd  Breeding, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Alanagers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommends 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senate  struck  out  all  after  the  enact  ing  clause 
of  the  House  bill  and  substituted  language  which  generally  followed 
the  subject  matter  of  the  House  bill  but  was  different  in  numerous 
substantial  respects.  The  following  summary  indicates  the  major 
differences  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  and  the 
action  taken  by  the  conferees: 


TITLE  I— LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT 


1.  Long-term  diversion  contracts. 

(a)  House  limited  contracts  to  10  years. 

Senate  limited  contracts  to  15  years. 

Conjerence  agreed  to  10  years.  Also  agreed  to  House  language  with 
respect  to  change  in  cropping  systems  and  land  use. 

■ — (b)  House  did  not  provide  for  diversion  to  recreation  and  non- 
agricultural  purposes. 

Senate  provided  for  such  diversion. 

Conference  agreed  to  Senate  language  without  nonagricultural 
purposes. 

(c)  House  limited  tree  cover  payments  to  5  years. 

Senate  did  not  include  such  limit. 

Conjerence  agreed  to  House  provision. 

(d)  House  prohibited  agreements  on  land  acquired  within  2  years, 
subject  to  certain  exceptions. 

Senate  did  not  contain  such  prohibition. 

Conjerence  agreed  to  House  language. 

(e)  House  did  not  contain  acreage  history  preservation  provision. 

Senate  authorized  Secretary  to  provide  for  preservation  or  surrender 

of  history. 

Conjerence  agreed  to  Senate  language. 

(f)  House  did  not  limit  payments. 

Senate  limited  payments  to  $10  million  per  year. 

Conjerence  agreed  to  $25  million  with  $10  million  earmarked  for 
new  contracts,  plus  amendment  permitting  use  of  CCC  funds  in  fiscal 
1963. 
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The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  requested  by  the  committee 
of  conference  to  make  a  study  and  report  early  next  year  on  prob¬ 
lems  connected  with  expiring  conservation  reserve  contracts. 

2.  House  did  not  contain  provision  for  use  of  CCC  in  making  ACP 
and  long-term  contract  payments. 

Senate  contained  such  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  Senate  language. 

3.  Bankhead- Jones  Act  amendments. 

(a)  House  excluded  building  of  industrial  p  arks  or  private  industrial 
commercial  enterprises  from  the  purposes  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act 
and  struck  out  a  specific  reference  to  the  retirement  of  submarginal 
lands. 

Senate  struck  protection  of  health,  safety,  and  welfare  from  purposes, 
inserted  a  specific  reference  to  the  more  economic  use  of  lands,  and  to 
providing  public  recreation. 

Conference  agreed  to  (House  provision^ 

(b)  House  did  not  repeal  authority-  to  acquire  submarginal  lands 
(including  by  condemnation). 

Senate  repealed  such  authority. 

Conference  agreed  to  Senate  language. 

(c)  House  provided  for  any  type  of  assistance  to  any  type  of  agency, 
public  or  private,  in  developing  and  carrying  out  land  utilization  plans. 

Senate  provided  for  cooperation  with  Government  agencies  in  de¬ 
veloping  plans,  limited  assistance  in  carrying  out  plans  to  loans  to 
State  or  local  public  agencies,  subject  to  a  number  of  conditions. 

Conference  agreed  to  Senate  language. 

4.  Watershed  Act. 

(a)  House  did  not  contain  provision  for  recreation. 

Senate  permitted  Secretary  to  (i)  pay  up  to  one-half  of  costs  of 
lands  and  related  facilities  for  public  recreation  areas,  including  fish 
and  wildlife;  (ii)  pay  an  equitable  share  of  installation  costs  for 
recreational  phases;  (iii)  advance  funds  for  immediate  land  acquisition 
to  prevent  encroachment.  Senate  also  changed  installation  cost¬ 
sharing  formula  from  a  direct  identifiable  benefit  basis  to  one  which 
considers  national  needs  and  assistance  authorized  for  similar  purposes 
under  other  Federal  programs. 

Conference  agreed  to  Senate  provision  with  a  House  amendment 
limiting  recreation  areas  to  not  more  than  one  for  each  75,000  acres 
of  watershed. 

(b)  House  increased  maximum  flood  prevention  capacity  to  12,500 
acre-feet. 

Senate  did  not  have  a  similar  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  strike  House  language. 

(c)  House  permitted  deferred  payment  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  capacity  to  meet  anticipated  needs. 

Senate  did  not  have  similar  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  language. 

(d)  House  clarifies  language  of  section  5  of  Watershed  Act  without 
substantial  change. 

Senate  did  not  have  similar  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  language. 

(e)  House  made  all  amendments,  past  or  future,  to  section  4  ol  the 
Watershed  Act  (conditions  of  assistance)  applicable  to  additional 


\ 


\ 


32 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 


works  of  improvement  prosecuted  in  connection  with  the  11  watershed 
programs  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

Senate  did  not  have  similar  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  language. 


TITLE  II— PUBLIC  LAW  4S0 


5.  House  did  not  limit  title  IV  private  trade  agreements  to  com¬ 
modities  to  be  consumed  in  underdeveloped  countries. 

Senate  so  limited. 

_ Conference  agreed  to  House  language. 

The  conferees  reaffirmed  that  sales  under  title  IV  are  to  be 
carried  out  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  of 
the  act  and  the  intent  of  that  section  as  it  was  set  forth  in  the 
report  of  the  committee  at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  so  as  to 
maximize  dollar  sales  and  not  replace  sales  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  made  for  cash. 

6.  House  did  not  contain  provision  for  security  for  performance  of  | 
private  trade  agreements. 

Senate  contained  such  provision. 

Conference  agreed  to  strengthen  Senate  language. 

Reasonable  security  under  this  section  from  foreign  buyers 
would  include  a  guarantee  of  qualified  foreign  banking  institu¬ 
tions,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  au¬ 
thority  under  the  amendments  to  this  section  of  the  act  is  vested 
exclusively  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  same  as  it  is 
under  sections  403,  404,  and  405  of  the  act. 

7.  House  left  authority  in  Secretary  to  permit  participation  by 
other  supplying  countries. 

Senate  transferred  this  authority  to  President. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  language,  modified. 

This  section  does  not  apply  to  agreements  with  private  trade 
but  only  to  government-to-government  type  of  sales  and  supply 
agreements.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  this  section  makes  it 
clear  that  the  Secretary  could  only  permit  participation  by  ' 
“friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations”  instead  of  “exporting 
nations”  which  might  be  neither  friendly  nor  have  any  historic 
record  of  supply.  4 

Section  201(5).  Except  for  a  matter  of  punctuation,  the  House  ^ 
and  Senate  provisions  are  identical.  This  section  amends  sec¬ 
tion  406  of  the  act  and  makes  certain  provisions  of  title  I  appli¬ 
cable  to  title  IV.  Section  406,  as  amended,  gives  emphasis  to 
market  development  and  to  the  use  of  private  trade  channels 
and  makes  provision  for  CCC  reimbursement  for  title  IV  activities 
in  the  same  manner  as  for  title  I  activities. 

8.  House  provided  for  expanded  donations  to  school  lunch  programs 
abroad,  to  include  such  donations  to  programs  having  student  financing 
on  basis  of  ability  to  pay. 

Senate  did  not  contain  similar  provisions. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  language  with  substitute  for  section 
205  making  donations  under  section  416  of  the  Agriculture  Act  of 
1949  subject  to  priorities  under  that  section. 
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TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 
9.  1963  feed  grain  program. 

The  conference  agreed  to  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  the  1963 
feed  grain  program  with  the  following  changes: 

(1)  The  Secretary  would  be  given  discretion  with  respect  to 
the  use  of  the  malting  barley  exemption; 

(2)  It  is  made  clear  that  a  malting  barley  producer  would  not 
be  exempt  from  the  obligation  to  reduce  his  corn  and  sorghum 
acreage  in  order  to  qualify  for  corn  and  sorghum  price  support; 

(3)  A  single  payment  rate  of  up  to  50  percent  of  the  value  of 
normal  production  would  be  substituted  for  the  payment  rates 
of  45  and  50  percent  provided  by  the  House  bill; 

(4)  Price  supports  on  1963  feed  grams  to  cooperators  will  be 
substantially  the  same  as  in  1962 — based  on  a  national  average 
of  $1.20  per  bushel  for  corn.  However,  the  support  program 
will  be  carried  out  partially  by  payments  in  kind  and  partially 
by  the  usual  loans  and  purchase  agreements.  Price  support 
payments  in  kind  at  18  cents  per  bushel  on  corn,  and  at  com¬ 
parable  rates  on  grain  sorghums  and  barley,  would  be  made  on 
the  normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage.  The  balance  of  the 
support  price  would  be  made  available  in  the  usual  manner  on 
actual  production.  All  payment  in  kind  certificates  would  be 
redeemed  in  feed  grains  valued  at  the  loan  rate.  Payment 
in  kind  certificates  would  be  handled  in  the  same  manner  as 
under  the  1961  and  1962  feed  grain  programs,  except  that  the 
minimum  resale  price  of  feed  grains  represented  by  such  certifi¬ 
cates  could  not  be  less  than  the  loan  rate.  Cooperating  farmers 
receiving  such  certificates  have  three  choices:  (A)  to  exchange 
them  for  actual  grain  from  CCC  stocks;  (B)  to  sell  the  certifi¬ 
cates;  (C)  to  request  CCC  to  market  the  certificates  for  them, 
in  which  event  the  CCC  would  advance  the  producer  the  face 
value  of  the  certificates. 

(5)  Limits  crops  which  may  be  grown  on  diverted  acres  to 
those  named  in  the  bill. 

(6)  Producers  would  be  required  to  take  appropriate  erosion 
control  measures. 

(7)  Participating  producers  would  lose  price  support  if  they 
fail  to  divert  acreage  in  accordance  with  their  agreement. 

10.  Feed  grain,  price  support  and  CCC  resale  restrictions  for  196 f  and 
subsequent  crops. 

(a)  House  provided  that  for  1964  and  subsequent  crops  the  support 
level  for  corn  would  be  80  percent  of  the  3-year  average  price  (instead 
of  90  percent  of  such  average  price  or  65  percent  of  parity,  whichever 
is  higher,  as  provided  by  existing  law).  CCC  minimum  resale  price 
for  unrestricted  use  would  be  105  percent  of  current  support,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges  as  under  existing  law. 

Senate  provided  support  for  corn  at  such  level  not  above  90  percent 
of  parity  as  would  not  increase  CCC  stocks.  Support  for  other  feed 
grains  would  be  0  to  90  percent,  after  considering  feed  value  in  relation 
to  corn  and  other  factors.  Secretary  would  submit  proposal  for  feed 
grain  legislation  to  next  Congress.  Minimum  CCC  resale  price  would 
be  65  percent  of  parity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges. 
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Conference  agreed  to — 

(1)  Price  support  for  corn  at  such  level  between  50  and  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  as  will  not  result  in  increasing  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks; 

(2)  Strike  the  provision  of  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect 
to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  resale  price  so  that  the  mini¬ 
mum  resale  price  will  continue  at  105  percent  of  the  current  sup¬ 
port  level  plus  carrying  charges; 

(3)  Strike  that  part  of  the  Senate  amendment  which  would 
repeal  section  105(b)  of  the  1949  act,  so  that  price  support  for 
the  other  feed  grains  would  continue  to  be  determined  pursuant 
to  section  105(b). 

Subtitle  B — Wheat 

WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1963 

11.  Conference  agreed  to  provisions  generally  along  the  lines  of  the 
House  bill  with  respect  to  a  1963  wheat  diversion  program  with  the 
following  changes: 

(1)  The  mandatory  10-percent  reduction  would  be  eliminated  and 
the  provisions  with  respect  to  the  15-acre  farms  would  be  simplified 
to  provide  for  diversion  below  an  average  3-year  acreage.  As  in  1962, 
the  15-acre  exemption  would  be  modified  to  the  highest  acreage  planted 
in  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 

(2)  Producers  would  be  given  the  opportunity  to  divert  not  less  than 
20  percent  and  not  more  than  50  percent  of  their  allotments  with  pay¬ 
ments  at  50  percent  of  their  normal  production  on  the  diverted  acreage 
based  on  the  support  price  of  $1.82.  In  addition,  producers  who  do 
make  this  voluntary  reduction  would  be  entitled  to  price  support  at 
$2  per  bushel.  Such  price  support  shall  be  carried  out  partially  in 
the  form  of  a  payment  in  kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel  on  the  normal 
production  of  their  1963  wheat  acreage,  and  the  balance  in  the  usual 
manner  through  loans  and  purchase  agreements  at  the  national  average 
of  $1.82  on  their  actual  production. 

All  payment-in-kind  certificates  would  be  redeemed  in  wheat 
valued  at  not  less  than  the  support  price  to  cooperators  not  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  diversion  program.  Cooperating  producers 
would  have  three  choices:  (1)  to  exchange  the  certificate  for 
wheat  from  CCC  stocks,  (2)  to  sell  the  certificate,  or  (3)  to  request 
CCC  to  market  the  certificates  for  them.  In  the  latter  case, 
CCC  would  assist  producers  in  marketing  their  certificates,  and 
the  Department  has  indicated  CCC  would  advance  producers  the 
full  face  value  of  the  certificate.  The  support  level  for  cooper¬ 
ators  not  participating  in  the  diversion  program  would  be  frozen 
at  $1.82. 

(3)  Producers  who  agreed  to  divert  a  specified  acreage  would  lose 
price  support  for  1963  if  they  failed  to  carry  out  their  agreements. 

(4)  Increases  in  the  marketing  penalty  and  voting  eligibility  changes 
would  be  omitted,  since  the  referendum  has  already  been  held. 

(5)  Crops  which  could  be  planted  on  diverted  acres  would  be  limited 
to  those  named  in  the  bill. 

(6)  Producers  would  be  required  to  take  appropriate  erosion  control 
measures. 
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WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1964  AND  SUBSEQUENT  CROPS 

12.  Senate  revised  the  wheat  marketing  quota  program  to  provide 
for  more  effective  controls  and  for  an  acreage  diversion  program  with 
payments  for  the  first  3  years  of  diversion.  Provides  for  a  marketing 
certificate  plan  under  which  noncertificated  wheat  would  be  supported 
at  a  level  determined  after  consideration  of  its  feed  value  and  world 
price,  and  certificated  wheat  would  be  supported  at  between  65  and 
90  percent  of  parity.  Certificates  would  be  issued  to  producers  for 
all  wheat  consumed  domestically  for  food  and  such  part  of  the  exports 
as  would  carrv  out  the  price  and  income  objectives  of  the  bill.  If 
marketing  quotas  were  disapproved  by  producers,  the  support  level 
would  be  50  percent  of  parity. 

Conference  agreed  to  the  Senate  provisions  with  respect  to  wheat 
with  the  following  changes: 

(1)  They  will  be  made  effective  beginning  with  the  1964  crop  (the 
diversion  payment  program  being  authorized  for  1964  and  1965). 

1  (2)  Substitution  of  wheat  and  feed  grain  acreage  would  be  per- 

f  mitted  if  a  feed  grain  acreage  reduction  program  is  in  effect,  to  such 
extent  and  under  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  would 
not  adversely  affect  the  overall  operations  of  the  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs. 

(3)  The  small  farm  base  acreage  would  be  computed  on  a  3-year 
adjusted  average  acreage  excluding  1963  instead  of  the  highest  3 
years  out  of  5. 

(4)  The  crops  to  which  diverted  acreage  may  be  devoted  under  the 
diversion  payment  program  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  1963  wheat 
program. 

(5)  Wheat  acreage  diverted  under  the  1962,  1963,  1964,  and  1965 
diversion  programs  would  be  counted  as  history  for  allotment  purposes. 

(6)  The  Secretary  would  be  given  authority  to  provide  equitable 
treatment  for  producers  acting  in  reliance  on  erroneous  advice  from 
the  Department  under  past,  present,  and  future  wheat  and  feed 

|  grain  diversion  programs. 

The  bill,  as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  contemplates  that  the 
Department,  in  operating  the  wheat  marketing  certificate  pio- 
^  gram,  will  give  full  recognition  to  the  potential  impact  of  this 

9  program  on  the  orderly  marketing  of  wheat.  In  particular,  the 

conferees  are  concerned  with  the  problems  of  transition  from  the 
present  program  to  the  wheat  certificate  program.  It  is  recog¬ 
nized  that  new  crop  wheat  will  be  harvested  and  moved  into  the 
marketing  channels  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year.  It  is  also  recognized  that  stocks  of  wheat  will  be  held  in 
an  inventory  position,  particularly  by  millers,  as  of  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  year.  The  conferees  expect  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  will  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to 
assure  that  the  benefits  of  the  certificate  program  are  extended 
to  producers  of  wheat  who  harvest  wheat  prior  to  the  beginning 
of  the  marketing  year.  The  conferees  also  expect  that  recogni¬ 
tion  will  be  given  to  stocks  of  wheat  in  inventory  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  program.  The  mechanics  for  handling  this  phase 
of  the  program  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  bill  contains  adequate  authority  to  handle  this 
problem.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  however,  proceed 
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with  extreme  caution  in  this  matter.  The  principal  concern  of 
the  conferees  is  that  neither  windfall  profits  nor  losses  should 
be  incurred  by  holders  of  wheat  on  the  effective  date  of  the  new 
program,  because  of  inadequate  mechanics  for  handling  this 
problem. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  the  certificates  should  trade 
at  face  value  or  a  preannounced  value  and  that  opportunities  for 
speculation  in  certificates  should  be  eliminated.  This  can  best 
be  accomplished  by  announcing  in  advance  that  CCC  will  be  a 
free  buyer  and  seller  of  certificates.  This  announcement  should 
not  preclude  the  handling  of  certificates  in  trade  channels  but 
it  would  eliminate  the  opportunity  to  hold  certificates  for  financial 
gain.  It  would  further  eliminate  the  possibility  of  the  disrup¬ 
tion  of  orderly  marketing  because  of  an  artificial  shortage  of 
certificates. 

The  conferees,  by  referring  to  specific  problems,  are  not  infer¬ 
ring  that  these  are  the  only  problems  involved  in  the  transition 
to  the  wheat  certificate  program  or  the  only  possibilities  of  inter¬ 
ference  with  the  orderly  marketing  processes.  They  are  cited  as 
a  caution  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  care  in  developing 
and  administering  this  program.  Conferences  with  committees 
of  Congress,  farm  organizations,  and  the  grain  trade  are  essential 
to  the  proper  development  of  the  mechanics  for  handling  the 
wheat  certificate  program. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  it  is  important  that  the  necessary 
mechanics  of  operation  be  worked  out  and  announced  well  in 
advance  of  the  effective  date  of  the  program.  Only  in  this 
manner  can  all  producers  and  grain  handlers  have  an  opportunity 
to  adjust  their  operations  to  the  certificate  program. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

13.  House  provided  for  a  voluntary  9-montli  program  (October  1, 
1962-June  30,  1963)  under  which  producers  would  be  paid  up  to 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  for  reducing  their  marketings  below  calendar 
1961  levels.  House  also  required  price  support  or  surplus  removal 
loans  on,  or  purchases  of,  products  to  be  conditioned  on  certification 
that  the  support  price  was  paid  to  producers  of  the  milk  or  butterfat. 

Senate  contained  no  dairy  provisions. 

Conference  struck  House  provision. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL 

14.  House  limited  FHA  real  estate  loans  for  recreational  uses  to 
citizens  with  farm  background  or  experience  who  are  or  will  become 
owner-operators  of  not  larger  than  family-size  farms. 

Senate  did  not  so  limit. 

Conference  agreed  to  House  provision  with  a  technical  change. 

15.  Conference  substitute  omits  the  following  provisions  of  the 
Senate  amendment  (which  were  not  contained  in  House  bill) : 

( a )  Authority  for  sewer  loans; 

(b)  Provision  for  REA  direct  loan  account; 

(c)  Provision  concerning  use  of  farmer  cooperatives. 
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I  16.  Conference  substitute  contains  the  following  provisions  of  the 
Senate  amendment  (which  were  not  contained  in  House  bill): 

(a)  Authority  for  loans  to  fish  farmers; 

(b)  Congressional  policy  favoring  use  of  customary  trade 
channels; 

The  directive  to  the  Secretary  and  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  section  402  to  adopt  certain  policies  and 
procedures  is  by  its  terms  to  be  carried  out  “to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable.”  In  determining  whether  and  the 
extent  to  which  the  adoption  of  such  policies  and  procedures 
is  practicable,  it  is  intended  that  the  Secretary  and  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  have  wide  latitude  for  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  discretion.  In  exercising  such  discretion,  it  is  of 
course  contemplated  that  there  will  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion,  among  other  factors,  whether  the  policy  or  procedure 
would  be  consistent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s 
purposes  and  with  the  efficient  and  effective  conduct  of  its 
||  operations.  Section  402  is  not  intended  in  any  way  to  over¬ 

ride  other  statutory  provisions  which  apply  to  the  Secretary 
and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  carrying  out  their 
activities  and  responsibilities. 

(c)  Cherry  marketing  order  provisions  for  advertising; 

(d)  Authority  to  make  CCC  feed  available,  prior  to  December 
31,  1963,  to  milk  producers  to  assure  supply  free  of  radioactive 
fallout  contamination. 

TITLE  V— INDUSTRIAL  USES  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

Conference  substitute  does  not  contain  Senate  provision  (not  in 
House  bill)  establishing  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Use 
!  Administration  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  coordinate 
[  and  expedite  an  expanded  research  program  on  industrial  uses  of 
i  agricultural  commodities. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

1  E.  C.  Gathings, 

n  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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occTKJDancy  of  such  mining  claim,  whether 
residential  or  otherwise,  for  any  period  pre¬ 
ceding  the  final  administrative  determi¬ 
nation  Of  the  invalidity  of  the  mining  claim 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the 
voluntary  Relinquishment  of  the  mining 
claim,  whichever  occurs  earlier.  Nothing  in 
this  Act  shall\be  construed  as  creating  any 
liability  for  trespass  to  the  United  States 
which  would  not  exist  in  the  absence  of 
this  Act.  \ 

Sec.  7.  (a)  In  an«  conveyance  under  this 
Act  there  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United 
States  (1)  all  min'eralRand  (2)  the  right  of 
the  United  States,  its  leRes,  permittees,  and 
licensees  to  enter  upon Rhe  land  and  to 
prospect  for,  drill  for,  mVne,  treat,  store, 
transport,  and  remove  leRable  minerals 
and  mineral  materials  and  toVuse  so  much 
of  the  surface  and  subsurface  R  such  lands 
as  may  be  necessary  for  such  purposes,  and 
whenever  reasonably  necessary,  for\the  pur¬ 
pose  of  prospecting  for,  drilling  forRnining, 
treating,  storing,  transporting,  and  removing 
such  minerals  and  mineral  materials  \n  or 
from  other  lands.  \ 

(b)  The  leasable  minerals  and  mineral 
materials  so  reserved  shall  be  subject  t\ 
disposal  by  the  United  States  in  accordance' 
with  the  provisions  of  the  applicable  laws 
in  force  at  the  time  of  such  disposal. 

(c)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  upon 
issuance  of  a  patent  or  other  instrument  of 
conveyance  under  this  Act,  the  locatable 
minerals  reserved  by  this  section  shall  be 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation 
under  the  mining  laws. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  preclude  a  grantee,  holding  any 
lands  conveyed  under  this  Act  from  granting 
to  any  person  or  firm  the  right  to  prospect 
or  explore  for  any  class  of  minerals  for 
which  mining  locations  may  be  made  under 
the  United  States  mining  laws  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
said  grantee  and  the  prospector,  but  no 
mining  location  shall  be  made  thereon  so 
long  as  the  withdrawal  directed  by  this  Act 
is  in  effect. 

(e)  A  fee.  owner  of  the  surface  of  any 

lands  conveyed  under  this  Act  may  at  any 
time  make  application  to  purchase,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  sell  to  such 
owner,  the  interests  of  the  United  States  in 
any  and  all  locatable  minerals  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  lands  owned  by  such 
owner,  which  lands  were  patented  or  other¬ 
wise  conveyed  under  this  Act  with  a  reserva¬ 
tion  of  such  minerals  to  the  United  States. 
All  sales  of  such  interests  shall  be  made 
expressly  subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  Be¬ 
fore  any  such  sale  is  consummated,  the 
surface  owner  shall  pay  to  the  Secretary  of , 
the  Interior  the  sum  of  the  fair  market  valug 
of  the  interests  sold,  and  the  cost  of  appraisal 
thereof,  but  in  no  event  less  than  the  sum 
of  $50  per  sale  and  the  cost  of  appraisal  of 
the  locatable  mineral  interests.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  shall  issue  thereupon 
such  instruments  of  conveyance  asme  deems 
appropriate.  / 

Sec.  8.  Rights  and  privileges'  under  this 
Act  shall  not  be  assignable,  >out  may  pass 
through  devise  or  descent.  / 

The  SPEAKER  pro /tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded?  / 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  demand  a  second,  Mr. 
Speaker*  / 

The  SPEAKER/pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  a  second  will  be  considered  as 
ordered.  / 

There  was/io  objection. 

Mr.  ASPJPNALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  6  ininutes. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
my  feeling  that  this  bill  has  ran  the 
gamut  of  a  few  misunderstandings  so 
that  Congress  may  have  to  change  its 
usual  procedure  somewhat  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  legislation.  If  the  bill 
is  approved  by  the  House,  there  will  be 
a  motion  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  S.  3451,  a  similar  bill,  and  to  strike 
everything  after  the  enacting  clause  of 
that  bill  and  insert  the  contents  of  this 
bill.  With  that  in  mind.T  think  I  can 
advise  my  colleagues  that  we  shall  en¬ 
deavor  to  have  a  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  appointed  and  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  two  Houses  will  then  be  ironed 
out.  It  is  a  fact  that  the  contents  of  the 
Senate  bill  are  not  quite  as  favorable  to 
the  occupants  of  mining  claims  as  the 
provisions  of  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  H.R.  12761  is  de¬ 
signed  to  arm  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  with  discretionary  authority  in 
order  to  prevent  hardship  being  suffered 
by  people,  who,  in  good  faith,  have  es¬ 
tablished  their  residences  on  lands  on 
Much  they  have  staked  mining  claims 
but  now  find  themselves  unable  to  ob- 
tairK  title  to  the  property  because  they 
cannot  comply  with  technical  require¬ 
ments  Rf  the  mining  laws.  As  an/al- 
ternativRto  general  legislation  or  the 
type  thatSwe  are  recommending/today, 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and/ Insular 
Affairs  andRhis  House  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  exarmne  each  case  individually 
and  enact  individual  relief  bills. 

The  Subcommittee  on/Public  Lands 
under  the  chairmRship  of  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Idaho  [Mjr's.  PfostI  held  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings  on/the  legislation.  I 
will  leave  it  to  the  j/i airman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  others  to  Rrnish  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  specific  need  R  enactment 
of  this  bill.  But,  I  would  likRo  set  forth 
a  few  items/ for  consideration  of  the 
House.  /  R 

Ever  since  the  general  mining  Paw  was 
enacted  in  1872  it  has  been  the  coRmon 
practice  in  the  West  for  independent 
mine/;  to  settle  on  the  land  being  de¬ 
veloped  for  its  mineral  value.  Today  vR 
would  classify  these  people  as  being  en¬ 
gaged  in  small  business.  As  such  they 
mid  not  always  follow  up  their  occupan¬ 
cies  in  the  manner  necessary  to  obtain  a 
patent  granting  them  fee  title  to  the 
land. 

Under  the  mining  laws  it  is  entirely 
possibly  for  someone  to  stake  a  claim 
and  extract  minerals  without  ever  ap¬ 
plying  for  transfer  of  title.  It  is  also  the 
position  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  that  when  the  mineral  content 
has  been  removed  from  the  ground,  the 
occupant  can  no  longer  prove  discovery 
of  a  valuable  mineral.  For  the  benefit 
of  those  who  read  the  Record,  I  am  in¬ 
cluding,  under  permission  previously 
granted,  as  part  of  my  remarks  at  this 
point  a  quotation  from  a  decision  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  case  of 
United  States  against  Eric  North,  A- 
27936,  which  was  decided  July  1,  1959: 

The  important  thing  is  that  a  discovery  of 
a  valuable  mineral  deposit  must  be  shown  as 
existent  at  the  time  of  the  application  for 
patent.  A  discovery  at  some  time  in  the 
past  which  has  been  exhausted  by  mining 


or  which,  although  unexhausted,  no  longer 
warrants  a  reasonable  man  in  the  expendiZ 
ture  of  time  and  money  with  the  reasonable 
prospect  of  success  in  developing  a  valuable 
mine  will  not  support  an  application  for 
patent.  A  claim  must  be  mineral  ii/char- 
acter  and  valuable  for  its  mineraL/content 
at  the  time  that  the  application  /ox  patent 
is  made.  / 

The  bill  before  the  House/today  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  at  the  Interior, 
in  his  discretion,  to  maxe  conveyances 
to  seasonal  or  year-round  residential  oc¬ 
cupants.  The  bill  cojfuains  provisions  to 
protect  the  interacts  of  the  United 
States.  This  legislation  was  initiated  by 
the  gentleman  /from  California  [Mr. 
Johnson]  as  a/measure  designed  to  give 
relief  to  people  in  California  who  were 
threatened  /with  eviction  from  their 
homes  be/ause  of  their  occupancy  of 
mining  /(aims  that  could  not  be  per¬ 
fected./!  think  it  is  significant  that, 
wheiyche  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands 
looked  into  the  situation,  one  of  its  first 
delusions  was  that  relief  was  needed  in 
au  the  public,  lands  States  and  not  in 
/California  alone.  The  legislation  on 
which  we  are  acting  today  is  therefore  a 
general  bill  that  will  apply  to  all  areas 
with  equal  force. 

It  has  been  stated,  and  undoubtedly 
will  be  stated  on  the  floor  today,  that 
this  bill  will  also  give  relief  to  people 
who  settled  on  mining  claims  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  .a  home- 
site  on  lands  that  could  not  be  obtained 
for  such  use  under  any  provision  of  law. 
This  is  undoubtedly  true;  and  there  are 
probably  some  of  such  people  who  will 
receive  a  benefit  from  this  legislation. 
But,  following  the  basic  principle  of  our 
common  law  that  a  person  is  innocent 
until  proven  guilty,  I  cannot  believe  that 
the  typical  American  occupant  is  en¬ 
gaged  in  an  unauthorized  use  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  Nor  do  I  believe  that, 
because  there  will  be  a  few  who  have 
willfully  engaged  in  unauthorized  use,  we 
should  deny  relief  to  the  large  numbers 
who  have  occupied  the  lands  under  in¬ 
vitation  from  the  United  States  to  de¬ 
velop  our  mineral  resources. 

Rl  urge  the  House  to  suspend  the  rules 
aiR  adopt  this  legislation  which  will 
benefit  families  and  individuals. 

InRrder  for  one  properly  to  under¬ 
stand  Re  legislation,  one  must  go  back 
to  the  Rp visions  of  the  mining  law  of 
1872  and  Rderstand  what  it  was  at  that 
time  that  Rs  being  required  of  people 
who  wished  R  bring  to  the  economy  of 
the  Nation,  and  for  its  sinews  of  war, 
the  minerals  v.Rch  were  to  be  found 
in  the  public  lands  of  the  Nation.  Au¬ 
thority  was  given  Rr  the  prospector  to 
roam  through  the  pRjlic  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  discoverinRif  he  could,  de¬ 
posits  of  minerals  and  th  proceed  by  fil¬ 
ing  on  the  property  eithRfor  a  lode  or 
for  a  placer  claim.  He  has  been  en¬ 
titled  to  possession  of  said  chum  so  long 
as  he  did  certain  assessmentRork  that 
was  required  under  the  provisions  of  the 
mining  law.  R 

Invariably  the  prospectors  anRthe 
miners  in  the  out-of-way  places— and 
most  of  their  locations  were  in  out-chr 
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way\>laces — built  themselves  a  home  of 
one  kind  or  another,  and  in  many  in¬ 
stances 'these  homes  are  still  in  existence 
and  they  have  been  handed  down  by 
the  origind^  locators  to  their  heirs  and 
members  of  'their  families. 

One  of  the,,  differences  between  the 
Senate  and  thk  House  bills  is  that  the 
House  bill  wouldNpermit  those  in  posses¬ 
sion  at  the  time  qf  the  passage  of  the 
act  to  take  advantage  of  the  benefits 
provided  by  the  legislation.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  states  that  applicants  would  have 
to  be  in  possession  some  7  years  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  legislation,  tying 
the  cutoff  date  to  the  time,  of  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  1955  law.  \ 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  11  minutes.  \ 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  wak  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  ms  re¬ 
marks.)  \ 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Johnson\ 
the  author  of  this  bill,  has  brought  to' 
the  attention  of  the  House  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee,  and  subse¬ 
quently  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
a  situation  which  is  critical,  a  situation 
which  needs  attention. 

The  only  question  that  is  involved  is 
how  this  problem  shall  be  solved.  In 
most  instances  those  people  who  will  be 
affected  by  this  legislation  went  onto  the 
sections  of  public  land  either  in  the 
public  domain  or  in  the  national  forests 
illegally.  They  remained  there  ever 
since  that  time  illegally.  What  this  bill 
attempts  to  do  is  to  give  to  these  people 
a  fee  title  for  as  much  as  5  acres  of 
that  land,  or  so  much  as  they  occupy 
not  to  exceed  5  acres. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 


May 

Pilcher 

Slack 

Meader 

Pirnie 

Smith,  Miss. 

Merrow 

Powell 

Smith,  Va. 

Moeller 

Pucinski 

Stephen 

Moore 

Rains 

Stratton 

Moorehead, 

Riley 

Teague,  Tex. 

Ohio 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Thompson,  La. 

Morris 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Morrison 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Tuck 

Morse 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Moulder 

Rostenkowski 

Ullman 

Multer 

Rousselot 

Van  Zandt 

Nedzi 

St.  Germain 

Vinson 

Nix 

Santangelo 

Weaver 

Norrell 

Saund 

Weis 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Scranton 

Whalley 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Seely-Brown 

Whitten 

O’Neill 

S  lden 

Wickersham 

Peterson 

Shelley 

Winstead 

Pfost 

Shipley 

Yates 

Philbin 

Sibal 

Zelenko 

Pike 

Sikes 

The  SPEAKER  pro- tempore.  On  this 
rollcall,  277  Members  have  answered  to 
their  names,  a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFERENCE 
REPORT— COMMITTEE  ON  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE-FOOD  AND  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE  ACT  OF  1962 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Saylor]  is  recognized.  \ 

Mi-.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  for  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mi’.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  may  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the 
bill,  H.R.  12391. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2385) 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answeiVto 
their  names:  / 

[Roll  No.  221]  / 


Abbitt 

Davis,  Tenn. 

HarveyyMich. 

Addabbo 

Dawson 

Hays  / 

Andersen, 

Delaney 

Healey 

Minn. 

Diggs 

Ilebfert 

Anfuso 

Dominick 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Ashley 

Donohue 

Hoffman.  Mich 

Ayres 

Dooley 

/lull 

Bailey 

Dorn  / 

‘Jarman 

Baring 

Doyle  / 

Jennings 

Barrett 

Dwyer  / 

Judd 

Bass,  N.H. 

Edmondson 

Kearns 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Elliott  / 

Kee 

Bates 

Ellsworth 

Keith 

Blitch 

Fallon/ 

Kelly 

Boland 

Farbsteln 

Kilburn 

Bonner 

Findley 

Kluczynski 

Bow 

Fiao 

Lane 

Boykin 

EVazier 

Lankford 

Bruce 

Irelinghuysen 

Latta 

Buckley 

/Friedel 

Lesinski 

Burke,  Ky.  / 

Fulton 

Lindsay 

Burke,  Mass/ 

Garland 

McCulloch 

Carey  / 

Garmatz 

McDonough 

Celler  / 

Gavin 

McDoweU 

Chiperflald 

Gilbert 

McMillan 

Colmer/ 

Glenn 

McSween 

Cook  7 

Goodell 

McVey 

Corbett 

Goodllng 

Macdonald 

Cujfningham 

Green,  Oreg, 

Madden 

Cyfrtis,  Mass. 

Green,  Pa. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Ha  vis,  James  C.  Harrison,  Va. 

Mason 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391) ,  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities 
for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  “That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962’. 

“TITLE  I- — LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

“Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act  (49  Stat.  163),  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  foUows: 

"(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d), 
(e),  (f),  and  (g)  of  section  7; 

“(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section 

8; 

“(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (b)  of  section  8  of  said  Act,  as 
amended,  by  striking  out  the  language  ‘Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  the’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  ‘The’;  and 
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“(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the 
end  of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“‘(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
conservation  and  economic  use  of  land,  the 
Secretaray,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating 
to  the  use  of  the  services  of  State  and  lo¬ 
cal  committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements,  to  be  carried  out  during  such 
period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may 
determine,  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and 
operators  providing  for  changes  in  cropping 
systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or 
measures  to  be  carried  out  primarily  on  any 
lands  owned  or  operated  by  them  and  regu¬ 
larly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  (in¬ 
cluding  crops  such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and 
clovers,  which  do  not  require  annual  tillage, 
and  including  lands  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and 
developing  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and 
recreation  resources.  Such  agreements  shall 
include  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  desirable  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services,  and  other  assistance  in 
amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  the  farm  and 
ranch  owners  and  operators  and  the  rights 
acquired  by  the  Secretaray:  Provided,  That 
agreements  for  the  establishment  of  tree 
cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments 
with  respect  to  such  land  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  five  years. 

“  ‘(2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  covering  land  with 
respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed 
in  the  two  year  period  preceding  the  first 
year  of  the  contract  period  unless  (a)  the 
new  ownership  was  acquired  by  will  or  suc¬ 
cession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of  the  pre¬ 
vious  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part 
of  an  existing  farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the 
land  is  combined  with  other  land  as  a  farm¬ 
ing  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  will  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  program:  Provided,  That  this 
provision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  an  agreement  by  a  new  owner  after 
an  agreement  has  once  been  entered  into 
under  this  subsection. 

“‘(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  ade¬ 
quate  safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of 
tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis,  in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

“  ‘(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such 
modification  of  agreements  previously  en¬ 
tered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  de¬ 
sirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program  carried  out  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  subsection. 

“  ‘(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regu-- 
lations  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

“‘(6)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  Secretary,  to  the  extent  he 
deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  may  provide  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by 
the  agreement  and  an  equal  period  there¬ 
after  of  the  cropland,  crop '  acreage,  and  al¬ 
lotment  history  applicable  to  land  covered 
by  the  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  any 
Federal  program  under  which  such  history 
is  used  as  a  basis  for  an  allotment  or  other 
limitation  on  the  production  of  such  crop; 
or  (B)  surrender  of  any  such  history  and 
allotments. 

“‘(7)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  utilize  the  facilities,  services, 
authorities,  and  funds  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  discharging  his  func- 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


18535 


tions  and  responsibilities  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  including  payment  of  costs  of  adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  program  authorized  under 
this  subsection:  Provided,  That  after  June 
30,  1963,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  not  make  any  expenditures  for 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
unless  the  Corporation  has  received  funds 
to  cover  such  expenditures  from  appropria¬ 
tions  made  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  not  enter 
into  agreements  hereunder  which  would  re¬ 
quire  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials 
and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $10,000,000  for  any 
calendar  year,  except  that  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  agreements  hereunder  with  re¬ 
spect  to  lands  previously  covered  by  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  contracts  which  would  require 
payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount  for  the  calendar  year  1963 
not  exceeding  $15,000,000.’ 

“(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the 
end  of  section  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as 
follows: 

“‘(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use 
the  services,  facilities,  and  authorities  of 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  disbursements  to  producers 
under  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  8  and  16(e)  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That 
no  such  disbursements  shall  be  made  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless  it  has 
received  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof 


callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from 
date  of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and 
interest  on  such  loans  shall  begin  within  5 
years.’ 

“Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  £66) ,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said 
Act  is  amended  by  changing  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  the 
following:  ‘ Provided ,  That  when  a  local  or¬ 
ganization  agrees  to  operate  and  maintain 
any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a 
plan  for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recrea¬ 
tional  development,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half 
of  the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or 
rights-of-way  acquired  or  to  be  acquired  by 
the  local  organizatior  for  such  reservoir 
or  other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic  facili¬ 
ties  needed  for  public  health  and  safety, 
access  to,  and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other 
area  for  such  purposes:  Provided  further. 
That  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to 
participate  in  recreational  development  in 
any  watershed  project  only  to  the  extent 
that  the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in 
accordance  with  standards  established  by 
him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated 
man-days  of  use  of  the  projected  recre'ational 
development  and  giving  consideration  to  the 
availability  within  the  region  of  existing 
water-based  outdoor  recreational  develop¬ 
ments:  Provided  further.  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in 


from  appropriations  available  for  the  pur-  n6t  more  than  one  recreational  development 


pose  of  carrying  out  such  programs.’ 


\  An  a  watershed  project  containing  less  than 


“Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  Vyseventy-five  thousand  acres,  or  two  such  de 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50,/  velopments  in  a  project  containing  between 
Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  strik-  ‘ 


ing  out  ‘including  the  retirement  of  lands 
which  are  submarginal  or  not  primarily 
suitable  for  cultivation,’  and  by  inserting 
following  ‘natural  resources,’  the  phrase 
‘protecting  fish  and  wildlife,’  and  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  insert¬ 
ing  ‘,  but  not  to  build  industrial  parks  or 
establish  private  industrial  or  commercial 
enterprises.’ 


seventy-five  thousand  and  one  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres,  or  three  such  develop¬ 
ments  in  projects  exceeding  one  hundred 
and  fifty  thousand  acres:  Provided  further. 
That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local  organi¬ 
zation  have  agreed  that  the  immediate 
acquisition  by  the  local  organization  of 
land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  is  ad¬ 
visable  for  the  preservation  of  sites  for 
wbrks  of  improvement  included  in  a  plan 


(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  /rom  encroachment  by  residential,  commer- 
m  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  vcial,  industrial,  or  other  development,  the 

Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to 
the  local  organization  from  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  for  construction  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  the  amounts  required  for  the  acqui- 


as  amended,  is  repealed. 

“(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


.  .  ...  _  .  ,  _.  ,  ,>sition  of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of- 

territorial°  andother  publfc  agencfes  inde  way;  and’  eXCept  where  such  costs  are  to  be 
veloping  plans  for  a  prognam'of  Lnd  con-  ^ 

servation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist  in  e  repai  y  /  1  ’  k 

,  .  .  .  .  .  ,  terest,  prior  to  construction  of  the  work? 

carrying  out  such  plans  by  mea,ia_aLloans  imprPvement,  for  credit  to  such  construc¬ 
ts  state  and  local  pnhiic  agencies  designated  i, _ , 

by  the  State  legislatufU  Ui  llie  Governor,  to  lon  u 


conduct  surveys  and  investigations  relating 
to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively 
the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  to  disseminate 
information  concerning  these  activities. 
Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  shall 
be  made  only  if  such  plans  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45 
days  by,  the  State  agency  having  supervisory 
responsibility  over  such  plans,  or  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency.  No 
appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  single 
loan  under  this  subsection  in  excess  of  $250,- 
000  unless  such  loan  has  been  approved  by 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Loans  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  made  under  contracts  which 
will  provide,  under  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate, 
for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than 
30  years,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  its  market¬ 
able  public  obligations  outstanding  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the 
loan  is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor 


tion  funds.’ 

“(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section 
4  of  said  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
‘(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in 
consideration  of  national  needs  and  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  for  similar  purposes  under 
other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of 
installing  any  works  of  improvement,  in¬ 
volving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engi¬ 
neering  costs),  which  is  applicable  to  the 
agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  de¬ 
velopment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water 
or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  de¬ 
velopment,  and’. 

“Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of 
section  4  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any 
portion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other 
purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features 
relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary 
out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  in  addition 
to  and  without  limitation  on  the  author¬ 


ity  of  the  Secretary  to  make  loans  or  ad¬ 
vancements  under  section  8,  the  Secretary 
may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  an¬ 
ticipated  future  demands  or  needs  for  mu¬ 
nicipal  or  industrial  water  included  in  any 
reservoir  structure  constructed  or  modified 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed 
30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of 
such  reservoir  structure  where  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  gives  reasonable  assurances,  and 
there  is  evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the 
use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a 
period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment 
of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage 
within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure: 
Provided  further.  That  the  local  organization 
shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  or  modification  of  any  reservoir  struc¬ 
ture  including  such  water  supply  storage  to 
repay  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage 
for  anticipated  future  demands:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the 
cost  paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  de¬ 
mands  shall  be  repaid  within  the  life  of  the 
reservoir  structure  but  in  no  event  to  ex¬ 
ceed  fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure 
is  first  used  for  the  storage  of  water  for 
water  supply  purposes,  except  that  (1)  no 
repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply 
storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  need 
be  made  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  and 
(2)  no  interest  shall  be  charged  on  the  cost 
of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  until  such  supply  is  first 
used,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free 
period  exceed  ten  years.  The  interest  rate 
used  for  purposes  of  computing  the  inter¬ 
est  on  the  unpaid  balance  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  8.’ 

“Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat. 
666),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
and  the  interested  local  organization  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement, 
and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  has  met  the  requirements  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of  im¬ 
provement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local 
organization  may  secure  engineering  and 
other  services,  including  the  design,  prepara¬ 
tion  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construc¬ 
tion,  in  connection  with  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  by  retaining  or  employing  a  pro¬ 
fessional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  or  may  request  the  Secretary  to 
provide  such  services:  Provided,  That  if  the 
local  organization  elects  to  employ  a  pro¬ 
fessional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secretary 
shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for 
the  costs  of  such  engineering  and  other  serv¬ 
ices  secured  by  the  local  organization  as  are 
properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan  for  works 
of  improvement  or  any  modification  thereof: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  may 
advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  advances 
with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement 
shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  installation  cost  of  such  works. 

“  (2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any 
contract  for  the  construction  of  any 
structure. 

“‘(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal 
contribution  to  the  construction  cost  of 
works  of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any 
watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  in¬ 
clude  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity 
in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the 
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plan  and  the  justification  therefor  to  the 
Congress  through  the  President. 

“‘(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  involving  an  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess 
of  $250,000  or  including  any  structure  hav¬ 
ing  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five 
hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes 
reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which 
affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  un¬ 
der  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  (b)  which  includes  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  for  floodwater  detention  structures, 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  re¬ 
spectively,  for  his  views  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  transmis¬ 
sion  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through 
the  President.  The  views  and  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
above  thirty-day  period,  shall  accompany 
the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  to 
the  Congress  through  the  President. 

"  '  ( 5 )  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation 
in  the  works  of  improvement  under  this 
Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or 
desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the 
work  authorized  under  this  Act  and  related 
work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army.’ 

“Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7 
of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  'Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven 
watershed  improvement  programs  author¬ 
ized  by  section  13  of  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional  works 
of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  de¬ 
velopment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  wa¬ 
ter  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  4  of  this  Act  or  any  amendments 
hereafter  made  thereto’. 

“TITLE  II - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

“Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
‘It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  stimu¬ 
late  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  dollars  through 
long-term  supply  agreements  and  through 
the  extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of 
6uch  commodities,  by  agreements  either  with 
friendly  nations  or  with  the  private  trade, 
thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the 
economies  of  friendly  nations  and  maxi¬ 
mizing  dollar  trade.’ 

“(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

“(a)  by  inserting  ',  including  financial 
institutions  acting  in  behalf  of  such  na¬ 
tions,’  after  the  words  ‘friendly  nations’; 
and 

“(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  ‘In  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
maximizing  dollar  sales  through  the  private 
trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with 
foreign  and  United  States  private  trade 
under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  over  such  periods  of  time  and 
under  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth 
in  this  title.  Any  agreement  entered  into 
hereunder  with  the  private  trade  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  furnishing  of  such  security  as 
the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  and  adequate  assurance  of 
payment  of  the  amount  due  for  agricultural 
commodities  sold  pursuant  to  such  agree¬ 
ment.’ 


“(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

“(a)  by  deleting  the  words  ‘approximately 
equal’  from  the  last  sentence  thereof  and 
substituting  therefor  the  word  ‘reasonable’; 
and 

“(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  ‘agree¬ 
ment’  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  :  ',  except  that  the  date  for  beginning 
such  annual  payment  may  be  deferred  for 
a  period  not  later  than  two  years  after  such 
date  of  last  delivery,’. 

“(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  405.  In  the  case  of  such  agreements, 
the  Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements 
with  other  friendly  and  historic  supplying 
nations  of  such  commodities  for  their  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  supply  and  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate 
and  equitable  basis. 

“(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  word  ‘sections’  the  following:  ‘101 
(b)  and  (c),\ 

“Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  in  clause  (4)  after  the  words 
‘needy  persons’  the  words  ‘and  in  nonprofit 
school  lunch  programs’. 

“Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  ‘needy  persons’ 
the  words  ‘and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch 
programs’. 

“Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  6,  1958  (Public  Law  85-931),  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  words  ‘needy  persons’ 
the  words  ‘and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch 
programs’. 

"Sec.  205.  In  any  school  feeding  programs 
undertaken  hereafter  outside  the  United 
States  pursuant  to  section  416  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  section 
308  of  Public  Law  480  (83d  Congress),  as 
amended,  and  section  9  of  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1958,  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
shall  receive  assurances  satisfactory  to  him 
that,  insofar  as  practicable,  there  will  be 
student  participation  in  the  financing  of 
such  programs  on  the  basis  of  ability  to  pay, 
and  such  programs  shall  be  undertaken  with 
the  understanding  that  commodities  will  be 
available  for  those  programs  only  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  stat¬ 
utes  and  that  commodities  made  available 
under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  will  be  available  only  in 
accordance  with  the  priorities  established 
in  such  section. 

“TITLE  m - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

" Subtitle  A — Feed  grains 

“Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5) 
and  (6)  : 

“‘(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the 
1963  crop  of  corn  shall  be  established  by  the 
Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine.  Eighteen  cents 
per  bushel  of  the  support  price  for  corn,  and 
a  comparable  portion  of  the  support  price 
for  grain  sorghums  and  barley  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  through  payments  in 
kind.  Such  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
on  the  number  of  bushels  of  such  feed  grain 
determined  by  multiplying  the  actual  acre¬ 
age  of  such  feed  grain  planted  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  1963  by  the  adjusted  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
acreage  of  such  feed  grain.  Such  payments 
in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance 
of  negotiable  certificates  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  (such  feed 
grains  to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not 
less  than  the  support  price  minus  that  part 
of  the  support  price  made  available  through 
payments  in  kind)  and,  notwithstanding  any 
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other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the 
producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certifi¬ 
cates.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  pre¬ 
sented  for  redemption  within  30  days  <?f  the 
date  of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  stor¬ 
age  and  other  carrying  charges,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  be¬ 
ginning  30  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending 
with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for  redemp¬ 
tion  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the 
certificate.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for 
the  sharing  of  such  certificates  among  the 
producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  crop  produced  on  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  such  certificates 
are  issued,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom.  If  the 
operator  of  the  farm  elects  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
producers  on  such  farm  only  if  such  produc¬ 
ers  divert  from  the  production  of  such  feed 
grains  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
such  program  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal 
to  the  number  of  acres  which  such  operator 
agrees  to  divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  sc 
provide. 

"  ‘(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  on  the 
1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  bar¬ 
ley  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  provide 
that  no  producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be 
required  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
price  support  for  barley  to  participate  in  the 
special  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  1963  if  such  producer  has  previously  pro¬ 
duced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants 
barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety 
for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  knowingly  de¬ 
vote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  average  acre¬ 
age  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 
and  1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  corn  and  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  in  1959  and  I960.’ 

“Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection: 

“  ‘(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law — 

“‘(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and 
carry  out  a  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1953,  without  regard  to 
provisions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the 
regular  agricultural  conservation  program, 
under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conser¬ 
vation  payments  in  amounts  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  shall 
be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage 
from  the  production  of  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  to  an  approved  conservation  use 
and  increase  their  average  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  devoted  in  1959  and  1960  to  designated 
soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  including 
summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal 
amount:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may 
permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax,  when  such 
crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not 
be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to 
the  condition  that  payment  with  respect 
to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop 
shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into 
consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for 
the  production  of  such  crops,  but  in  no  event 
shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate 
which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
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acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses 
and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on 
such  diverted  acreage.  Such  special  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  shall  require 
the  producer  to  take  such  measures  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such 
diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects, 
weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible 
for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equivalent 
amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation 
program  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to 
20  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  on 
the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960 
or  up  to  twenty-five  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  Payments  in  kind  only  may  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  for  the  diversion  of 
up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of  the 
average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  in  the  crop  years 
1959  and  1960.  Payments  may  be  made  at 
the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962 
crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for 
the  special  feed  grain  program  for  1963  are 
established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the 
1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount  of  the 
commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum 
of  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage 
diverted  from  the  commodity  on  the  farm 
based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  The 
Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in 
acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  cor¬ 
rect  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make 
such  adjustments  in  yields  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in  yields 
since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the 
result  of  the  adoption  or  the  improvement 
of  an  irrigation  system  if  such  improvement 
or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was 
made  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
sentence  but  such  adjustment  in  yields  shall 
apply  only  to  payments  with  respect  to  acre¬ 
age  diverted  pursuant  to  the  requirements 
of  section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a 
producer  proves  the  actual  acreages  and 
yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be 
used  in  making  determinations.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  sub¬ 
section  (g)(1),  barley  shall  not  be  included 
in  the  program  for  a  producer  of  malting 
barley  exempted  pursuant  to  section  105(c) 
(6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who  par¬ 
ticipates  only  with  respect  to  corn  and  grain 
sorghums  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an 
acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of 
110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  de¬ 
voted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 
1960. 

“‘(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this 
section  16(g).  Obligations  may  be  incurred 
in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  in  connection  with  such  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  in¬ 
curred  in  carrying  out  section  303  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

“  ‘(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  sharing  of  payments  under 
this  subsection  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in 
keeping  with  existing  contracts.’ 

“Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  pay¬ 


ments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the 
issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem 
for  feed  grains  (valued  at  not  less  than  the 
support  price  minus  that  part  of  the  support 
price  made  available  through  payments  in 
kind)  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  pro¬ 
ducer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at 
such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  special  feed  grain  program  for 

1963  authorized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of 
any  certificate  not  presented  for  redemption 
within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance, 
reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carry¬ 
ing  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
for  the  period  beginning  thirty  days  after  its 
issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate. 

“Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  may  place  such 
limits  on  the  extent  that  producers  may 
participate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conser¬ 
vation  program  for  1963  authorized  by  this 
Act  as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an 
emergency  created  by  drought  or  other  dis¬ 
aster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a 
shortage  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  or  barley. 

“Sec.  305.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  by  striking  out  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  105  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“‘(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with  the 

1964  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at 
such  level,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  or 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will 
not  result  in  increasing  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks  of  corn.’ 

"Subtitle  B — Wheat 
“Program  for  1963 

“Sec.  306.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop 
of  wheat  shall  be  made  available  as  provided 
in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  except  that  (1)  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  only  to  coopera¬ 
tors,  and  only  in  the  commerical  wheat- 
producing  area,  (2)  if  the  operator  of  the 
farm  elects  to  participate  in  the  program 
formulated  under  section  307 — 

“(A)  price  support  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  producers  on  such  farm  only  if  such 
producers  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
such  program  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal 
to  the  number  of  acres  which  such  operator 
agrees  to  divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  so 
provide,  and 

“(B)  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat 
of  the  1963  crop  to  such  participating  pro¬ 
ducers  shall  be  at  a  national  averagg^pf  two 
dollars  per  bushel  and  the  amount  bywEIcE’ 
such  level  of  ~Ewo  dollars  per  bushel  exceeds 
the  national  average  level  available  to  co- 
operators  who  are  not  participating  produc¬ 
ers  shall  be  made  available  as  hereinafter 
provided,  and 

(3)  the  national  average  level  of  price  sup¬ 
port  for  wheat  of  the  1963  crop  to  cooper- 
■  ators  who  are  not  participating  producers 
I  shall  be  one  dollar  and  eighty-two  cents  per 
I  bushel.  The  amount  by  which  the  level  of 
'  two  dollars  per  bushel  exceeds  the  level  of 
price  support  available  to  cooperators  who 
are  not  participating  producers  shall  be 
made  available  through  payments  in  kind,  on 
the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  determined 
by  multiplying  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  1963  by 
the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm. 
Such  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made 
through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certifi¬ 
cates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 


tion  shall  redeem  for  wheat  (such  wheat  to 
be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not  less  than 
the  current  support  price  for  wheat  to  co- 
operators  who  are  not  participants  in  the 
program  formulated  under  section  307)  and, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in 
accordance  .  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the 
marketing  of  such  certificates.  In  the  case 
of  any  certificate  not  presented  for  redemp¬ 
tion  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  its  issu¬ 
ance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other 
carrying  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  for  the  period  beginning  30  days  after 
its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its 
presentation  for  redemption  shall  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing 
of  such  certificates  among  the  producers  on 
the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective 
shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced  on  the 
farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom.  For  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  the  ‘current  support  price’  for 
wheat  during  the  marketing  year  for  the 
1963  crop  shall  be  the  support  price  for  such 
crop  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants 
in  the  program  formulated  under  section 
307. 

“Sec.  307.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat,  producers 
on  any  farm,  except  a  farm  on  which  a  new 
farm  wheat  allotment  is  established  for  the 
crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  deter¬ 
mined  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  upon 
compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

“(1)  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the 
production  of  wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  higher  of  (i) 
the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat 
planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years 

1959,  1960,  and  1961,  with  adjustments  for 
.abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and 
such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  should  be  considered,  but  not  to 
exceed  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat.  Such 
producers  may  divert  additional  acreage  on 
the  farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  one 
and  one-half  times  the  amount  diverted 
under  the  preceding  sentence  or  such  acre¬ 
age  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  to 
10  acres:  Provided,  That  the  total  acreage 
diverted  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  or 
(ii)  of  the  preceding  sentence. 

“(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  de¬ 
voted  to  conservation  uses  including  summer 
fallow,  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  such 
measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted 
acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and 
rodents:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may 
permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax  when  such 
crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be 
grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)(4)  of  this 
section. 

“(3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided 
above  and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special 
program  for  feed  grains,  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  total  average  acreage  of  cropland 
devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including 
summer-fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm 
in  1959  and  1960.  Certification  by  the  pro¬ 
ducer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the 
foregoing  provision.  The  total  average  acre¬ 
age  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses,  includ¬ 
ing  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 

1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the 
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extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  or  other 
factors  affecting  production,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  changes 
in  the  constitution  of  the  farm,  participa¬ 
tion  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating 
to  release  and  reapportionment  or  preserva¬ 
tion  of  history. 

“(4)  The  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
for  harvest  on  the  farm  in  1963  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  by  the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted 
under  this  section  below  whichever  of  the 
following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

“(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat; 

“(B)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
years  1959,  1960,  and  1961  with  adjustments 
as  provided  above,  but  not  to  exceed  15  acres. 

“(b)(1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  con¬ 
ditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  produc¬ 
ers  on  the  farm  shall  be  eligible  for  pay¬ 
ments  which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity 
■  Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  not  in 
excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  value,  at  the 
estimated  basic  county  support  rate  (avail¬ 
able  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants 
in  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this 
section)  per  bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for 
the  county  in  which  the  farm  is  considered 
as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the 
number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  adjusted 
yield  per  acre  of  wheat  fqr  the  farm,  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other 
than  acres  devoted  to  special  crops  pursuant 
to  the  proviso  in  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this 
section,  payment  for  which  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  (4) 
of  this  section. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  ad¬ 
justments  in  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960 
crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  cor¬ 
rect  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and 
topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer 
proves  the  actual  yields  for  the  farm  for 
the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such  yields 
shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  sharing  of  payments  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equit¬ 
able  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments 
are  made  in  wheat,  the  value  of  the  pay¬ 
ments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  not  less  than  the  current  support  price 
for  wheat  to  cooperators  who  are  not  partici¬ 
pants  in  the  program  formulated  pursuant 
to  this  section.  Wheat  received  as  payment- 
in-kind  may  be  marketed  without  penalty 
but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support. 

“(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted 
acreage  devoted  to  special  crops  pursuant  to 
the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking 
into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage 
for  the  production  of  such  crops:  Provided, 
That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed 
one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be 
applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to 
conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any 
such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

“(c)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  to  conservation  uses  for 
which  payment  is  made  under  the  program 
formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
in  addition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made 
under  any  other  Federal  program  except  that 
the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making 
of  cost-sharing  payments  under  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  or  the  Great 
Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil- 


conserving  uses  under  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  ad¬ 
justing  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
program  formulated  under  this  section. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  this  section 
may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
this  section  may  include  such  terms  and 
conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically 
provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

“(g)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone 
a  marketing  quota  penalty  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  not  be  released  from 
storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acre¬ 
age  diverted  hereunder,  and  in  determining 
production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  releasing  wheat  from  storage  on  ac¬ 
count  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield 
of  the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  actual  production  of 
wheat. 

“(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

“(i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying 
out  this  section  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  in  carrying  out  this  section  after  June 
30,  1963. 

“Sec.  308.  (a)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  changing  the  period  to  a 
comma  at  the  end  of  the  next  to  the  last 
sentence  and  adding  the  following;  ‘or  sec¬ 
tion  307  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962.' 

“(b)  The  special  wheat  program  formu¬ 
lated  under  section  307  of  this  Act  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  under  section  334 (i)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended. 

“Sec.  309.  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
changing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a 
colon,  and  adding  the  following:  ‘ Provided , 
further,  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds 
the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  high¬ 
est  number  of  acres  actually  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the 
calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961.’ 

“Program  for  1964  and  Subsequent  Crops 
"Subtitle  B — Wheat 

“Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
paragraph  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following  paragraphs: 

"  ‘Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  prior  to  the  date  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of 
wheat  is  an  addition  to  the  total  supply  of 
wheat  and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  price 
of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  and  may  also  affect  the  supply  and 
price  of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In 
the  circumstances,  wheat  not  disposed  of 
prior  to  such  date  must  be  considered  in  the 
same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested 
wheat  in  order  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the 
Act. 

“  ‘The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages 
from  wheat  to  the  production  of  commodi- 
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ties  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which 
will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permit¬ 
ted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage 
would  burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely  af¬ 
fect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
such  commodities,  and  would  adversely  af¬ 
fect  the  prices  of  such  commodities  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce.  Small  changes 
in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create 
a  sufficient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the 
price  of  such  commodity  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the 
supply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a 
more  acute  effect  on  the  price  of  the  com¬ 
modity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  proc¬ 
essing,  and  transportation  facilities  through 
which  the  flow  of  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed. 
Such  adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduc¬ 
tion  in  one  year  could  further  result  in  a 
deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases 
in  the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  in  such  year.  It  is, 
therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be 
used  to  produce  commodities  which  are  in 
surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown 
on  the  diverted  acreage. 

“  ‘The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a 
cooperative  plan  to  wheat  producers  are 
necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring 
surpluses  and  shortages  of  wheat  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for 
the  maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies 
thereof,  to  provide  for  an  adequate  and 
orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  at  prices 
which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers 
and  consumers,  and  to'  prevent  acreage 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  from 
adversely  affecting  other  commodities  in  in¬ 
terstate  and  foreign  commerce.’ 

“Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  by  striking  out  the  provisions 
of  such  section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  following: 

“  ‘National  Marketing  Quota 

“  ‘Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15 
in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the 
marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of 
a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  exces¬ 
sive,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  in 
effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for  either 
the  following  marketing  year  or  the  follow¬ 
ing  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  and  declares  in  such  ..proclama¬ 
tion  that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing 
quota  program  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the 
policy  of  the  Act. 

“‘(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  has  been  proclaimed  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  such  marketing  year  not 
earlier  than  January  1  or  later  than  April 
15  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The 
amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  esti- 
wheat  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  an 
amount  of  which  which  the  Secretary  esti¬ 
mates  (i)  will  be  utilized  during  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  human  consumption  in  the 
United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and 
beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of 
wheat,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  during  such  mar¬ 
keting  year  in  the  United  States  for  seed, 
(iii)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the 
average  amount  which  was  utilized  as  live¬ 
stock  (including  poultry)  feed  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  years  beginning  in  1959  and  1960; 
less  (A)  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the 
estimated  imports  of  wheat  into  the  United 
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States  during  such  marketing  year  and,  (B) 
if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of 
wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a 
desirable  reduction  in  such  marketing  year 
in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the 
Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  stocks  of  wheat  in  the 
Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate 
carryover  for  the  next  succeeding  market¬ 
ing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by 
the  amount  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover: 
And  provided  further.  That  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  not  less  than  one  billion 
bushels. 

“‘(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to 
believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emergency 
or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  de¬ 
mand  for  wheat,  the  national  marketing 
quota  should  be  terminated  or  the  amount 
thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  imme¬ 
diate  investigation  to  be  made  to  determine 
whether  such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to 
meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  de¬ 
mand  for  wheat.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  in¬ 
vestigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such 
action  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately  pro¬ 
claim  such  finding  and  the  amount  of  any 
such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary 
and  thereupon  such  national  marketing 
quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated. 
In  case  any  national  marketing  quota  is  in¬ 
creased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  provide  for  such  increase  by  increasing 
acreage  allotments  established  under  this 
part  by  a  uniform  percentage.’ 

“Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘National  Acreage  Allotment 

“  ‘Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  pro¬ 
claimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and 
expected  underplantings  of  farm  acreage 
allotments  will,  together  with  (I)  the  ex¬ 
pected  production  on  the  increases  in  acre¬ 
age  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small- 
farm  base  acreages  pursuant  to  section  335, 
and  (2)  the  expected  production  on  in¬ 
creased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small- 
farm  exemption  pursuant  to  section  335, 
make  available  a  supply  of  wheat  equal  to 
the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for 
such  marketing  year.’ 

“Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  as  follows  : 

“(1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof 
by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof 
‘any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘the  1962  and  1963 
crops’. 

“(2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof 
and  by  redesignating  subsections  (h)  and  (i) 
thereof  as  (g)  and  (h)  respectively. 

“(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof, 
redesignated  by  this  section  as  subsection 
(h),  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  seventh  sentence 
thereof:  ‘The  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  re¬ 
ceiving  an  additional  allotment  under  this 
subsection.’ 

“(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 


“  ‘ (i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  Secretary  finds  that  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  of  farms  producing  any  type  of  wheat 
are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  production 
of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  type  of  wheat 
to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  for  each  farm 
located  in  a  county  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  a  county  which  ( 1 )  is  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  such  type  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has  pro¬ 
duced  such  type  of  wheat  for  commercial 
food  products  dining  one  or  more  of  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in 
which  such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  such  uniform  percentage  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity. 
No  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any 
farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other  than 
such  type  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm 
for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State, 
and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and 
such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in 
establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of 
this  Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the 
storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
allotment  for  the  farm  established  without 
regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  in¬ 
creased  allotment  under  this  subsection. 
The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an 
increased  allotment  under  this  subsection 
and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not 
be  required  to  comply  with  such  provisions 
as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support.’ 

“Sec.  314.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
immediately  after  section  334  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“  ‘commercial  area 

“  ‘Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for 
any  State  for  any  crop  of  wheat  is  twenty- 
five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in 
order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of 
this  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is  so 
designated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop 
and  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year 
therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any 
State  shall  not  be  increased  by  reason  of 
such  designation.’ 

“Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘SMALL  FARM  EXEMPTION 

“  ‘Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota 
for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of 
less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such 
crop  of  wheat  does  not  exceed  the  small-farm 
base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm,  unless 
the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
and  marketing  quota.  The  small-farm  base 
acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A) 
the  average  acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat 
planted  for  harvest  in  the  three  years  1959, 
1960,  and  1961,  or  such  later  three-year  pe¬ 
riod,  excluding  1963,  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  be  representative,  with  adjustments 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  and  such 
other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  small-farm 
base  acreage,  or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  any  farm  shall  be  the  larger 
of  (1)  the  small -farm  base  acreage  deter  - 
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mined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the 
three-year  peripd  1959-1961,  reduced  by  the 
same  percentagfe  by  which  the  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below 
fifty-five  million  acres,  or  (2)  the  acreage 
allotment  determined  without  regard  to  (1) 
above.  If  the  operator  of  any  such  farm  fails 
to  make  such  election  with  respect  to  any 
crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C. 
1340) ,  as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  small-farm  base 
acreage  or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for  the 
farm,  (ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm,  (iii) 
such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support,  and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  applicable  to  such  crop  shall  not  be 
issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  required  to  provide  acreage 
allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small-farm 
base  acreages  under  this  section  shall  be  in 
addition  to  National,  State,  and  county  acre¬ 
age  allotments.’ 

‘Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Referendum 

“  ‘Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing 
years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not 
later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proclamation 
is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct 
a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to 
determine  whether  they  favor  or  oppose 
marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year  or 
years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer 
who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  held  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  except  that  a  producer 
who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than 
fifteen  acres  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  un¬ 
less  the  farm  operator  elected  pursuant  to 
section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the 
results  of  any  referendum  held  hereunder 
within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such 
referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against 
marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in 
effect  with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  fol¬ 
lowing  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  refer¬ 
endum  is  held.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting 
in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas 
for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing  years, 
no  referendum  shall  be  held  for  the  subse¬ 
quent  year  or  years  of  such  period.’ 

“Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  here¬ 
by  repealed. 

“Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended 
by  adding  after  section  338  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

“  ‘Land  Use 

“‘Sec.  339.  (a)(1)  During  any  year  in 
which  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  in 
effect,  the  producers  on  any  farm  (except  a 
new  farm  receiving  an  allotment  from  the 
reserve  for  new  farms)  on  which  any  crop 
is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  any  marketing  quota  penalty  applica¬ 
ble  to  such  crops,  as  provided  in  this  subsec¬ 
tion  unless  ( 1 )  the  crop  is  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  one  which  is  not  in  surplus 
supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage,  or  as  one  the  production  of  which 
will  not  substantially  impair  the  purpose  of 
the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  (2)  no 
wheat  is  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  pro¬ 
ducers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  state- 
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xnent  of  intention  to  participate  in  the  pay¬ 
ment  program  formulated  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section.  ^The  acreage  re¬ 
quired  to  be  diverted  from  the  production  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  shall  be  an  acreage  of 
cropland  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  de¬ 
termined  by  multiplying  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined 
by  dividing  the  number  of  acres  by  which 
the  national  acreage  allotment  is  reduced 
below  fifty-five  million  acres  by  the  numbein 
of  acres  in  the  national  acreage  allotment^ 
The  actual  production  of  any  crop  subject 
to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the 
penalty  on  such  crop  shall  be  computed  on 
the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop  at  the  rate 
of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre 
established  for  the  farm.  Until  the  produc¬ 
ers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on  such  crop, 
the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the 
farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a 
lien  in  favor  of  th6  United  States  for  the 
amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  hav¬ 
ing  an  interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acre¬ 
age  diverted  or  required  to  be  diverted  from 
the  production  of  wheat  shall  be  jointly 
and  severally  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of 
the  penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this 
section  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest  there¬ 
on  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum 
from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until 
the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“‘(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the 
acreage  on  any  farm  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the  previous 
year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such 
requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

“‘(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  grazed  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“‘(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  for¬ 
mulate  and  carry  out  a  program  with  respect 
to  the  1964  and  1965  crops  of  wheat  under 
which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may 
be  made  in  amounts  not  in  excess  of  50 
per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  diverted  taking  into  account 
the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
The  Secretary  may  permit  producers  on  any 
farm  to  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  equal 
to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat:  Provided,  That  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election, 
divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acre¬ 
age  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on 
the  farm  to  fifteen  acres.  Such  program 
shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted  acreage 
shall  be  devoted  to  conservation  uses  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary:  (2)  that  the  total 
acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer  fal¬ 
low  and  idle  land  but  excluding  the  acreage 
diverted  as  provided  above,  shall  be  not  less 
than  the  total  average  acreage  of  cropland 
devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including 
summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm 
during  a  representative  period,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  ab¬ 
normal  weather  conditions  or  other  factors 
affecting  production,  (ii)  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  (ill)  partici¬ 


pation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  (iv) 
unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  conserving  uses,  and  (v) 
other  factors  which  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-con¬ 
serving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3)  that 
the  producer  shall  not  knowingly  exceed  (i) 
any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any 
commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii) 
except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulations 
prescribe,  with  the  farm  acreage  allotments 
on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the 
producer  has  a  share :  Provided,  That  no  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  en¬ 
tire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess 
is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  if 
the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335.  The 
producers  on  a  new  farm  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment 
among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis.  Payments  may  be  made  in 
cash  or  in  wheat. 

“‘(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  ad¬ 
justing  any  payment  on  account  of  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  land-use  program  formulated  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

“  ‘(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any 
payment  to  producers  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“‘(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  cas¬ 
tor  beans,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not 
in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  di¬ 
verted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condition  that 
payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of 
such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such 
crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the 
payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which 
would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage 
were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage. 

“‘(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  include 
such  terms  and  conditions,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  control  of  erosion,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as 
the  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“‘(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

“‘(h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and 
other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  car¬ 
rying  out  this  section  during  the  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administra¬ 
tive  expenses.’ 

“Sec.  319.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows : 

"(1)  By  amending  paragraph  (1)  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of 
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wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such 
crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless 
the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 
such  actual  production  is  so  established,  the 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount 
equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop. 
In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota 
and  farm  marketing  excess,  any  acreage  of 
wheat  remaining  after  the  date  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage 
of  wheat  on  the  farm,  and  the  production 
thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a 
reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  such  pro¬ 
duction.  Any  acreage  of  wheat  disposed  of 
in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded 
in  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota 
and  farm  marketing  excess.  Self-seeded 
(volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing 
quotas  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  in 
effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing 
year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  wheat 
is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
marketing  year.’ 

“(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read 
as  follows: 

“‘(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat,  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal 
to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  .  Each 
producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of 
wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  wheat  is  determined  shall 
be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess.’ 

“(3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  ‘twice’ 
before  ‘the  normal  production'  in  the  first 
and  second  sentences  thereof,  and  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  second  sentence  thereof  ‘twice 
the’  between  ‘of’  and  ‘normal’  in  the  phrase 
‘upon  the  basis  of  normal  production’,  by 
striking  out  ‘corn  and’  from  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  thereof,  and  by  striking  out  ‘corn  or’ 
from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

“(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“‘(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm 
store,  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the 
penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of 
any  crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat 
produced  on  the  farm  and  any  subsequent 
crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas 
in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall 
be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.’ 

“(5)  By  striking  out  ‘corn  or’  from  para¬ 
graph  (5). 

“(6)  By  striking  out  ‘corn  or’  from  para¬ 
graph  (6) . 

“(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by 
renumbering  paragraphs  (8)  through  (11) 
as  (7)  through  (10),  respectively. 

"(8)  By  striking  out  ‘corn  or’  and  ‘,  as  the 
case  may  be,’  from  paragraph  (8),  redesig¬ 
nated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (7),  and 
adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sentence:  ‘If  the  buyer  fails  to  col¬ 
lect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  per¬ 
sons  entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed 
from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof  shall 
be  Jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  pen¬ 
alty.’ 
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"(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by 
adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  to  fol¬ 
low  paragraph  (11),  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  paragraph  (10)  : 

“  ‘(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment 
or  collection  of  the  penalty  on  any  amount 
of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  an¬ 
num  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due 
until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“‘(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are 
not  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year,  all  pre¬ 
vious  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wheat 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first 
day  of  such  marketing  year.  Such  termina¬ 
tion  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer 
of  the  duty  to  remit  penalties  previously  col¬ 
lected  by  him.’ 

“Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A); 

“(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and 
(E)  after  the  words  ‘in  the  case  of  rice’  the 
words  ‘and  wheat,’  by  inserting  in  said  para¬ 
graphs  after  the  words  ‘per  acre  of  rice’  the 
following:  ‘or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,’, 
and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraph  after 
‘determined’  the  following:  ‘in  the  case  of 
rice,  or  during  the  five  years  immediately 
preceding  the  year  in  which  such  normal 
yield  is  determined  in  the  case  of  wheat’; 

“(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the 
following:  (A)  ‘wheat,’  in  each  of  the  two 
places  it  first  occurs  therein;  (B)  ‘and,  in  the 
case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  corn, 
cotton,  or  peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields’; 
(C)  ‘ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat, 
and’;  and  (D)  ‘in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or 
peanuts,’. 

"Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  delet¬ 
ing  ‘corn,  wheat,’  in  the  first  sentence  there¬ 
of. 

“(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘any  national 
acreage  allotment  for  corn  or’,  ‘wheat,’  and 
‘in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy  of  this 
Act  or’. 

“Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  after  ‘parity  payment,’  the  following: 
‘payment  under  section  339,’. 

“Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  to  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  310 
through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  only 
with  respect  to  programs  applicable  to  the 
crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  1964  or  any  subsequent  year  and  tlje 
marketing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar 
year  1964,  or  any  subsequent  year. 

“Wheat  Marketing  Allocation  Program 

“Sec.  324.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  (1)  by  designating  subtitles  D  and 
E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2) 
by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  subtitle 
D  as  follows: 

“  ‘ Subtitle  D — Wheat  marketing  allocation 
“  ‘Legislative  Findings 

“  ‘Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being 
a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the  great  export  crops 
of  American  agriculture  and  its  production 
for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound 
national  economy  and  to  the  general  welfare. 
The  movement  of  wheat  from  producer  to 
consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  commodity  or 
any  of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponder¬ 
antly  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 
Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to  pro¬ 
ducers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for 
nonagricultural  products  and  place  them  in 


a  position  of  serious  disparity  with  other  in¬ 
dustrial  groups.  Tire  conditions  affecting  the 
production  of  wheat  are  such  that  without 
Federal  assistance,  producers  cannot  effec¬ 
tively  prevent  disastrously  low  prices  for 
wheat.  It  is  necesasry,  in  order  to  assist 
wheat  producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to 
regulate  the  price  of  wheat  used  for  domestic 
food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner  provided 
in  this  subtitle. 

“  ‘Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 

“  ‘Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year 
for  which  a  marketing  quota  is  in  effect  for 
wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year 
for  the  1964  crop,  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  provided 
in  this  subtitle.  Whenever  a  wheat  market¬ 
ing  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  any 
marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine 

(1)  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such 
year  which  shall  be  the  amount  of  wheat 
which  in  determining  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  such  marketing  year  he  estimated 
would  be  used  during  such  year  for  human 
consumption  in  the  United  States,  as  food, 
food  products,  and  beverages,  composed 
wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  and  that  portion 
of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  in  determin¬ 
ing  such  quota  he  estimated  would  be  ex¬ 
ported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products 
thereof  during  the  marketing  year  on  which 
the  Secretary  determines  that  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order 
to  achieve,  insofar  as  practicable,  the  price 
and  income  objectives  of  this  subtitle,  and 

(2)  the  national  allocation  percentage  which 
shall  be  the  percentage  which  the  national 
marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota.  Each  farm  shall  receive  a 
wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  market¬ 
ing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  ob¬ 
tained  by  multiplying  the  number  of  acres  in 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  by  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multiplying  the 
resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national 
allocation  percentage.  If  a  noncommercial 
wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  any 
marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be 
given  wheat  marketing  allocations  which  are 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  in  relation  to  the  wheat  marketing 
allocation  given  producers  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area. 

“  ‘Marketing  Certificates 

“  ‘Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  producers 
on  any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certifi¬ 
cates  are  issued  to  receive,  in  addition  to 
the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  such  cer¬ 
tificates.  The  wheat  marketing  certificates 
issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the 
farm  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such 
year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing 
year  begins  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield 
of  wheat  for  the  farm,  plus  (ii)  the  amount 
of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  mar¬ 
keting  quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from 
storage  during  the  marketing  year  on  ac¬ 
count  of  underplanting  or  underproduction. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing 
of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  there¬ 
from. 

“  ‘(b)-  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  wheat  marketing  certificates  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in 
which  a  marketing  quota  penalty  is  assessed 
for  any  commodity  on  such  farm  or  in  which 
the  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land- 


use  requirements  of  section  339  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  which, 
except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation 
prescribe,  the  producer  exceeds  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any 
commodity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a 
producer.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regu¬ 
lations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the 
penalty.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm 
is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for 
such  crop  under  section  335. 

“  ‘(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  program  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  for  such  marketing  year  the  face  value 
per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates.  The 
face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  which 
the  level  of  price  support  for  accom¬ 

panied  by  certificates  exceed^  level  of 
price  support  for  wheat  not  acgaKpanied  by 
certificates  (noncertificate  wheijft) . 

“‘(d)  Marketing  certificates 'and  transfers 
thereof  shall  be  represented  by  such  docu¬ 
ments,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts, 
certifications,  or  other  statements  or  forms 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

“  ‘Marketing  Restrictions 
“  ‘Sec.  379d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited 
from  acquiring  marketing  certificates  from 
the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are 
issued,  unless  such  certificates  are  acquired 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  from  such 
producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat 
equivalent  to  the  marketing  certificates. 
Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable 
only  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any  unused  cer¬ 
tificates  legally  held  by  persons  other  than 
the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are 
issued  shall  be  purchased  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  if  tendered  to  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  for  purchase  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  cer¬ 
tificates  not  accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases 
where  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  would 
constitute  an  undue  hardship  to  require  the 
producer  to  transfer  his  certificates  only  in 
connection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

“  ‘(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which 
a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in 
effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  wheat  into  food  products  shall, 
prior  to  marketing  any  such  product  for 
human  food  in  the  United  States,  acquire 
marketing  certificates  equivalent  to  the 
number  of  bushels  of  wheat  contained  in 
such  product,  and  (ii)  all  persons  exporting 
wheat  or  food  products  shall  prior  to  such 
export  acquire  marketing  certificates  equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  number  of  bushels  so  exported. 
Marketing  certificates  shall  be  valid  to  cover 
only  sales  or  exportations  made  during  the 
marketing  year  with  respect  to  which  they 
are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used  to 
cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or 
an  export  of  wheat  shall  be  void  and  shall 
be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  foregoing  provisions  hereof,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  require  marketing  certificates 
issued  for  any  marketing  year  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made 
on  or  after  the  date  during  the  calendar 
year  in  which  wheat  harvested  in  such  cal¬ 
endar  year  begins  to  be  marketed  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  even  though  such 
wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  marketing  year,  and  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  for  such  marketing  year  shall  be  valid 
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to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made  on  or 
after  the  date  so  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary. 

“  ‘(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other 
undertaking  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to 
secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment  for  such 
marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required, 
and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  any  person  required  to  have  mar¬ 
keting  certificates  in  order  to  market  or  ex¬ 
port  a  commodity  may  be  permitted  to  mar¬ 
ket  any  such  commodity  without  having  first 
acquired  marketing  certificates. 

“‘(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term 
“food  products”  means  any  product  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  to  be  used 
for  human  consumption,  including  beverage. 
“  ‘Assistance  in  Purchase  and  Sale  of 

Marketing  Certificates 
“  ‘Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing 
certificates  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Such  regula¬ 
tions  may  authorize  the  Corporation  to  issue 
and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the  quantity 
of  certificates  which  it  purchases.  Such 
regulations  may  authorize  the  Corporation  in 
the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to  charge, 
in  addition  to  the  face  value  thereof,  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
appropriate  to  cover  estimated  administra¬ 
tive  costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  the  certificates  and  estimated  in¬ 
terest  incurred  on  funds  of  the  Corporation 
invested  in  certificates  purchased  by  it. 

“  ‘Conversion  Factors 
“  ‘Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish 
conversion  factors  which  shall  be  used  to  de¬ 
termine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in 
any  food  product.  The  conversion  factor  for 
any  such  food  product  shall  be  determined 
upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  such  product. 

“  ‘Authority  To  Facilitate  Transition 
“  ‘Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  take  such  action  as  he  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from 
the  program  currently  in  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  provided  for  in  this  subtitle.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  subtitle, 
such  authority  shall  include,  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all 
or  a  portion  of  the  wheat  or  food  products 
made  therefrom  in  the  channels  of  trade  on 
the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this 
subtitle  from  the  marketing  restrictions  in 
subsection  (b)  of  section  379d,  or  to  sell  cer¬ 
tificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or 
food  products  at  such  prices  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine.  Any  such  certificate  shall 
be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

"  ‘Reports  and  Records 
“  ‘Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to 
processors  of  wheat,  warehousemen  and  ex¬ 
porters  of  wheat  and  food  products,  and  all 
persons  purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise 
dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certificates. 
Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to  time 
on  request  of  the  Secretary,  report  to  the 
Secretary  such  information  and  keep  such 
records  as  the  Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be 
reported  and  such  records  shall  be  kept  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall  pre¬ 
scribe.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
correctness  of  any  report  made  or  record 
kept,  or  of  obtaining  information  required 
to  be  furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so 
furnished,  the  Secretary  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  examine  such  books,  papers,  rec¬ 
ords,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts, 
documents,  and  memorandums  as  he  has 
reason  to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within 
the  control  of  such  person. 
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“  ‘Penalties 

“  ‘Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates 
or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or 
aids  in  the  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of  this  Act 
shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum 
equal  to  two  times  the  face  value  of  the 
marketing  certificates  involved  in  such 
violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recov¬ 
erable  in  a  civil  action  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States. 

“‘(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in 
his  capacity  as  a  producer,  who  violates  or 
attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or 
aids  in  the  violation  of  any  provision  of  this 
subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the 
acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  mar¬ 
keting  certificates  or  who  fails  to  make  any 
report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by 
section  379h  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  thereof 
shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$5,000  for  each  violation. 

‘“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as 
a  producer,  knowingly  violates  or  attempts 
to  violate  or  participates  or  aids  in  the  viola¬ 
tion  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of 
any  regulation,  governing  the  acquisition, 
disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  or  fails  to  make  any  report  or  keep  any 
record  as  required  by  section  379h  shall,  (i) 
forfeit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates,  in  whole  or  in  part  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine,  with  respect  to  the  farm  or  farms 
and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  act  or  default  is  committed, 
or  (ii) ,  if  such  marketing  certificates  have  al¬ 
ready  been  issued,  pay  to  the  Secretary,  upon 
demand,  the  amount  of  the  face  value  of 
such  certificates,  or  such  part  thereof  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine.  Such  determi¬ 
nation  by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be 
forfeited  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  such 
producer  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
circumstances  relating  to  the  act  or  default 
committed  and  the  seriousness  of  such  act 
or  default. 

“‘(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  is¬ 
sues,  alters,  forges,  or  counterfeits  any 
marketing  certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  in¬ 
tent  possesses,  transfers,  or  uses  any  such 
falsely  made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or 
counterfeited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not 
more  than  $10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not 
more  than  10  years,  or  both. 

“  ‘Regulations 

“  ‘Sec.  379j.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  including 
but  not  limited  to  regulations  governing  the 
acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  mar¬ 
keting  certificates.’ 

"Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  By  inserting  after  section  106  the 
following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  beginning  with 
the  1964  crop— 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  price  support  for  wheat  accom¬ 
panied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  taking  into  consideration  the  factors 
specified  in  section  401(b), 

“‘(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
for  wheat  price  support  for  wheat  not  accom¬ 
panied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  appro¬ 
priate  taking  into  consideration  competitive 
world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of 
wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the 
level  at  which  price  support  is  made  available 
for  feed  grains, 


“  ‘  (3)  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  only  to  cooperators;  and  if  a  commercial 
wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  such 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available 
only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area, 

“  ‘  (4)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  for  which  a  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  or  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by 
producers  shall  be  as  provided  in  section 
101,  and 

“  ‘(5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat,  a  "cooperator”  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  exceed  (A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the 
farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by 
regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity 
in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer, 
and  (ii)  complies  with  the  land-use  require¬ 
ments  of  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  what,  a  “cooperator”  with  respect  to  any 
crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be 
a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat.  No 
producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the 
entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty, 
but  the  producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to 
receive  price  support  on  such  marketing  ex¬ 
cess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is 
exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for 
such  crop  under  section  335.’ 

“(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end 
of  the  third  sentence  in  section  407  to  a 
colon  and  adding  the  following:  'Provided, 
That  if  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  effect,  the  current  support  price 
for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for 
wheat  accompanied  by  marketing  certificate 
and  wheat  sold  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
Marketing  certificate.’ 

/  “Sec.  326.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  performance  rendered  in 
good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice 
of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (g) 
of  section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  of 
section  307  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  or  of  section  124  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  and  payment  may 
be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such 
action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary 
deems  it  desirable  in  order  to  provide  fair 
and  equitable  treatment. 

“Sec.  327.  In  the  establishment  of  State, 
county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  for 
wheat  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  the  acreage  which 
is  determined  under  regulations  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  under  the  special  programs 
formulated  pursuant  to  section  307  of  this 
Act,  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  shall  be 
credited  to  the  State,  county,  and  farm  as 
though  such  acreage  had  actually  been  de¬ 
voted  to  the  production  of  wheat. 

“Sec.  328.  Effective  with  the  1964  crop, 
during  any  year  in  which  an  acreage  diver¬ 
sion  program  is  in  effect  for  feed  grains,  the 
Secretary  shall,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  permit  producers  of  feed 
grains  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  pro- 
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auction  of  feed  grains  considered  as  devoted 
to  the  production  of  wheat  and  producers  of 
wheat  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  considered  as  devoted  to 
the  production  of  feed  grains  to  such  extent 
and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  impair 
the  effective  operation  of  the  program  for 
feed  grains  or  wheat. 

“TITLE  IV - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

“Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is 
amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  By  inserting  in  section  303  after  ‘use 
and  conservation’  a  comma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing  ‘including  recreational  uses  and  facili¬ 
ties’; 

“(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(a)  after 
‘soil  conservation  practices,’  the  following: 
‘shifts  in  land  use  including  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  recreational  facilities,’; 

“(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)(1) 
the  figure  ‘$10,000,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  ‘$25,000,000’; 

“(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the 
words  ‘and  conservation’  the  words  ‘includ¬ 
ing  recreational  uses  and  facilities’;  and 

“(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

“‘Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the 
term  “farmers”  shall  be  deemed  to  include 
persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or  who,  with 
assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend 
to  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term 
“farming”  shall  be  deemed  to  include  fish 
farming.’ 

“Sec.  402.  Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its 
long-standing  policy  of  favoring  the  use  by 
governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements 
of  trade  and  commerce,  and  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  procedures 
designed  to  minimize  the  acquisition  of 
stocks  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm 
commodities  through  private  competitive 
trade  channels,  both  cooperative  and  non- 
cooperative,  and  to  obtain  maximum  returns 
in  the  marketplace  for  producers  and  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

“Sec.  403.  The  Agriculture  Adjustment 
Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 
Section  8c (6)  is  amended  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  (I)  thereof  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  *:  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  orders  applicable  to 
cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any 
form  of  marketing  promotion  including  paid 
advertising.’ 

“Sec.  404.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sentence  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  ‘Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  when¬ 
ever  prior  to  December  31,  1963  the  Secretary 
determines  it  necessary  in  order  to  assure  the 
Nation  an  adequate  supply  of  milk  free  of 
contamination  by  radioactive  fallout,  he  may 
make  feed  owned  or  controlled  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  available  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  milk  in  any  area  or  areas  of  the 
United  States  at  such  prices  and  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropri¬ 
ate  in  the  public  interest.’ 

“Sec.  405.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is 
declared  unconstitutional,  or  the  applicabil¬ 
ity  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is 
held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder 
of  this  Act  and  the  applicability  thereof  to 


other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby.” 

And  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  same. 
Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  main¬ 
tain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senate  struck  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House 
bill  and  substituted  language  which  gen¬ 
erally  followed  the  subject  matter  of  the 
House  bill  but  was  different  in  numerous 
substantial  respects.  The  following  summary 
indicates  the  major  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  and 
the  action  taken  by  the  conferees: 

TITLE  I - LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT 

1.  Long-term  diversion  contracts: 

(a)  House  limited  contracts  to  10  years. 
Senate  limited  contracts  to  15  years.  Con¬ 
ference  agreed  to  10  years.  Also  agreed  to 
House  language  with  respect  to  change  in 
cropping  systems  and  land  use. 

(b)  House  did  not  provide  for  diversion 
to  recreation  and  nonagricultural  purposes. 
Senate  provided  for  such  diversion.  Con¬ 
ference  agreed  to  Senate  language  without 
nonagricultural  purposes. 

(c)  House  limited  tree  cover  payments  to 
5  years.  Senate  did  not  include  such  limit. 
Conference  agreed  to  House  provision. 

(d)  House  prohibited  agreements  on  land 
acquired  within  2  years,  subject  to  certain 
exceptions.  Senate  did  not  contain  such 
prohibition.  Conference  agreed  to  House 
language. 

(e)  House  did  not  contain  acreage  history 
preservation  provision.  Senate  authorized 
Secretary  to  provide  for  preservation  or  sur¬ 
render  of  history.  Conference  agreed  to 
Senate  language. 

(f )  House  did  not  limit  payments.  Senate 
limited  payments  to  $10  million  per  year. 
Conference  agreed  to  $25  million  with  $10 
million  earmarked  for  new  contracts,  plus 
amendment  permitting  use  of  CCC  funds  in 
fiscal  1963. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  re¬ 
quested  by  the  committee  of  conference  to 
make  a  study  and  report  early  next  year  on 
problems  connected  with  expiring  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  contracts. 

2.  House  did  not  contain  provision  for  use 
of  CCC  in  making  ACP  and  long-term  con¬ 
tract  payments.  Senate  contained  such  pro¬ 
vision.  Conference  agreed  to  Senate  lan¬ 
guage. 

3.  Bankhead-Jones  Act  amendments: 

(a)  House  excluded  building  of  industrial 
parks  or  private  industrial  commercial  enter¬ 
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prises  from  the  purposes  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  and  struck  out  a  specific  reference 
to  the  retirement  of  submarginal  lands.  Sen¬ 
ate  struck  protection  of  health,  safety,  and 
welfare  from  purposes,  inserted  a  specific 
reference  to  the  more  economic  use  of  lands, 
and  to  providing  pubj^g  ^recreation.  Confer¬ 
ence  agreed  to  House  provision. 

(b)  House  did  not  repeal  authority  to  ac¬ 
quire  submarginal  lands  (including  by  con¬ 
demnation).  Senate  repealed  such  author¬ 
ity.  Conference  agreed  to  Senate  language. 

(c)  House  provided  for  any  type  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  any  type  of  agency,  public  or  private, 
in  developing  and  carrying  out  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  plans.  Senate  provided  for  cooperation 
with  Government  agencies  in  developing 
plans,  limited  assistance  in  carrying  out 
plans  to  Ifi&jjg  to  State  or  local  public  agen¬ 
cies,  subject  to  a  number  of  conditions. 
^OTifCTefice-agTee^to  Seq^ite  language. 

(a)  House  did  not  contain  provision  for 
recreation.  Senate  permitted  Secretary  to 
(i)  pay  up  to  one-half  of  costs  of  lands  and 
related  facilities  for  Dublic  xecreatjon  areas, 
including  ik'h  and  wildlife;  (ii)  pay  an  equi¬ 
table  share  of  installation  costs  for  recrea¬ 
tional  phases;  (iii)  advance  funds  for  imme¬ 
diate  land  acquisition  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment.  Senate  also  changed  installation 
cost-sharing  formula  from  a  direct  identi¬ 
fiable  benefit  basis  to  one  which  considers 
national  needs  and  assistance  authorized  for 
similar  purposes  under  other  Federal  pro¬ 
grams.  Conference  agreed  to  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  with  a  House  amendment  limiting  rec¬ 
reation  areas  to  not  more  than  one  for  each 
75,000  acres  of  watershed. 

(b)  House  increased  maximum  flood  pre¬ 
vention  capacity  to  12,500  acre-feet.  Senate 
did  not  have  a  similar  provision.  Confer¬ 
ence  agreed  to  strike  House  language. 

(c)  House  permitted  deferred  payment  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water  capacity  to 
meet  anticipated  needs.  Senate  did  not  have 
similar  provision.  Conference  agreed  to 
House  language. 

(d)  House  clarifies  language  of  section  5 
of  Watershed  Act  without  substantial 
change.  Senate  did  not  have  similar  pro¬ 
vision.  Conference  agreed  to  House  lan¬ 
guage. 

(e)  House  made  all  amendments,  past  or 
future,  to  section  4  of  the  Watershed  Act 
(conditions  of  assistance)  applicable  to  addi¬ 
tional  works  of  improvement  prosecuted  in 
connection  with  the  11  watershed  programs 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 
Senate  did  not  have  similar  provision.  Con¬ 
ference  agreed  to  House  language'. 

TITLE  II - PUBLIC  LAW  480 

5.  House  did  not  limit  title  IV  private 
trade  agreements  to  commodities  to  be  con¬ 
sumed  in  underdeveloped  countries.  Senate 
so  limited.  Conference  agreed  to  House  lan¬ 
guage. 

The  conferees  reaffirmed  that  sales  under 
title  IV  are  to  be  carried  out  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the  act 
and  the  intent  of  that  section  as  it  was  set 
forth  in  the  report  of  the  committee  at  the 
time  of  its  adoption,  so  as  to  maximize 
dollar  sales  and  not  replace  sales  which 
would  otherwise  be  made  for  cash. 

6.  House  did  not  contain  provision  for 
security  for  performance  of  private  trade 
agreements.  Senate  contained  such  pro¬ 
visions.  Conference  agreed  to  strengthened 
Senate  language. 

Reasonable  security  under  this  section 
from  foreign  buyers  would  include  a 
guarantee  of  qualified  foreign  banking  in¬ 
stitutions,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  The  authority  under  the 
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amendments  to  this  section  of  the  Act  is 
vested  exclusively  in  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  same  as  it  is  under  section  403, 
404,  and  405  of  the  Act. 

7.  House  left  authority  in  Secretary  to 
permit  participation  by  other  supplying 
countries.  Senate  transferred  this  authority 
to  President.  Conference  agreed  to  House 
language,  modified. 

This  section  does  not  apply  to  agreements 
with  private  trade  but  only  to  government 
to  government  type  of  sales  and  supply 
agreements.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  this 
section  makes  it  clear  that  the  Secretary 
could  only  permit  participation  by  "friendly 
and  historic  supplying  nations”  instead  of 
"exporting  nations”  which  might  be  neither 
friendly  nor  have  any  historic  record  of 
supply. 

Section  201(5):  Except  for  a  matter  of 
punctuation,  the  House  and  Senate  provi¬ 
sions  are  identical.  This  section  amends 
section  406  of  the  Act  and  makes  certain 
provisions  of  title  I  applicable  to  title  IV. 
Section  406,  as  amended,  gives  emphasis  to 
market  development  and  to  the  use  of 
private  trade  channels  and  makes  provision 
for  CCC  reimbursement  for  title  IV  activities 
in  the  same  manner  as  for  title  I  activities. 

8.  House  provided  for  expanded  donations 
to  school  lunch  programs  abroad,  to  include 
such  donations  to  programs  having  student 
financing  on  basis  of  ability  to  pay.  Senate 
did  not  contain  similar  provisions.  Confer¬ 
ence  agreed  to  House  language  with  substi¬ 
tute  for  section  205  making  donations  under 
section  416  of  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949 
subject  to  priorities  under  that  section. 

TITLE  m - COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 

9.  1963  feed  grain  program:  The  confer¬ 
ence  agreed  to  the  House  bill  with  respect 
to  the  1963  feed  grain  program  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes: 

(1)  The  Secretary  would  be  given  discre¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  use  of  the  malting 
barley  exemption; 

(2)  It  is  made  clear  that  a  malting  barley 
producer  would  not  be  exempt  from  the  ob¬ 
ligation  to  reduce  his  com  and  sorghum 
acreage  in  order  to  qualify  for  corn  and  sor¬ 
ghum  price  support; 

(3)  A  single  payment  rate  of  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  normal  production 
would  be  substituted  for  the  payment  rates 
of  45  and  50  percent  provided  by  the  House 
bill; 

(4)  Price  supports  on  1963  feed  grains  to 
cooperators  will  be  substantially  the  same  as 
in  1962 — based  on  a  national  average  of  $1.20 
per  bushel  for  corn.  However,  the  support 
program  will  be  carried  out  partially  by  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind  and  partially  by  the  usual 
loans  and  purchase  agreements. 

Price-support  payments  in  kind  at  18  cents 
per  bushel  on  corn,  and  at  comparable  rates 
on  grain  sorghums  and  barley,  would  be 
made  on  the  normal  production  of  the  1963 
acreage.  The  balance  of  the  support  price 
would  be  made  available  in  the  usual  man¬ 
ner  on  actual  production.  All  payment-in¬ 
kind  certificates  would  be  redeemed  in  feed 
grains  valued  at  the  loan  rate. 

Payment  in  kind  certificates  would  be 
handled  in  the  same  manner  as  under  the 
1961  and  1962  feed  grain  programs,  except 
that  the  minimum  resale  price  of  feed  grains 
represented  by  such  certificates  could  not 
be  less  than  the  loan  rate.  Cooperating 
farmers  receiving  such  certificates  have 
three  choices:  (A)  to  exchange  them  for 
actual  grain  from  CCC  stocks;  (B)  to  sell 
the  certificates;  (C)  to  request  CCC  to  mar¬ 
ket  the  certificates  for  them,  in  which  event 
the  CCC  would  advance  the  producer  the 
face  value  of  the  certificates. 

(5)  Limits  crops  which  may  be  grown  on 
diverted  acres  to  those  named  in  the  bill. 

(6)  Producers  would  be  required  to  take 
appropriate  erosion  control  measures. 


(7)  Participating  producers  would  lose 
price  suport  if  they  fail  to  divert  acreage  in 
accordance  with  their  agreement. 

10.  Feed  grain  price  support  and  CCC  re¬ 
sale  restrictions  for  1964  and  subsequent 
crops : 

(a)  House  provided  that  for  1964  and  sub¬ 
sequent  crops  the  support  level  for  corn 
would  be  80  percent  of  the  3 -year  average 
price  (instead  of  90  percent  of  such  average 
price  or  65  percent  of  parity,  whichever  is 
higher,  as  provided  by  existing  law) .  CCC 
minimum  resale  price  for  unrestricted  use 
would  be  105  percent  of  current  support, 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges,  as  under 
existing  law.  Senate  provided  support  for 
corn  at  such  level  not  above  90  percent  of 
parity  as  would  not  increase  CCC  stocks. 
Support  for  other  feed  grains  would  be  0  to 
90  percent,  after  considering  feed  value  in 
relation  to  corn  and  other  factors.  Secre¬ 
tary  would  submit  proposal  for  feed  grain 
legislation  to  next  Congress.  Minimum  CCC 
resale  price  would  be  65  percent  of  parity, 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges.  Confer¬ 
ence  agreed  to — 

(lj  Frice  support  for  corn  at  such  level 
between  50  and  90  percent  of  parity  as  will 
not  result  in  increasing  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks; 

(2)  Strike  the  provision  of  the  Senate 
amendment  with  respect  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  resale  price  so  that  the 
minimum  resale  price  will  continue  at  105 
percent  of  the  current  support  level  plus 
carrying  charges; 

(3)  Strike  that  part  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  repeal  section  105(b) 
of  the  1919  act,  so  that  price  support  for  the 
other  feed  grains  would  continue  to  be 
determined  pursuant  to  section  105(b). 

>  SUBTITLE  B - WHEAT 

Wheat  program  for  1963 

11.  Conference  agreed  to  provisions  gen^ 
erally  along  the  lines  of  the  House  bill  with 
respect  to  a  1963  wheat  diversion  program 
with  the  following  changes: 

(1)  The  mandatory  10-percent  reduction 
would  be  eliminated  and  the  provisions  with 
respect  to  the  15-acre  farms  would  be  sim¬ 
plified  to  provide  for  diversion  below  an 
average  3-year  acreage.  As  in  1962,  the  15- 
acre  exemption  would  be  modified  to  the 
highest  acreage  planted  in  1959,  1960,  or 
1961. 

(2)  Producers  would  be  given  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  divert  not  less  than  20  percent  and 
not  more  than  50  percent  of  their  allotments 
with  payments  at  50  percent  of  tljeir  nor¬ 
mal  production  on  the  diverted  acreage 
based  on  the  support  price  of  $1.82.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  producers  who  do  make  this  volun¬ 
tary  reduction  would  be  entitled  to  price 
support  at  $2  per  bushel.  Such  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  carried  out  partially  in  the  form 
of  a  payment  in  kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel 
on  the  normal  production  of  their  1963  wheat 
acreage  and  the  balance  in  the  usual  man¬ 
ner  through  loans  and  purchase  agreements 
at  the  national  average  of  $1.82  per  bushel 
on  their  actual  production. 

All  payment-in-kind  certificates  would  be 
redeemed  in  wheat  valued  at  not  less  than 
the  support  price  to  cooperators  not  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  diversion  program.  Cooperat¬ 
ing  producers  would  have  three  choices:  (1) 
To  exchange  the  certificate  for  wheat  from 
CCC  stocks,  (2)  to  sell  the  certificate,  or 

(3)  to  request  CCC  to  market  the  certificates 
for  them.  In  the  latter  case,  CCC  would  as¬ 
sist  producers  in  marketing  their  certificates, 
producers  in  marketing  their  certificates, 
and  the  Department  has  indicated  CCC 
would  advance  producers  the  full  face  value 
of  the  certificate.  The  support  level  for  co- 
operators  not  participating  in  the  diversion 
program  would  be  frozen  at  $1.82. 

(3)  Producers  who  agree  to  divert  a 
specified  acreage  would  lose  price  support 


for  1963  if  they  failed  to  carry  out  their 
agreements. 

(4)  Increases  in  the  marketing  penalty 
and  voting  eligibility  changes  would  be 
omitted,  since  the  referendum  has  already 
been  held. 

(5)  Crops  which  would  be  planted  on  di¬ 
verted  acres  would  be  limited  to  those  named 
in  the  bill. 

(6)  Producers  would  be  required  to  take 
appropriate  erosion  control  measures. 

Wheat  program  for  1964  and  subsequent 

crops 

12.  Senate  revised  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  program  to  provide  for  more  effective 
controls  and  for  an  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  with  payments  for  the  first  3  years  of 
diversion.  Provides  for  a  marketing  certifi¬ 
cate  plan  under  which  noncertificated  wheat 
would  be  supported  at  a  level  determined 
after  consideration  of  its  feed  value  and 
world  price,  and  certificated  wheat  would 
be  supported  at  between  65  and  90  percent 
of  parity.  Certificates  would  be  issued  to 
producers  for  all  wheat  consumed  domesti¬ 
cally  for  food  and  such  part  of  the  exports 
as  would  carry  out  the  price  and  income 
objectives  of  the  bill.  If  marketing  quotas 
were  disapproved  by  producers,  the  support 
level  would  be  50  percent  of  parity.  Con¬ 
ference  agreed  to  the  Senate  provisions  with 
respect  to  wheat  with  the  following  changes : 

(1)  They  will  be  made  effective  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  1964  crop  (the  diversion  pay¬ 
ment  program  being  authorized  for  1964 
and  1965). 

(2)  Substitution  of  wheat  and  feed  grain 
acreage  would  be  permitted  if  a  feed  grain 
acreage  reduction  program  is  in  effect,  to 
such  extent  and  under  such  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  determines  would  not  adversely 
affect  the  overall  operations  of  the  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs. 

(3)  The  small  farm  base  acreage  would  be 
computed  on  a  3-year  adjusted  average  acre¬ 
age  excluding  1963  instead  of  the  highest  3 
years  out  of  5. 

(4)  The  crops  to  which  diverted  acreage 
may  be  devoted  under  the  diversion  payment 
program  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  1963 
wheat  program. 

(5)  Wheat  acreage  diverted  under  the 

1962,  1963,  1964,  and  1965  diversion  programs 
would  be  counted  as  history  for  allotment 
purposes.  - - - -  —  __ 

'(6)  The  Secretary  would  be  give?f:Sjithor\ 
ity  to  provide  equitable  treatment  for  pro-' 
ducers  acting  in  reliance  on  erroneous  advice 
from  the  Department  under  past,  present, 
and  future  wheat  and  feed  grain  diversion 
programs.  - - - - - 

The  bill,  as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees, 
contemplates  that  the  Department,  in  oper¬ 
ating  the  wheat  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram,  will  give  full  recognition  to  the  poten¬ 
tial  impact  of  this  program  on  the  orderly 
marketing  of  wheat.  In  particular,  the  con¬ 
ferees  are  concerned  with  the  problems  of 
transition  from  the  present  program  to  the 
wheat  certificate  program.  It  is  recognized 
that  new  crop  wheat  will  be  harvested  and 
moved  into  the  marketing  channels  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year.  It  is 
also  recognized  that  stocks  of  wheat  will  be 
held  in  an  inventory  position,  particularly 
by  millers,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year.  The  conferees  expect  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  take 
such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  assure  that  the 
benefits  of  the  certificate  program  are  ex¬ 
tended  to  producers  of  wheat  who  harvest 
wheat  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  market¬ 
ing  year. 

The  conferees  also  expect  that  recognition 
will  be  given  to  stocks  of  wheat  in  inventory 
on  the  effective  date  of  the  program.  The 
mechanics  for  handling  this  phase  of  the 
program  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  The  bill  contains  ade- 
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quate  authority  to  handle  this  problem.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  however, 
proceed  with  extreme  caution  in  this  matter. 
The  principal  concern  of  the  conferees  is 
that  neither  windfall  profits  nor  losses 
should  be  incurred  by  holders  of  wheat  on 
the  effective  date  of  the  new  program,  be¬ 
cause  of  inadequate  mechanics  for  handling 
this  problem. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  the  certifi¬ 
cates  should  trade  at  face  value  or  a  pre- 
announced  value  and  that  opportunities  for 
speculation  in  certificates  should  be  elim¬ 
inated.  This  can  best  be  accomplished  by 
announcing  in  advance  that  CCC  will  be  a 
free  buyer  and  seller  of  certificates.  This 
announcement  should  not  preclude  the  han¬ 
dling  of  certificates  in  trade  channels  but  it 
would  eliminate  the  opportunity  to  hold 
certificates  for  financial  gain.  It  would 
further  eliminate  the  possibility  of  the  dis¬ 
ruption  of  orderly  marketing  because  of  an 
artificial  shortage  of  certificates. 

The  conferees,  by  referring  to  specific  prob¬ 
lems,  are  not  inferring  that  these  are  the 
only  problems  involved  in  the  transition  to 
the  wheat  certificate  program  or  the  only 
possibilities  of  interference  with  the  orderly 
marketing  processes.  They  are  cited  as  a 
caution  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
use  care  in  developing  and  administering 
this  program.  Conferences  with  committees 
of  Congress,  farm  organizations,  and  the 
grain  trade  are  essential  to  the  proper  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  mechanics  for  handling  the 
wheat  certificate  program. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  the  necessary  mechanics  of  op¬ 
eration  be  worked  out  and  announced  well 
in  advance  of  the  effective  date  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Only  in  this  manner  can  all  pro¬ 
ducers  and  grain  handlers  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  adjust  their  operations  to  the 
certificate  program. 

Subtitle  C — Dairy 

13.  House  provided  for  a  voluntary  9-month 
program  (October  1,  1962- June  30,  1963) 
under  which  producers  would  be  paid  up  to 
$2.50  per  hundredweight  for  reducing  their 
marketing  below  calendar  1961  levels. 
House  also  required  price  support  or  surplus 
removal  loans  on,  or  purchases  of,  products 
to  be  conditioned  on  certification  that  the 
support  price  was  paid  to  the  producers  of 
the  milk  or  butterfat.  Senate  contained  no 
dairy  provisions.  Conference  struck  House 
provision. 

Title  IV — General 

14.  House  limited  FHA  real  estate  loans 
for  recreational  uses  to  citizens  with  farm 
background  or  experience  who  are  or  will 
become  owner-operators  of  not  larger  than 
family-size  farms.  Senate  did  not  so  limit. 
Conference  agreed  to  House  provision  with  a 
technical  change. 

15.  Conference  substitute  omits  the  follow¬ 
ing  provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment 
(which  were  not  contained  in  House  bill)  : 

(a)  Authority  for  sewer  loans. 

(b)  Provision  for  REA  direct  loan  account. 

(c)  Provision  concerning  use  of  farmer 
cooperatives. 

16.  Conference  substitute  contains  the 
following  provisions  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  (which  were  not  contained  in  House 
bill)  : 

(a)  Authority  for  loans  to  fish  farmers. 

(b)  Congressional  policy  favoring  use  of 
customary  trade  channels. 

The  directive  to  the  Secretary  and  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  section  402  to 
adopt  certain  policies  and  procedures  is  by 
its  terms  to  be  carried  out  ‘‘to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable.”  In  determining 
whether  and  the  extent  to  which  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  such  policies  and  procedures  is  prac¬ 
ticable,  it  is  intended  that  the  Secretary  and 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  have  wide 
latitude  for  the  exercise  of  discretion.  In 


exercising  such  discretion,  it  is  of  course 
contemplated  that  there  will  be  taken  into 
consideration,  among  other  factors,  whether 
the  policy  or  procedure  would  be  consistent 
with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s 
purposes  and  with  the  efficient  and  effective 
conduct  of  its  operations.  Section  402  is  not 
Intended  in  any  way  to  override  other 
statutory  provisions  which  apply  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
carrying  out  their  activities  and  responsi¬ 
bilities. 

(c)  Cherry  marketing  order  provisions  for 
advertising. 

(d)  Authority  to  make  CCC  feed  available, 
prior  to  December  31,  1963,  to  milk  producers 
to  assure  supply  free  of  radioactive  fallout 
contamination . 

TITLE  V - INDUSTRIAL  USES  OP  AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

Conference  substitute  does  not  contain 
Senate  provision  (not  in  House  bill)  es¬ 
tablishing  an  Agricultural  Research  and 
Industrial  Use  Administration  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  coordinate 
and  expedite  an  expanded  research  program 
on  industrial  uses  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


)RRECTION  OP  ROLLCALZ 

Mr.  ^AYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I/yield  to 
the  gen\eman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
ChelfL 

Mr.  CHEtsF.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  214  I  am  recorded^  having  been 
absent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name,  and  a^k  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent/UEcoRD  and  Jour¬ 
nal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER /5ro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  ijo  objectior 


J.ESIDEN- 
YTENT- 


PROVIDIYG  RELIEF  FOR 
TIAL  /OCCUPANTS  OF  UI 
ED  MINING  CLAIMS 

Mir  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this\itu- 
atym  which  is  attempted  to  be  corrected 
faer  this  bill  became  so  bad  that  tr 
Comptroller  General  made  a  survey  or  aN 
review  of  the  administration  by  the  For¬ 
est  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  of  mining  claims  on  National 
Forest  lands  reserved  from  the  public 
domain.  It  is  astounding  what  this  re¬ 
port,  which  was  filed  with  the  House  on 
May  29  of  this  year,  disclosed.  It  dis¬ 
closes  among  other  things  that  they 
found  unpatented  mining  claims  being 
used  for  permanent  residences,  for  sum¬ 
mer  homes,  for  townsites,  orchards  and 
commercial  enterprises,  farming — a 
house  of  ill  repute,  a  nudist  colony,  res¬ 
taurants,  a  rock  museum  and  a  real  es¬ 
tate  office.  Hunting  and  fishing  lodges 
are  being  maintained  on  unpatented 
mining  claims. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  host  of  other 
uses  that  are  absolutely  inconsistent  with 
our  national  forest  policy. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Is  it  not  true  in  addition 
to  these  misuses  of  this  Government  land 


that  because  of  certain  mining  claims, 
the  Government  has  been  forced  into 
impossible  position  of  having  to  bv 
rights-of-way  through  these  holdings 
get  to  the  Government  forests  so  /chat 
they  can  be  properly  managed  a 
vested? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  One  of  the  things  that  was  dis¬ 
covered  was  that  several  of/these  illegal 
mining  claims  happen  t a  be  the  only 
means  of  access  to  several  hundred  mil¬ 
lion  board  feet  of  timjaer  and  the  own¬ 
ers  of  these  claims,  of/chese  illegal  claims 
which  the  Government  is  now  trying  to 
cancel,  have  demanded  an  outlandish 
payment  from  the  Government,  or  the 
prospective  timber  purchaser  for  a  right- 
of-way  acro/s  this  fictitious  mining 
claim  and  the  matter  is  now  in  court. 

Mr.  KY&.  Is  it  not  also  true,  to  com¬ 
pound  this  situation,  there  is  actually  no 
recorcLof  these  mining  claims  that  exist. 
Even/with  reference  to  the  new  mining 
s,  there  is  no  suitable  procedure 
fy(  recording  the  transactions. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  One  of  the  things  that  disturbs 
me  about  this  bill  and  even  as  to  the 
cases  where  the  Forest  Service  is  acting, 
there  is  absolutely  nothing  to  stop  a  per¬ 
son  from  coming  in  and  filing  a  new  min¬ 
ing  claim  on  the  same  land  from  which 
the  Government  has  already  dispossessed 
the  trespasser. 

In  an  attempt  to  solve  this  problem, 
the  gentleman  from  California  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  which  I  think  is  far  too 
broad.  He  attempts  to  give  them  a  fee 
of  up  to  5  acres  or  the  acreage  actu¬ 
ally  occupied.  One  of  the  real  difficul¬ 
ties  with  this  bill  is  that  he  gives  them 
that  right  as  long  as  they  were  on  the 
ground  on  the  12th  day  of  January  1962, 
the  date  on  which  the  first  bill  was  filed. 

The  Senate,  I  am  happy  to  inform  the 
Members  of  the  House,  took  a  much  more 
limited  view  of  this  proposition.  While 
they  did  in  some  rare  circumstances 
grant  a  fee,  most  of  the  people  who 
would  qualify  under  the  Senate  version 
would  have  to  be  on  the  land  for  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  7  years.  I  can  find  no  justifi¬ 
able  reason  for  going  back  a  mere  7 
ears.  There  are  a  number  of  good  rea- 
s  for  going  back  to  a  date  such  as  the 
exiH  of  World  War  II,  when  a  great  many 
of  the  people  in  the  West  were  looking  for 
weekend  homes,  and  under  the  guise  of 
miningSjlaims  went  in  and  picked  some 
of  the  choicest  spots  in  our  national  for¬ 
ests  for  their  residences. 

There  is  also  a  date,  1920,  that  might 
be  suitable.  \his  date  is  the  one  when 
this  movements  had  its  beginning.  If 
the  date  1920  wefe  adopted,  the  particu¬ 
lar  case  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Johnson]  relied  upon  for 
support  before  the  committee — namely, 
a  mining  community  winch  grew  up  on 
illegal  mining  claims — would  be  taken 
care  of. 

I  feel  that  any  people  wfto  went  into 
a  mining  community  and  filed  a  claim 
even  if  they  discovered  no  minerals,  have 
some  justification,  and  we  should  look 
with  favor  upon  these  cases.  Buv\gen- 
erally,  the  people  who  are  included  in\he 
report  of  the  Comptroller  General  do  nbt 
fall  in  that  category. 
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l&r.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  frohilowa. 

Mr.  GR^SS.  Referring  to  the  minor¬ 
ity  views  'accompanying  this  report, 
which  is  critical  of  things  which  have 
occurred,  I  do  not  find  in  the  letter  writ¬ 
ten  by  the  Comptroller  General  that  the 
bill  meets  the  objections  of  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General’s  office.' 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  rrtey  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  Comptroller  General  was 
very  critical  of  practicesvthat  have  been 
adopted  and  are  still  being\conducted  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  these 
mining  claims;  and  I  am  satisfied  that 
neither  the  House  bill  nor  the  Senate  bill 
goes  as  far  as  the  report  and  thesrecom- 
mendations  of  the  Comptroller  General. 

I  believe  that  if  this  bill  does  ro  go 
conference  that  between  the  Senate  Nr~ 
sion  and  the  House  version  somethii 
can  be  worked  out  so  that  where  there  isN 
a  real  hardship,  equity  can  be  done.  I 
believe  that  many  of  these  people  have 
paid  good  money  in  good  faith  for  prop¬ 
erty  in  what  was  originally  mining  com¬ 
munities.  But  where  it  is  a  summer 
camp  or  a  residence  in  direct  violation 
of  the  law  I  do  not  believe  that  we  can  in 
good  conscience  give  them  relief. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  am  doubtful  of 
permissive  legislation  that  leaves  it  en¬ 
tirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Would  it  not  make  difficult  the 
handling  of  situations  to  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  just  made  reference  if  introduced 
in  this  bill? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  would  hope  that  it 
would  not.  If  the  Secretary  himself  had 
the  decision  to  make,  I  believe  I  could 
depend  upon  his  decision;  unfortunately, 
there  are  some  career  people  downtown 
that  do  not  believe  as  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  myself  believe,  and  it 
is  for  this  reason  therefore  we  must  make 
this  bill  even  more  restrictive  than  it  is. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  that  not  one  in¬ 
stance  where  the  House  bill  is  perhaps 
stronger  than  the  Senate  bill? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  gentlemajl  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  We  can  t/fce  this 
particular  matter  to  conference'  and  iron 
it  out,  can  we  not? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Correct.  /That  is  one 
reason  why  I  am  going /along  on  the 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill,  because  of  the  statement  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  comnrfittee  has  made.  I 
sincerely  believe  that  this  conference 
can  and  will  worjt  out  a  good  piece  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
8  minutes  to/rhe  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr. /ohnson], 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was/given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend/nis  remarks.) 

Mi/  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Spesficer,  I  rise  in  support  of  my  bill,  H.R. 
12761,  to  provide  relief  of  residential  oc¬ 


cupants  of  unpatented  mining  claims 
upon  which  valuable  improvements  have 
been  placed.  This  legislation  is  designed 
to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the 
authority  to  convey  at  fair  market  value 
up  to  5  acres  of  land  which  is  occupied 
by  persons  who  have  filed  mining  claims 
on  this  property  but  have  not  perfected 
or  patented  these  claims. 

I  would  like  first  to  emphasize  two 
basic  points:  One,  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  would  in  no  way  amend  the  public 
mining  laws ;  two,  this  legislation  cannot 
be  classified  as  a  “giveaway”  because  in 
any  event,  the  occupant  must  pay  fair 
market  value  for  the  property  and  sec¬ 
ond,  the  authority  is  extended  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  this 
land  only  if  it  is  not  needed  for  further 
governmental  purposes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  permissive  legis¬ 
lation.  It  gives  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  a  much-needed  tool  to  resolve  a 
major  problem  which  has  developed  not 
\only  in  California  but  throughout  the 
Western  States. 

Jnder  the  mining  laws  of  1872,  citi- 
zen\of  the  United  States  and  those  who, 
havexleclared  their  intention  to  'beco; 
such  ate  guaranteed  the  right  to  en/er 
upon  tire  public  lands  of  the  United 
States,  except  those  withdrawn/ from 
entry,  to  ejqsrtore  for  and  purcha/e  valu¬ 
able  mineral  deposits  and  to  occjfpy  lands 
in  which  such  mineral  deposit/are  found. 
There  is  no  requirement  h/wever,  that 
an  occupant  or  locator,  a/he  is  known, 
must  proceed  to  thb  pjfrchase  of  the 
lands  in  which  the  valuable  mineral  de¬ 
posits  are  found. 

Numerous  people/ha vX  entered  upon 
the  public  lands, /staked\laims  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  mining  laws,  and  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  extract  minerals  without  ever 
filing  an  application  for  patent  to  the 
land.  O the/s  have  established  locations 
and  perfe/xed  mining  claims  buVhave 
been  unable,  because  of  other  provisions 
of  law/n  proceed  to  patent  even  though 
they  alight  have  desired  to  do  so.  Oni 
a  mining  claim  is  established,  it  was' 
nc/— and  is  not — unusual  for  a  claimant 
take  up  residence  on  the  land  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  claim. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  many  resi¬ 
dential  occupants  on  unpatented  mining 
claims  located  such  claims  in  good  faith, 
in  accordance  with  law,  and  had  every 
expectation  of  acquiring  fee  title  to  the 
land  in  accordance  with  the  mining  laws. 

Mining  claims  constitute  property,  giv¬ 
ing  the  holder  the  right  of  possession. 
In  the  public  land  States  unpatented 
mining  claims  are  bought  and  sold  on 
the  open  market.  Some  of  the  unpat¬ 
ented  mining  claims  have  been  occupied 
for  a  great  number  of  years  by  the  same 
family.  It  may  be  impossible  for  the 
occupant  to  fulfill  the  objectives  of  the 
law  at  this  time  and  obtain  a  patent  to 
the  land.  The  reason  for  this  is  that 
the  law  of  discovery,  which  controls  the 
determination  of  whether  a  patent  will 
be  issued,  is  related  to  both  time  and 
place;  that  is,  there  must  be  a  valuable 
deposit,  within  the  claim,  on  which  a 
prudent  man  would  be  justified  in  ex¬ 
pending  additional  funds  to  develop  at 
the  time  of  application  for  patent.  If 


there  had  been  a  valid  discovery  at  on§ 
time  but  all  the  minerals  had  been  es 
tracted,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  held  that  the  holder  of  the  claim 
could  not  now  proceed  to  patent  because 
the  claim  is  no  longer  mineral  in  char¬ 
acter,  or  valuable  for  its  mineral  content, 
and  a  reasonable  man  would  no  longer  be 
warranted  in  the  expenditure  of  time  and 
money  to  develop  the  clai 

These  people  who  har/ acquired  these 
mining  claims  as  the  original  locator  or 
through  purchase  jft  the  claim  or 
through  bequest  as  /he  land  was  passed 
down  through  generation  to  generation 
through  a  single'  family  have  recorded 
their  deeds  witlz  the  county  recorder  and 
for  the  most  part,  believed  that  they  had 
a  valid  title  to  the  property.  These 
properties/nave  been  taxed  with  the 
counties Collecting  taxes  both  on  the  im- 
provem/nts  and  on  the  possessory  in- 
teresLof  the  mining  claim. 

Asr  is  indicated  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill,  both  the  Bureau  of  Land 
lanagement  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  have  initiated  programs  designed  to 
eliminate  unauthorized  use  of  unpat¬ 
ented  mining  claims  and  in  many  of  these 
instances  and  especially  those  involving 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  these 
lands  are  being  processed  for  sale  or 
lease  under  public  land  laws. 

.  Naturally,  the  first  step  was  to  clear 
the  title  to  the  property.  To  do  this 
most  of  the  claims  were  invalidated  and 
the  present  occupants  were  faced  with 
eviction.  It  was  then  that  the  people, 
many  of  whom  had  lived  on  the  land  for 
decades,  found  they  had  no  legal  title 
to  the  land. 

Since  much  of  the  land  involved  was 
to  be  offered  for  public  sale  anyway  it 
seemed  only  fair  that  these  people  should 
be  offered  a  preference  right  to  purchase 
it  at  fair-market  value.  This  is  what 
my  legislation  would  do.  - 

This  legislation  as  reported  out  by  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  is  an  enabling  bill  which  would 
vgive  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the 
vuthority  to  give  a  preference  right  to 
these  occupants  to  purchase  up  to  five 
acrte  of  this  land  on  which  they  have 
beenNliving.  The  balance  of  the  land 
in  the\laim  would  be  sold  to  other  pri¬ 
vate  individuals  under  the  provisions  of 
the  SmalkTract  Act  or  similar  legisla¬ 
tion.  ThiNlegislation  thus  would  pro¬ 
tect  the  occupant  from  having  to  bid  in 
an  open  auction  against  all  comers  for 
the  land  on  which  he  lived. 

As  reported  ouMy  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insulate Affairs  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  the  following  tlhngs: 

First.  Any  decision\to  convey  any 
property  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
is  discretionary  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  the  Secretary  ok  Agriculture 
in  the  case  of  Forest  Service\land. 

Second.  To  be  eligible  to  perfect  title 
to  property  under  the  provisions\of  this 
bill,  the  applicants  must  relinquish^  the 
United  States  all  rights  in  such  ci^im 
which  he  may  have  had  under  the 
ing  laws  of  this  Nation. 

Third.  Applications  must  be  made' 
within  a  3-year  period. 
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city  of  Baltimore,  and  its  able  and  ener¬ 
getic  chairman,  Hon.  Reuben  H.  Leven- 
son,\n  conjunction  with  the  Honorable 
Samuel  N.  Friedel,  Representative  from 
the  Seventh  District  of  Maryland,  has 
devised  as.  plan  whereby  existing  facili¬ 
ties  would Nae  improved  and  modernized. 
Present  store  locations  would  be  made 
both  more  accessible  and  more  attractive 
to  shoppers.  This  would  eliminate  the 
necessity  for  relegation.  It  has  been  the 
pleasure  of  the  small  business  commit¬ 
tee  to  work  with  this  group  in  seeking 
to  find  ways  to  aid  and  assist  the  small 
businessmen  of  the  citV  of  Baltimore  in 
this  self-help  endeavorX  Congressman 
Friedel,  Mayor  Grady,  Chairman  Lev-  • 
enson,  and  the  members  of  hie  committee 
are  all  to  be  commended  for  their  vision 
and  their  farsighted  approach,  to  this 
problem.  \ 

Nor  is  this  type  of  solution  appropri¬ 
ate  only  for  our  larger  urban  areasx  It 
can  prove  helpful,  as  well,  to  the  smaller 
towns  and  cities  whose  small  business'* 
men  are  encountering  similar  problems.  > 
In  the  September  11,  1962,  edition  of  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor,  Roscoe  Flem¬ 
ing  has  set  forth  a  plan  conceived  by  the 
Small  Business  Administration’s  Denver 
regional  office  for  assisting  in  the  reha¬ 
bilitation  of  small  city  main  streets.  I  in¬ 
clude  the  article  at  this  point  in  the 
Record: 

Plan  for  Main  Streets 
(By  Roscoe  Fleming) 

Denver. — How  could  Federal  resources  be 
better  employed  than  in  helping  merchants 
of  small  cities  replace  their  faltering  “Main 
Streets”  with  lively,  attractive,  modern  shop- 
ing  malls? 

There  is  no  better  use,  in  the  view  of 
Harold  Smethills,  director  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  regional  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  office.  And  he  has  outlined  plans  for 
such  developments,  for  which  he  has  received 
a  tentative  nod  to  go  ahead  from  national 
headquarters  in  Washington. 

Under  his  plan,  owners  of  four  or  more 
square  blocks  in  the  heart  of  a  small  city 
would  form  a  new  corporation  which  would 
acquire  all  the  property,  by  condemnation 
if  necessary. 

METHOD  SPREADS 

Existing  structures  would  be  torn  down 
to  be  replaced  by  modern  malls,  each  member  > 
store  flanked  by  broad  parking  spaces.  Inr 
effect,  the  plan  would  plant  a  modern  locaj/y 
owned  shopping  center  in  the  heart  of  town, 
rather  than  on  the  outskirts.  /  ' 

The  latter  is  the  prevailing  mode,  he  said. 
It  started  in  and  around  the  larger  ernes  and 
now  is  spreading  to  smaller  one/ 

Suburban  shopping  centers /have  two 
characteristics :  / 

They  drain  trade  from  the/ center  of  the 
city  and  leave  the  city’s  traditional  mer¬ 
chants  stranded.  / 

They  are  occupied  in  jnany  cases  by  units 
of  national  or  regional  chains.  Thus  the 
profits  they  make  oftgn  go  out  of  town. 

ADVANTAGES  CITED 

So,  says  Mr.  Smethills,  his  plan  would 
have  two  advantages: 

It  would  keep  locally  made  profits  at  home 
to  build  up  *ne  community. 

It  wouly  replace  dinginess  with  bright, 
convenient,  modern  facilities  in  the  center  of 
town.  / 

He  sAys  he  has  been  working  to  institute  a 
pilot/project,  and  has  found  that  complete 
cooperation  is  needed,  and,  in  fact,  that  new 
Federal  legislation  probably  will  be  required. 


particularly  in  the  field  of  eminent  domain 
and  condemnation. 

The  laws  affecting  such  matters  vary  from 
State  to  State.  The  local  corporation,  when 
formed — with  each  merchant  holding  a  share 
commensurate  with  the  value  of  property  he 
will  contribute — must  have  the  power  to 
handle  all  the  real  estate  required  and, 
therefore,  must  be  able  to  take  it  over  for 
a  fair  price. 

WIDE  SUPPORT  NEEDED 

“And  I’ve  already  found  that  just  enlisting 
the  local  merchants  themselves  won’t  do,” 
said  Mr.  Smethills.  “You  have  to  get  every¬ 
one  behind  such  a  project  to  rehabilitate  the 
heart  of  the  town — the  city  administration, 
the  chamber  of  commerce,  civic  groups,  the 
press.  This  is  perhaps  the  biggest  job  of  all.” 

He  said  he  had  hopes  to  institute  a  pilot 
■project  in  one  small  city  and  that  he  has 
had  the  cooperation  of  all  save  the  absentee 
owner  of  five  pieces  of  property  in  the  cen¬ 
tral  area. 

Mr.  Smethills  believes  that  if  one  such  mall 
is  built,  its  advantages  will  be  so  obvious 
that  national  legislation  and  specific  funds 
may  find  the  favor  of  Congress. 

“We  talk  about  preserving  small  business,” 
he  said,  “and  building  up  the  interior  econ- 
Wy  of  the  Nation.  Here  is  a  most  effective 
way  to  do  both. 

\  LOANS  PROPOSED  / 

“Hfctre,  in  effect,  would  be  a  way  to  stimu¬ 
late  tte  economy  in  case  of  a  recession, 
withoulX  a  big  public-works  program  It 
would  paV  for  itself — we  propose  tlua  these 
government,  loans  to  the  mall  coi/orations 
would  be  atX.5  percent  interest./*  *  * 

"The  hugeNuuburban  shopping  centers 
gives  leases  to  those  with  the/ighest  credit 
ratings.  This  meSms,  in  90  percent  or  more 
of  cases,  the  big  national  or  regional  chains, 
which  through  hugeVolu/e  can  do  business 
on  smaller  margins.  \  / 

“If  a  local  merchan/uan  afford  space  at 
all,  he  gets  the  less  d/sirable  locations.  And 
if  he  can’t,  he  stajje  in  hik  downtown  store 
and  watches  an /increasing  proportion  of 
business  go  to  the  suburbanteenter.” 


(Mr.  PATMAN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter.)  \ 

j/Mr.  PATMAN’S  remarks  will  appXr 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.]  \ 


(Mr.  PATMAN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

[Mr.  PATMAN’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


CONSTITUTION  DAY 

(Mr.  KITCHIN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  KITCHIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is 
Constitution  Day  and  it  marks  the  175th 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  the  United  States.  We  of  North 
Carolina — and  especially  in  the  Eighth 
Congressional  District,  which  I  am  hon¬ 
ored  to  represent — are  singularly  mind¬ 
ful  of  historic  anniversaries. 

This  year,  for  instance,  the  Congress 
by  joint  resolution  enacted  into  law  rec¬ 
ognition  of  North  Carolina’s  300  years 


identity  in  American  history  by  creating 
the  North  Carolina  Tercentenary  Cele/ 
bration  Commission.  / 

On  national  Constitution  Day  /lie 
thoughts  of  many  Americans  turn  to  the 
America’s  earth-shaking  Declaration  of 
Independence  of  1776  as  perl/ps  the 
greatest  and  most  lasting  assertion  of 
human  freedom  in  the  history  of  the 
human  race.  / 

And  in  thinking  upon/ the  inspiring 
history  of  our  Constitution,  Declaration 
of  Independence  and  2Jill  of  Rights,  we 
North  Carolinians  remember  with  great 
pride,  one  of  the  significant  forerunners 
of  these  monumental  documents,  the 
Mecklenburg  Declaration  of  May  20, 
1775.  / 

On  this  17m, h  anniversary  of  our  Con¬ 
stitution  oj/the  United-States,  I  take  the 
occasion  /o  recall  to  my  respected  col¬ 
leagues/that  at  midnight.  May  20,  187 
years /ago,  a  militant  group  adopted  re¬ 
bellious  resolutions  declaring  Mecklen¬ 
burg,  N.C.,  to  be  free  and  independent 
oj  the  British  crown. 

/  It  is  widely  accepted  by  many  histor¬ 
ians — certainly  the  historians  of  North 
Carolina — that  the  Mecklenburg  Decla¬ 
ration  was  the  direct  parent  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Declaration  and  that  many  pass¬ 
ages,  word  for  word  and  phrase  for 
phrase,  from  the  Mecklenburg  Declara¬ 
tion,  appear  in  the  document  adopted 
the  next  year  in  Philadelphia. 

On  this  national  Constitution  Day  I 
take  occasion  to  salute  the  Constitution; 
to  thank  the  Congress  for  its  recognition 
of  my  State  through  the  North  Carolina 
Tercentenary  Celebration  Commission, 
and  to  wish  for  all  of  the  185  million  of 
us  many  happy  returns  of  Constitution 
Day  through  the  centuries  ahead. 


KNOWLES  DAM  FOR  MONTANA 

(Mr.  OLSEN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  long  time 
ago,  I  committed  myself  to  the  policy  of 
Montana  water  for  Montana  people  and 
sthe  development  of  Montana  resources 
first  for  the  benefit  of  Montana  people 
and,  of  course,  then,  secondarily,  for  the 
benefit  of  everyone  in  the  Nation.  It 
just  seemed  to  me  that  the  first  benefit 
from  thfi  resources  in  Montana  should 
go  to  theKpeople  of  that  area,  and  unless 
the  development  is  beneficial  to  those 
people,  it  could  not  be  beneficial  to  the 
country  generally. 

However,  water  is  committed  to  run¬ 
ning  downhill,  therefore,  if  the  water 
is  to  be  developeavfor  Montana  people, 
it  has  to  be  developed  before  it  gets  out 
of  the  State.  For  mny  years  now,  ex¬ 
cess  runoff  of  water  frten  Montana  has 
been  going  to  the  seas  undeveloped.  The 
run  of  the  river  dams  devteoped  by  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies  havXpermitted  a 
great  waste  of  water  by  failure  to  corral 
the  floodwaters.  This  is  onl\  natural 
inasmuch  as  the  private  power  conupanies 
are  organized  for  the  profit  ofNtheir 
stockholders  and  are  not  eleemosynary 
institutions  organized  to  control 
floodwaters,  develop  recreation,  or  irriga- 
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'tion  and  reclamation,  or  any  of  the  other 
benefits  of  a  great  river  such  as  the 
Clarks  Pork  of  the  Columbia  River  or  this 
Flathead  River. 

Thus,  it  has  been  my  philosophy,  to¬ 
gether  with  that  of  most  people  in  my 
district,  that  we  should  commit  our¬ 
selves  to  the  development  of  the  whole 
river — complete  development — in  co- 
operation\with  the  whole  basin  of  the 
river.  Thus,  I  am  completely  committed 
to  the  development  of  the  Knowles  proj- 
ject — an  at-site  production  of  267,000 
kilowatts  of  prime  power,  together  with 
686,000  kilowatts  of  downstream  power. 
This  is  contrasted  with  the  relatively 
small  development  of  an  at-site  produc¬ 
tion  of  only  148,000  kilowatts  at  Buffalo 
Rapids  Nos.  2  ana\4. 

I  am  not  an  engineer.  But  I  think 
that  my  philosophy  is.  the  correct  one  to 
develop  the  whole  riverr— especially  if  the 
cost-benefit  ratio  is  Satisfactory  and 
compatible  with  the  law;  The  Cofps  of 
Engineers  has  studied  thiS  project  for  11 
years.  I  am  convinced  that  the  members 
of  the  Corps  are  dedicateovpublic  serv¬ 
ants  who  have  no  private;  motive  or 
personal  regard  to  influence  them.  I  am 
compelled  to  believe  their  statements  of 
facts  and  conclusions  as  against  the 
critics  who  have  a  profit  motive  or  a 
personal  ax  to  grind.  The  Chief Vf  En¬ 
gineers  and  Board  of  Rivers  and  Harbors 
recommended  Knowles  in  their  major 
water  plans.  The  Secretaries  of  Nthe 
Army  and  Interior  approved  the  Cofes 
recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  approved  Knowles  as  par 
of  the  major  water  plan.  The  White 
House  announcement  included  it  in  the 
recommendation  sent  to  the  Congress 
on  April  11, 1962 

I  am  very  happy  that  we  have  thi 
recommendation  of  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  to  the  effect  that  the  benefityof 
the  Knowles  are  such  that  the  project 
pays  for  itself  in  50  years  on  a  fost- 
benefit  ratio  of  1.3  to  1.  The  law  is 
conservative  and  thus  is  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  conservative  because  this 
project,  if  constructed,  would  me  fully 
beneficial  for  certainly  more  /,han  100 
years. 

It  should  be  most  enlightening  to  your 
committee  that  last  year,  m  the  month 
of  July,  I  mailed  90,000  questionnaires 
to  the  householders  and  rural  boxholders 
in  my  district.  One  of  tl>e  questions  was 
as  follows: 

The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  has  recom 
mended  a  dam  at  Paradiife  Knowles  at  Clarks 
Fork  River  in  Montanh  for  cheap  electric 
power,  flood  control,  irrigation,  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  Do  you  vote  “yes”  or  “no”? 

The  answers  re/ceived  from  almost  15 
percent  of  the  people  queried  were  “yes, 
54  percent;  “nO,”  39  percent;  “unde¬ 
cided,”  7  percent. 

In  other  pol/s  taken  among  the  people 
affected,  the/  results  have  been  ascer¬ 
tained  as  follows:  The  results  of  the 
Plainsman/ published  at  Plains  by  Don 
Coe;  the/ Sentinel,  published  at  Hot 
Springs  hy  Dick  Shirley;  and  the  Sanders 
County  Ledger,  published  at  Thompson 
Falls  by  K.  A.  Eggensperger,  showed  2 
to  1  support  for  Paradise  Dam. 

In /May  of  1962,  Radio  Station  KOFI, 
An  independently  owned  and  operated 


enterprise,  ran  a  public  opinion  poll 
the  Knowles  Dam  question.  KOFI  is/a 
5,000-watt  station  and  has  the  greatest 
coverage  of  any  station  operating  in/the 
Flathead  Valley  near  the  Knowles  /am- 
site. 

The  question  asked  was  simply/^What 
is  your  opinion  of  Knowles  Dan)?”  This 
poll  was  rim  on  a  Sunday.  fj 

In  reading  the  results  on  the  air,  the 
announcer  stated  that  he  was  disap¬ 
pointed  that  more  people  did  not  put 
down  their  reasons  for  supporting  or  op¬ 
posing  Knowles  Dam.  On#  hundred  and 
two  people  wrote  in  to  the  station. 
Ninety-five  for  the  da rm  seven  against. 
None  of  the  letters  reai  over  the  air  in 
support  of  the  dam  contained  requests  to 
withhold  the  author’/  name,  and  three 
out  of  four  of  those/  whose  letters  op¬ 
posed  the  dam  askpd  that  their  names 
not  be  read  on  the  air. 

Together  with /he  Senate  leadership 
of  the  Montana/  congressional  delega¬ 
tion,  I  plan  to /participate  in  obtaining 
a  reservation  oi  power  for  Montana  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  obtained  in  the  Hungry  Horse 
power  situation.  There,  a  reservation  of 
power  has  peen  made  for  all  of  Mon¬ 
tana.  However,  the  at-site  power  of 
Hungry  Horse  is  a  little  more  than  90,- 
000  kilowatts — yet  Montana  has  present 
committed  use  from  Bonneville  of  more 
than  220,000  kilowatts.  Thus,  it  is  ob¬ 
vious  /hat  the  reservation,  while  desir 
able, ns  not  absolutely  necessary  because 
the  /national  policies  of  our  distribution 
have  well  compensated  Montana  for  the 
storage  services. 

,  Montana’s  best  self-interest  is  to  serve 
$he  basin  in  its  best  capacity  and  like- 
rise  be  paid  in  power  availabilty  for  its 
•vice. 

llectric  power  at  most  reasonable  rates 
is  Attractive  of  industry  and  is  thus  a 
jobmaking  proposition.  This  is  best 
demonstrated  in  the  case  of  the  Tennes¬ 
see  Valley  Authority  and  the  Bonneville 
Power  \Administration.  However,  it  is 
also  well,  demonstrated  near  at  hand 
with  theYaluminum  plant  that  was  at¬ 
tracted  tovMontana  by  the  power  rates 
of  Hungry  Horse  Dam. 

Other  pow&p  developments  in  Montana 
by  the  Federal  Government,  such  as 
Canyon  Ferry'and  Fort  Peck,  have  made 
rural  electrification  possible.  The  yard¬ 
sticks  afforded  'tay  these  two  projects 
made  it  a  favoraWe  proposition  that  5- 
mill  power  could  \be  demanded  by  the 
REA  projects  throughout  Montana. 

In  a  nutshell,  Knowles  would  be  bene¬ 
ficial  to  Montana: 

First.  Full  developn^nt  at-site  power 
267,000  kilowatts. 

Second.  Full  developiAknt  storage  for 
downstream  power  686,00V  kilowatts 

Third.  Lower  unit  cos\\for  total  of 
953,000  kilowatts. 

Fourth.  Cheap  power  inViting  job 
making  industry  to  Montana...  Bonne¬ 
ville  postage  stamp — rate  of  2Afnills  in¬ 
stead  of  private  power  rate  of  6\ftills  per* 
kilowatt. 

Fifth.  Montana  obtains  its  rightful 
share  of  National  Government  invest' 
ment  in  natural  resource  developme 

Sixth.  Increase  in  broadened  tax  t^e 
of  local  government  with  new  indust 
new  families,  and  new  homes. 


%  Seventh.  Greatly  enhance  fish 
wildlife  resources. 

Eighth.  Boost  Montana  recreatiprfand 
tourist  industry. 

In  our  competition  with  tho'fest  of  the 
world,  we  must  increase/mir  National 
Government  investment  In  natural  re¬ 
source  development/  in  any  event, 
Montana  is  entitlpdi to  a  fair  share  of  the 
national  investment.  Knowles  qualifies 
under  the  latv  by  cost-benefit  ratio. 

In  behalf  of  Montana  ancflpy  district, 

I  strongly  recommend  that  your-  com¬ 
mittee  act  favorably  on  the  Knowles 
oject.  \ 

!■■■■■-  - ;r-^: 

t -CONFEREES  AGREE  ON  FARM  BILL 

,j  (Mr.  COOLEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  announce  that  the  conferees 
this  afternoon  finally  agreed  upon  a  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.R.  12391,  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

The  report  will  be  filed  tonight  and 
will  be  available  tomorrow.  I  have  been 
assured  by  the  leadership  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  may  be  called  up  later 
this  week  for  final  vote.  I  am  certain 
that  the  conference  report  will  not  be 
presented  before  Wednesday,  and  may 
not  be  presented  until  Thursday. 

In  the  report  the  differences  in  the  two 
versions  of  the  legislation  and  how  these 
differences  were  resolved  in  conference 
will  be  discussed.  For  the  information 
of  Members  of  both  Houses  of  Congress 
I  have  prepared  a  summary  of  the  major 
provisions  of  the  bill  as  approved  by  the 
conference,  and  I  shall  now  read  this 
summary  into  the  Record. 

TITLE  I - LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

SECTION  101 

This  section  amends  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to 
provide  for  continued  Federal  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  and  provides  authority  for  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out 
long-range  conservation  plans  with  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  all 
agricultural  areas  through  agreements 
for  periods  not  to  exceed  10  years  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  changes  in  cropping  systems  and 
land  use,  and  for  development  of  soil, 
water,  forest,  wildlife  and  recreation  re¬ 
sources  by  means  of  cost  sharing  and 
other  assistance. 

Agreements  may  not  be  entered  into 
covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the 
ownership  has  changed  in  the  2-year 
period  preceding  the  first  year  of  the 
contract  period  except  with  successors 
by  inheritance  or  purchasers  during  the 
contract  period.  Agreements  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  tree  cover  may  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  annual  payments  with  respect 
to  such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  5 
years. 

The  Secretary  cannot  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  providing  for  assistance  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $10  million  for  any 
calendar  year,  except  that  for  calendar 
year  1963  he  may  provide  assistance  with 
respect  to  lands  previously  covered  by 
conservation  reserve  contracts  in  an 
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amount  not  exceeding  an  additional  $15 
million. 

SECTION  102 

The  amendments  to  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  in¬ 
clude  changes  in  section  31  to  provide 
for  the  protection  of  fish.  ancLwiliflife, 
but  prohibits  the  building  of-Jndustrial 
parks  or  establishing,, private  industrial 
or  commercial  enterprises'  They  pro¬ 
vide  that  TEe  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and 
local  public  agencies  in  developing  and 
carrying  out  plans  for  land  conservation 
and  land  utilization.  This  will  include 
the  furnishing  of  technical  assistance 
and  loans. 

These  amendments  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  State  and 
local  public  agencies  designated  by  the 
Governor  or  the  State  legislature, 
through  loans,  to  carry  out  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  plans.  This  would  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  make  loans  to 
appropriate  State  and  local  public 
agencies  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  shift  of  land  resources  out  of  un¬ 
suitable  uses  or  out  of  the  unneeded  pro¬ 
duction  of  surplus  crops  into  new  and 
better  uses.  It  would  also  provide  an 
opportunity  for  rural  renewal  develop¬ 
ment  by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  help  develop  plans  for 
improvements  and  to  assist  in  carrying 
out  such  plans  by  means  of  loans  to 
State  and  local  public  agencies.  These 
plans  could  be  developed  for  severely 
disadvantaged  rural  areas  where  much 
of  the  land  is  not  in  its  best  use,  result¬ 
ing  in  chronic  underemployment  and 
poorly  developed  community  facilities. 
Their  objective  would  be  to  create  con¬ 
ditions  that  would  make  these  com¬ 
munities  attractive  to  private  invest¬ 
ment  and  individual  enterprise. 

Repayment  of  loans  would  be  required 
in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  interest 
at  the  average  rate  paid  by  the  Treasury 
on  obligations  of  similar  maturity. 

The  Governor  or  appropriate  State 
agency  would  have  45  days  to  disapprove 
plans  of  State  or  local  agencies.  A  single 
loan  over  $250,000  would  have  to  be  ap- 
1  prover  by  appropriate  congressional 
committees.  Repayment  of  loans  may 
be  deferred  for  not  to  exceed  5  years. 

Sections  103  through  106  would  make 
several  important  changes  in  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act. 

Section  103  would  make  three  changes 
in  the  existing  authority  contined  in  this 
act. 

.  First.  It  adds  recreational  development 
as  a  purpose  for  cost  sharing.  This 
means,  for  example,  that  funds  appro¬ 
priated  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
act  could  be  used  to  cost  share  with  local 
organizations  in  enlarging  a  reservoir 
to  make  it  more  suitable  for  recreation. 
It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  bear  not  to 
exceed  one-half  of  the  cost  of  land,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  right-of-way  for  reservoir 
or  other  areas  to  be  available  for  public 
recreation  and  of  providing  minimum 
basic  facilities  needed  for  public  health 
and  safety,  access  to,  and  use  of  the  res¬ 
ervoir  or  other  area.  The  cost  sharing 
is  conditional  on  a  local  organization 
agreeing  to  operate  and  maintain  the 
reservoir  or  other  area  for  public  use. 
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This  amendment  would  not  authorize 
the  Federal  Government  to  acquire  title 
to  any  land.  It  would  be  entirely  op¬ 
tional  with  local  organizations  as  to 
whether  they  would  include  public  rec¬ 
reational  developments  in  watershed 
projects  which  they  sponsor.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  would  be  authorized  to  participate 
in  recreational  development  in  any 
watershed  project  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  need  therefor  is  demonstrated  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  standards  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  him.  Moreover,  the  number  of 
-  public  recreational  developments  on 
which  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized 
to  cost  share  is  limited  to  one  such  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  smaller  projects  and  no 
more  than  three  in  the  largest  projects. 

Second.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
advance  funds  to  local  organizations  for 
immediate  acquisition  of  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  to  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  of  other  developments  but 
such  funds  must  be  repaid  with  interest 
prior  to  construction,  except  for  any  part 
of  such  costs  which  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  bear. 

Third.  It  would  establish  new  criteria 
for  Federal  cost  sharing  for  all  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention  and  munic¬ 
ipal  or  industrial  water  supply  based  on 
the  principle  of  consideration  of  national 
needs  and  assistance  authorized  for 
similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs.  This  would  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  establish  definite  cost-sharing 
requirements  which  are  uniformly  ap¬ 
plicable  in  all  watershed  projects  and 
which  might  be  modified  from  time  to 
time  to  conform  with  changes  authorized 
for  Federal  assistance  in  other  programs 
or  to  meet  changing  national  needs. 

Section  104  would  provide  authority  to 
the  Secretary  comparable  to  that  pre¬ 
viously  given  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  to  assist  local  organizations  in 
developing  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  for  future  use. 

Section  105  would  delete  certain  ob¬ 
solete  language  and  would  clarify  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Secretary  to  provide  en¬ 
gineering  services  for  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  on  a  reimbursable 
basis. 

Section  106  would  specifically  provide 
that  amendments  included  in  sections 
103  and  104  and  all  subsequent  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  4  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  are 
made  equally  applicable  to  the  11  water¬ 
sheds  authorized  under  the  Flood  Con 
trol  Act  of  1944. 

TITLE  II - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

The  provisions  of  title  n  relate  to 
long-term  supply  contracts  through  dol¬ 
lar  credit  export  sales  under  title  IV  of 
Public  Law  480  and  also  to  the  nonprofit 
school  lunch  programs  carried  out  over¬ 
seas  through  the  charitable  organiza¬ 
tions  and  intergovernmental  agencies 
like  UNICEF. 

In  the  title  IV,  Public  Law  480,  long¬ 
term  dollar  credit  sales,  one  of  the  most 
significant  amendments  is  to  authorize 
agreements  with  the  private  trade  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  those  which  had  previously  been 
authorized  with  the  governments  of 
friendly  nations. 


The  purpose  is  to  stimulate  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
dollars  through  long-term  supply  agree¬ 
ments  and  through  the  extension  of 
credit  for  the  purchase  of  these  com¬ 
modities,  so  that  these  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  will  assist  in  the  development  of 
the  economies  of  friendly  nations,  and  to 
maximize  our  U.S.  dollar  trade. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements 
with  foreign  and  U.S.  private  trade  firms 
and  institutions.  The  agreements  with 
the  private  trade  also  must  provide  for 
the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  and  adequate  assur¬ 
ance  of  payment  of  the  amount  due  for 
commodities  sold  under  the  agreement. 

The  use  of  financial  institutions  act¬ 
ing  in  behalf  of  friendly  nations  would 
be  authorized  in  addition  to  the  previous 
authority  to  enter  into  agreements  di¬ 
rectly  with  the  government  agencies  of 
friendly  countries. 

The  payment  provisions  are  also  modi¬ 
fied  to  permit  scheduling  payments  in 
reasonable,  rather  than  approximately 
equal,  annual  amounts,  and  the  date  for 
beginning  annual  payments  may  be  de¬ 
ferred  for  not  more  than  2  years  after 
the  last  delivery  in  each  calendar  year. 

A  change  was  also  adopted  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  relating  to  participation  by  other 
friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations 
in  the  supply  and  assistance  program 
authorized  under  title  IV.  Existing  legis¬ 
lation  required  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  endeavor  to  reach  agreements 
with  other  exporting  nations,  whereas 
the  amendment  makes  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  discretionary  with  the  Secretary. 
Title  IV  is  also  amended  so  as  to  make 
applicable  the  policies  of  utilizing  private 
trade  channels  and  emphasizing  market 
development,  as  in  the  case  of  foreign 
currency  sales. 

Sections  202  through  205  relate  to  the 
nonprofit  school  lunch  programs  which 
are  also  often  referred  to  as  “school  feed¬ 
ing  programs”  or  “child  feeding  pro¬ 
grams.”  The  basic  authorities  in  sec¬ 
tion  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  by  the  provisions  in  section 
302  of  Public  Law  480  and  supplemented 
by  other  related  statutes,  are  amended 
in  this  bill  in  accordance  with  the  House 
provisions. 

In  addition  to  the  authority  for  dona¬ 
tion  of  commodities  from  the  stocks  of 
CCC  and  the  purchases  made  pursuant 
to  specific  statutory  authorizations,  do¬ 
nations  are  specifically  authorized  for 
use  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs 
outside  the  United  States  as  well  as  as¬ 
sistance  of  needy  persons. 

The  House  provision  in  section  205  has 
been  clarified  to  cover  specifically  the 
three  statutes  being  amended  in  section 
202  through  204.  This  section  as  it 
passed  the  House  and  has  been  clarified 
by  the  conference  committee  provides 
that  the  Secretary  shall  receive  assur¬ 
ances  satisfactory  to  him  that,  insofar 
as  practicable,  there  will  be  student  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  financing  of  these  school 
feeding  programs  outside  the  United 
States  on  a  basis  of  ability  to  pay.  In 
addition  to  clarifying  the  availability  of 
commodities  for  these  programs,  it  is 
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provided  that  the  programs  shall  be 
undertaken  with  the  understanding  that 
commodities  will  be  available  for  them 
only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
these  authorizing  statutes,  and  the  usual 
priorities  as  established  in  the  provisions 
of  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  with  respect  to  com¬ 
modities  made  available  under  section 
416. 

THE  1963  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

For  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghum,  and  barley,  producers  can  partici¬ 
pate  voluntarily  by  reducing  their  1959- 
60  base  acreage  of  those  three  crops  by  a 
minimum  of  20  percent  and  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent.  Up  to  25  acres  may  be  diverted  on 
any  farm  notwithstanding  the  maximum 
diversion  rate  of  50  percent.  Partici¬ 
pating  producers  will  be  eligible  for  price 
support  on  corn  at  $1.20  per  bushel,  to  be 
provided  through  a  price  support  loan  at 
a  national  average  rate  of  $1.02,  and  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel  from 
CCC  stocks.  Participating  producers 
will  also  receive  diversion  payments  com¬ 
puted  at  50  percent  of  the  value — at  the 
price  support'  level — of  normal  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  diverted  acreage. 

No  price  support  will  be  available  to 
nonparticipants.  The  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  will  assist  producers  in 
marketing  their  payment-in-kind  certifi¬ 
cates.  Feed  grains  provided  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  cer¬ 
tificates  shall  be  valued  at  not  less  than 
the  support  price  minus  the  18  cents 
payment  in  kind. 

Unlike  the  1962  program,  barley  will  be 
included  in  the  corn  and  sorghum  pro¬ 
gram.  Also,  the  provisions  for  produc¬ 
tion  crops  such  as  sesame  and  safflower 
on  diverted  acres  are  nearly  identical 
with  the  1962  provisions,  and  include  au¬ 
thority  for  the  Secretary  to  make  partial 
diversion  payments  on  such  acreage. 

This  program  will  enable  the  Secretary 
to  continue  the  improvement  in  farm 
income  begun  last  year,  to  reduce  the 
carryover  of  feed  grains  for  the  third 
successive  year,  and  to  continue  to  sta¬ 
bilize  the  livestock  economy  through  a 
sound  feed  grain  program. 

THE  1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Farmers  have  already  approved  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat, 
and  are  planting  or  preparing  to  plant 
an  acerage  based  upon  the  55  million 
acre  national  allotment.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  requires  no  change  from  that 
procedure  by  farmers.  It  does  provide, 
however,  a  voluntary  diversion  program 
for  1963  crop  wheat  similar  to  the  1962 
program  and  to  the  1963  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram.  Producers  would  be  eligible  for 
price  support  at  $1.82  per  bushel,  if  they 
do  not  exceed  their  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  based  upon  the  55  million  acre  na¬ 
tional  allotment.  Producers  would  also 
be  able  to  voluntarily  participate  in  an 
acreage  diversion  program  for  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat,  and  if  they  divert  at  least 
20  percent  of  their  wheat  allotment  or 
in  the  case  of  small  farms  of  less  than 
15  acres  of  their  average  plantings  of 
wheat  for  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  to  con¬ 
servation  uses,  would  be  eligible  for  di¬ 
version  payment  equal  to  50  percent  of 
the  value  of  normal  production  on  the 


diverted  acreage,  and  for  payment  in 
kind  at  a  rate  of  18  cents  per  bushel  on 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  wheat.  Therefore,  producers 
who  participate  in  this  special  program 
would  receive  price  support  at  $2  per 
bushel,  through  the  combination  of  the 
loan  and  the  payment-in-kind  programs. 
The  maximum  diversion  on  any  farm 
would  be  either  50  percent  of  the  allot¬ 
ment  or  in  case  of  small  farms,  up  to  10 
acres. 

Provisions  relating  to  the  production 
of  crops  such  as  safflower  and  sesame 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  for  feed 
grains. 

THE  1964  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Both  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  approved  a  change, in 
the  price  support  authority  for  corn  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1964  crop.  The  House 
bill  provided  price  support  at  80  percent 
of  the  3 -year  average  market  price.  The 
Senate  bill  provided  price  support  from, 
0  to  90  percent  of  parity  at  such  level  as 
would  not  add  to  CCC  stocks  of  com. 

The  conference  report  requires  that 
beginning  with  the  1964  crop  corn,  price 
supports  would  be  between  50  and  90 
percent  of  parity  at  such  a  level  as  the 
Secretary  determines  would  not  add  to 
CCC  stocks  of  corn.  Price  supports  for 
other  feed  grains  would  be  related  to 
com. 

THE  1964  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Congress  has  studied  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem  for  many  years  and  has  taken  cor¬ 
rective  action  several  times  within  the 
last  few  years  only  to  see  it  fail  for  one 
reason  or  another.  The  wheat  market¬ 
ing  certificate  program  would  provide  a 
permanent  program  of  long-range  bene¬ 
fit  to  wheat  producers,  to  the  public,  and 
the  grain  industry.  It  would  put  an  end 
to  the  uncertainty  the  wheat  farmers 
have  been  faced  with  each  year. 

There  are  two  principal  features  of  the 
permanent  wheat  provisions  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  first  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  55  million  acre  national  allot¬ 
ment  and  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  estimate  the  total  requirements  for 
wheat  in  the  coming  year  and  to  an-  • 
nounce  an  acreage  allotment  large 
■  enough  to  meet  those  requirements. 

|  This  is  what  we  have  been  doing  for 
years  in  the  tobacco  program,  the  cot¬ 
ton  program,  and  the  rice  program.  It 
can  be  done  just  as  successfully  for 
wheat.  Producers  would  qualify  for  di¬ 
version  payments  for  2  years  on  an  acre¬ 
age  equal  to  the  difference  between  their 
new  allotment  under  the  bill  and  their 
wheat  allotment  in  1961.  This  would 
support  farm  income  and  prevent  those 
acreages  from  being  turned  to  other 
crops. 

The  other  principal  factor  of  the 
wheat  program  is  a  change  in  the  price 
support  system.  A  marketing  certificate 
program  which  would  assure  producers 
of  price  supports  between  65  and  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  their  share  of  wheat 
used  for  food  and  for  a  large  portion  of 
the  exports  would  be  substituted  for  the 
present  price  support  system.  The  main 
advantages  of  the  marketing  certificate 
program  are  that  it  provides  greater 
flexibility  for  farmers  to  produce  wheat 
as  a  feed  grain  if  they  want  to,  and  that 


it  limits  higher  price  support  level  for 
wheat  to  a  stated  number  of  bushels. 
The  certificates  provide  a  means  of  dis¬ 
tinguishing  between  wheat  for  food  and 
export  to  be  supported  between  65  and 
90  percent  of  parity  and  wheat  for  feed. 

This  change  in  the  price  support  sys¬ 
tem  for  wheat  is  not  something  new 
that  the  Congress  is  being  asked  to  con¬ 
sider.  A  marketing  certificate  program 
called  the  domestic  parity  program  was 
approved  by  Congress  but  vetoed  by  the 
President  in  1956.  Similar  proposals 
were  considered  by  the  Congress  as  far 
back  as  the  early  1930’s.  There  is  broad 
agreement  that  the  certificate  program 
for  wheat  is  a  real  improvement  over  the 
present  price  support  system  both  for 
farmers  and  the  Government.  No  sub¬ 
stantial  objections  to  the  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  have  been  raised  before  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  of  the  House. 

There  are  other  important  provisions 
in  the  permanent  wheat  program: 

First.  The  15 -acre  exemption  under 
which  any  farmer  could  grow  15  acres  of 
wheat  would  be  terminated  permanent¬ 
ly.  Producers  who  have  built  up  an 
acreage  history  under  this  provision, 
however,  would  be  credited  with  their 
3 -year  average  acreage. 

Second.  Producers  with  15  acres  or  less 
could  also  decide  whether  they  wanted 
to  be  subjected  to  the  program  or  exempt 
from  it,  and  if  they  decided  to  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  program  could  divert  as  much 
as  their  entire  acreage  for  payment. 

Third.  Certain  crops  not  in  surplus 
supply,  such  as  safflower,  sesame,  and 
other  minor  crops,  could  be  produced  on 
diverted  acreage  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  and  partial  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  could  be  made. 

Fourth.  If  more  than  one -third  of  the 
producers  voting  in  the  referendum  op¬ 
posed  the  program,  price  support  would 
be  provided  at  50  percent  of  parity  to 
cooperators. 

The  Secretary  has  assured  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  that  if  this  proposed 
program  had  been  put  in  effect  in  1963, 
he  would  have  expected  to  issue  market¬ 
ing  certificates  in  the  amount  of  approx¬ 
imately  925  million  bushels,  and  would 
have  provided  price  support  at  approx¬ 
imately  $2  per  bushel  on  that  amount  of 
wheat.  Determinations  of  the  percen¬ 
tage  of  the  crop  to  be  supported  in  the 
range  of  65  to  90  percent  of  parity  in 
later  years  would  be  based  primarily  on 
fann  income  objectives. 

The  bill  provides  also  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  increase  the  allotment  for  any 
type  of  wheat  which  would  otherwise  be 
in  short  supply.  This  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  gear  the  supply  of  different  kinds 
of  wheat  to  the  market  demand  for  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds  of  wheat. 

Authority  it  provided  also  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  permit  wheat  to  be  produced 
on  feed  grain  acreages  to  such  extent  and 
under  such  conditions  as  will  not  im¬ 
pair  the  operation  of  the  wheat  program. 
It  is  understood  that  this  authority  would 
not  be  used  except  in  the  case  when  an 
acreage  diversion  program  for  feed  grains 
was  in  effect. 

Adequate  authority  is  provided  in  the 
bill  for  the  Secretary  to  administer  the 
wheat  marketing  certificate  program  in 
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a  manner  agreeable  both  to  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  and  the  wheat  and  flour  industry. 
Authority  is  provided  also  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  make  an  orderly  transition 
from  the  1963  wheat  program  to  the 
1964  program  in  a  manner  which  will 
avoid  both  windfall  profits  and  unex¬ 
pected  losses  which  might  otherwise  oc¬ 
cur.  It  is  important  this  program  is  be¬ 
ing  enacted  a  year  in  advance  of  its 
effective  date,  so  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  an  opportunity  to  work 
out  proper  regulations,  to  consult  with 
all  parties  concerned,  and  to  announce 
the  provisions  for  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  well  in  advance. 

TITLE  IV - FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  bill  makes  the  following  changes 
in  the  lending  authorities  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration: 

First.  Adds  “recreational  uses  and 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which  real 
estate  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to 
the  owner-operators  of  not  larger  than 
family  farms. 

Second.  Adds  “shifts  in  land  use  in¬ 
cluding  the  development  of  recreational 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which 
loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to  asso¬ 
ciations  sewing  farmers  and  other  rural 
residents, 

Third.  Adds  “recreational  uses  and 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which 
operating  loans  may  be  made  to  the 
operator  of  not  larger  than  family  farms, 
•  Fourth.  Adds  a  definition  of  farmers 
to  include  persons  engaged  in  fish  fann¬ 
ing  among  farmers  eligible  for  loans,  and 

Fifth.  Increases  from  10  to  25  million 
the  aggregate  of  the  real  estate  loans 
which  the  Secretary  may  make  out  of 
the  insurance  fund  to  be  sold  and  in¬ 
sured,  which  are  on  hand  and  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  at  any  one  time. 


THE  AMERICAN  PATENT  SYSTEM 
PROVIDES  A  STIMULUS  FOR  IN¬ 
DIVIDUAL  INVENTORS  TO  SECURE 
COMMERCIAL  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
NEW  IDEAS  THROUGH  MODERN 
INDUSTRY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roudebush]  ,  fi/ 
recognized  for  30  minutes.  / 

Mr.  ROUDEBUSH.  Mr  Speaker,  are  a 
member  of  the  Science  and  Astronautics 
Committee,  I  have  a  great  interest  in  all 
Government  endeavors  which  contribute 
to  America’s  continued  preeminence  in 
science  and  technology.  They  are  a  vital 
concern  to  our  committee/  While  the 
Federal  Government  has  undertaken 
many  programs  to  prom/te  research  and 
development  activitiesyprobably  its  most 
significant  contribution  over  the  years 
stems  from  the  incentives  provided  by 
the  patent  systein.  We  are  fortunate 
that  our  Founding  Fathers  made  specific 
provision  in  /the  Constitution  itself 
that —  / 

Tlie  Cong/ess  shall  have  the  Power  to 
Promote  the  Progress  of  Science  and  Useful 
Arts  by  Securing  for  a  Limited  Time  to  Au¬ 
thors  aim  Inventors  the  Exclusive  Rights  to 
their  Respective  Writings  and  Discoveries. 

The  many  measures  which  have  been 
proposed  to  alter  the  patent  system 


impel  me  to  review  carefully  every  as¬ 
pect  of  its  contribution  to  America’s 
progress  in  the  fields  of  science  and 
technology.  As  a  Member  of  this  body, 

I  have  a  responsibility  to  share  my  find¬ 
ings  with  my  colleagues.  On  June  25 
of  this  year  I  reviewed  the  stimulus  the 
American  patent  system  provides  for 
team  research  efforts  in  modern  indus¬ 
trial  organizations.  Complex  new  de¬ 
velopments  require  the  combined  efforts 
of  many  people,  as  well  as  costly  equip¬ 
ment,  which  necessarily  accounts  for  the 
increasing  number  of  patents  granted 
to  the  employees  of  American  industrial 
firms  supporting  research  efforts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  however,  it  is  important 
that  we  recognize  the  role  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  inventor  who  while  working 
alone  continues  to  make  outstanding 
contributions  to  the  wealth  and  security 
of  our  society.  In  my  remarks  on  March 
5  of  this  year,  I  reviewed  some  aspects 
of  the  stimulus  the  patent  system  pro¬ 
vides  gifted  individuals.  Of  necessity 
the  commercial  development  of  inven- 
*  lions  which  may  have  pervasive  effects 
on  our  people  requires  the  support  of / 
modern  corporate  enterprises.  My  puj/ 
posev  today  is  to  show  that  the  patent 
system.  not  only  provides  a  stimuli!?' for 
invention,  but  it  enables  an  inventor  to 
seek  financial,  commercial,  and/indus¬ 
trial  resources  to  make  his  /dream  a 
reality  for  t>he  benefit  of  everyone. 

A  study  entitled,  “The /Sources  of 
Invention,”  by\Prof.  John  Jewkes,  a 
distinguished  British  economist,  was 
published  in  195ffv  It/ shows  that  the 
genius  for  inventioinj/still  an  individual 
quality,  and  it  recounts  the  trials  and 
tribulations  of  nmy  inventors.  Their 
ultimate  success /nas  resulted  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  new  product\and  processes 
-Jthat  have  benefited  all  of  as.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  in  every  case  patent  protection  fur¬ 
nished  the/ole  means  wherebyNm  inven¬ 
tion  coulfl  be  developed  into  a  commer¬ 
cial  product  which  in  many  instances 
provided  the  basis  for  establishing  wiew 
firm/  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  protection  granted 
an  inventor  for  a  limited  period  in  ex\ 
/Change  for  a  complete  description  of  his 
'invention  is  responsible  for  much  of  our 
present-day  progress.  Professor  Jewkes 
stated : 

Every  inventor,  however  original  he  may 
appear  to  have  been,  is  laying  bricks  upon  a 
building  which  has  long  been  in  the  course 
of  construction  frc^pi  innumerable  and  un¬ 
known  hands. 

Professor  Jewkes  provides  the  answer 
for  the  question  so  frequently  posed,  “Is 
the  individual  inventor  disappearing?” 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  quote  directly 
from  his  text.  He  states : 

The  evidence  of  the  continued  survival  of 
the  individual  inventor  is  simply  that  many, 
men  who  have  lived  in  this  century — num¬ 
bers  of  whom  are  still,  or  were  until  recent¬ 
ly,  alive — fall  into  this  category  and  by 
their  genius  have  added  enormously  to  the 
stock  of  useful  ideas  and  to  standards  of 
living. 

Subsequently  he  lists  but  a  few  of  the 
names  of  great  inventors  whose  inven¬ 
tions  are  widely  used  in  our  modern 
society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Professor  Jewkes’  list  is 


necessarily  only  representative  of  the/ 
contributions  of  modern,  independent 
inventors:  however,  I  wish  to  insert  this 
list  at  this  point  in  my  remarks:  / 

H.  Anschultz-Kaempfe,  gyro-comn/ss;  E. 
Armstrong,  radio;  L.  H.  Baekeland,  Jaak elite; 
P.  G.  Banting,  insulin;  W.  B.  Bar/es,  auto¬ 
mobile  overdrive;  L.  Biro,  ball-pomt  pen;  J. 
E.  Brandenberger,  cellophane;  js.  G.  Brown, 
gyro-compass;  A.  Campbell,/ cottonpicker; 
M.  Camras,  magnetic  recording;  C.  Carlson, 
xerography;  W.  H.  Carrie/  air  condition¬ 
ing;  W.  Chalmers,  plastic/lass;  J.  de  la  Cier- 
va,  autogiro;  F.  G.  Cottrell,  electric  precipi¬ 
tation;  S.  W.  Cramer/  air  conditioning;  J. 
Croning,  shell  moulding;  F.  W.  Davis,  power 
steering;  Carleton  HUis,  chemicals;  P.  Farns¬ 
worth,  televisionj/H.  Ferguson,  tractors;  R. 
Fessenden,  radio/ C.  G.  Fink,  chromium  plat¬ 
ing;  A.  Fleming  penicillin;  L.  de  Forest,  ra¬ 
dio;  K.  Gillette,  safety  razor;  L.  Godowsky, 
Kodachrom/  J.  H.  Hammond,  Jr.,  electron¬ 
ics;  J.  Hanvood,  self-winding  watch;  H.  F. 
Hobbs,  automatic  transmissions;  E.  Houdry, 
catalytic  cracking  of  petroleum;  S.  Jung- 
hand/  continuous  casting;  W.  J.  Kroll,  ti¬ 
tanium;  E.  H.  Land,  synthetic  light  polar¬ 
ise/  F.  W.  Lanchester,  aeronautics;  E.  O. 
Lawrence,  cyclotron;  L.  Mannes,  Koda- 
/hrome;  G.  Marconi,  radio;  C.  Munters,  gas 
refrigeration;  W.  Nickerson,  safety  razor;  J. 
A.  Nieuwland,  neoprene;  W.  Normann,  hard¬ 
ening  of  liquid  fats;  E.  J.  de  Normanville, 
automobile  transmissions;  H.  von  Ohain,  jet 
engine;  R.  P.  Pescara,  helicopter  and  free 
piston  gas  generator;  V.  Poulsen,  magnetic 
recording;  R.  Rossmann,  sulzer  loom;  J.  and 
M.  Rush,  cottonpicker;  P.  M.  Salerni,  auto¬ 
matic  transmissions;  G.  J.  Sargent,  chrom¬ 
ium  plating;  F.  Seech,  bail-point  pen  ink; 
H.  Sinclair,  fluid  flywheel;  A.  Steckel,  steel 
rolling  process;  G.  Sundback,  zip  fastener; 
E.  A.  Thompson,  automobile  transmissions; 
S.  A.  Waksman,  streptomycin;  F.  Whittle, 
jet  engine;  K.  Ziegler,  polyethylene. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  the  inventions  Pro¬ 
fessor  Jewkes  lists  has  one  common  de¬ 
nominator — the  concept  of  an  individual 
protected  with  a  patent  resulted  in  com¬ 
mercial  development  through  industrial 
corporations.  Time  does  not  permit  a 
discussion  of  each  of  these  notable 
achievements ;  however,  I  shall  discuss  a 
few  as  examples  of  how  talented  indi¬ 
viduals  responding  to  the  stimulus  of 
the  patent  system  are  able  to  bring  their 
ideas  to  the  consumer  through  commer¬ 
cial  channels.  It  is  of  particular  signifi¬ 
cance  to  me  that  a  patent  incentive  re¬ 
sults  in  inventions  being  perfected  by 
individuals  whose  main  occupation  is 
often,  in  a  field  of  activity  quite  remote 
from  their  invention. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  insert  a  further 
excerpt  Atom  Professor  Jewkes’  study  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks : 

The  essential  feature  of  innovation  is  that 
the  path  to  iK  is  not  known  beforehand. 
The  less,  therefor,  an  inventor  is  precom¬ 
mitted  in  his  speculations  by  training  and 
tradition,  the  betteiVthe  chance  of  his  ecap- 
ing  from  the  grooves,  of  accepted  thought. 
The  history  of  invention  provides  many  in¬ 
stances  of  the  advantages,  if  not  of  positive 
ignorance,  at  least  of  a  mind  not  too  fully 
packed  with  existing  knowledge  or  the  records 
of  past  failures.  The  comparative  novice 
may,  indeed,  plunge  wildly,  pasting  much 
time,  but  his  initial  lack  of  knowledge  may 
not  be  pure  loss  for  he  may  be  levs  deterred 
by  possible  difficulties  and  the  falsh  steps  of 
the  past.  Inventors  who  have  struggled 
through  to  success  have  often  confessed  that 
“if  they  had  known  the  difficulties  Nffiey 
would  never  have  started.”  Nearly  all  the 
important  inventions  in  steel  production  m 
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the\19th  century  came  from  rank  out¬ 
siders,  whose  ignorance  of  what  could  not  be 
done  w^is  their  chief  asset.  It  has  been  said 
that  Farnsworth  may  have  benefited  from 
his  lack  of  contact  with  the  outside  scientific 
world  andN/he  work  being  pursued  in  tele¬ 
vision  elsewhere.  He  tells  the  story  of  how 
at  one  stage  ^professor  gave  him  four  good 
reasons  why  hilyideas,  subsequently  success¬ 
ful,  could  not  pqssibly  work.  Shortly  be¬ 
fore  the  jump  forward  in  solid  state  physics 
represented  by  the\discovery  of  the  tran¬ 
sistor,  scientific  authority  was  being  claimed 
for  the  belief  that  nothing  more  was  to  be 
known  or  found  in  this  field.  The  first  suc¬ 
cess  in  the  use  of  short-wave  radio  for  long 
range  transmission  was  achieved  by  sceptics 
who  refused  to  be  deterred  ^by  the  formal 
proof  of  mathematicians  thatNthis  was  im¬ 
possible.  C.  F.  Carlson,  the  Nnventor  of 
xerography,  tells  of  how  his  technical  friends 
looked  with  scorn  upon  his  waste\of  time. 
The  first  use  of  the  controllable  piwsh  pro¬ 
peller  evoked  in  Europe  theoretical  proofs 
that  such  complicated  mechanisms  hao^no 
advantages. 

The  list  of  instances  where  a  fresh  ant 
untutored  mind  has  succeeded  when  theN 
experts  have  failed,  or  have  not  thought  it 
worth  while  trying,  could  be  greatly  ex¬ 
tended.  Some  of  them  seem  almost  fantastic 
yet  there  is  good  authority  for  them;  Gil¬ 
lette,  the  inventor  of  the  safety  razor,  was 
a  traveling  salesman  in  crown  corks.  The 
joint  inventors  of  Kodachrome  were  musi¬ 
cians.  Eastman,  when  he  revolutionized 
photography,  was  a  bookkeeper.  Carlson,  the 
inventor  of  xerography,  was  a  patent  lawyer. 
The  inventor  of  the  ball-point  pen  was  at 
various  times  sculptor,  painter,  and  jour¬ 
nalist.  The  automatic  telephone  dialing  sys¬ 
tem  was  invented  by  an  undertaker.  All  the 
varieties  of  successful  automatic  guns  have 
come  from  individual  inventors  who  were 
civilians.  Two  Swedish  technical  students 
were  responsible  for  the  invention  of  domes¬ 
tic  gas  refrigeration;  a  20-year-old  Harvard 
student  for  success  in  producing  the  first 
practical  light-polarizing  material.  The  vis¬ 
cose  rayon  industry  was  largely  the  result 
of  the  work  of  a  consulting  chemist,  a  former 
glass-blower,  and  a  former  bank  clerk.  An 
American  newspaperman  is  credited  with 
being  the  father  of  the  parking  meter.  J.  B. 
Dunlop,  the  inventor  of  the  pneumatic  tire, 
was  a  veterinary  surgeon. 

Scientists  and  technologists  trained  in  one 
field  have  often  been  responsible  for  inven¬ 
tions  in  a  field  relatively  unknown  to  them. 
B.  N.  Wallis,  an  aircraft  designer,  was  re¬ 
sponsible  for  some  of  the  most  important 
innovations  in  bomb  design  during  the  Sec¬ 
ond  World  War  although  he  had  little  or 
knowledge  of  that  subject  when  he  fjist 
turned  his  interest  to  it.  Midgley  had  been 
trained  as  a  mechanical  engineer,  but  his 
great  achievements  when  with  (General 
Motors  were  in  the  chemical  field.  /Kr ilium, 
the  new  soil  conditioner,  was  produced  by 
chemists  who  had  no  knowledge  of  soil 
chemistry  when  they  joined  Monsanto. 
Fottinger  had  been  trained  as  an  electrical 
engineer,  yet  revolutionized/hydraulic  power 
transmission. 

During  the  last  war  mph  with  very  varying 
backgrounds  were  in  Great  Britain  given  a 
chance  to  devote  ther/selves  to  new  weapons 
of  war  and  methods  of  operation  and  they 
produced  a  steady/stream  of  ideas,  many  of 
which  were  highly  successful.  Houdry  was 
an  engineer  but  he  was  responsible  for  the 
first  practicable  method  of  the  catalytic 
cracking  of /petroleum.  Goldmark,  an  engi¬ 
neer  in  chjfrge  of  the  Columbia  Broadcasting 
System’s/ color  television  experiments,  in¬ 
vented/the  long-playing  record. 

The' outsider  often  has  less  inhibitions  in 
challenging  accepted  ideas  and  in  trying  out 
simple  solutions  when  those  better  informed 
re  searching  for  results  by  more  complex 


and  scientific  routes.  Long  practice  in  a 
profession  tends  to  form  a  crust  on  the  mind 
(not,  of  course,  without  its  value  for  many 
purposes)  which  results  in  things  being 
taken  for  granted,  in  assumptions  becoming 
deeply  embedded,  in  simple  questions  being 
asked  the  most  rarely.  The  growth  of  scien¬ 
tific  specialisms  may  prove  obstructive  to 
innovation  in  two  ways.  First,  specialist 
groups  come  to  accept  traditional  interpreta¬ 
tions  of  events  difficult  to  break  down  except 
by  the  sceptical  outsider  who  does  not  share 
the  group  loyalties.  Second,  the  groups  tend 
to  become  insulated  from  one  another.  For 
the  specialists  in  one  group,  recognizing  how 
much  there  is  to  learn  in  their  own  comer, 
become  reluctant  to  advance  views  outside 
their  own  immediate  range  of  knowledge. 

Even  where  the  individual  is  well  informed 
of  what  is  being  done  elsewhere,  he  may 
deliberately  devote  himself  to  unorthodox 
ideas,  recognizing  that  his  chance  of  making 
a  mark  is  much  less  if  he  sets  out  to  compete 
with  larger  organisation  in  producing  mere 
improvements.  The  search  for  real  origi¬ 
nality,  of  course,  reduces  the  chance  of  suc¬ 
cess,  but  the  successes  will  be  bigger  when 
they  come.  Carlson  in  inventing  xerography 
ourposely  steered  away  from  anything  re¬ 
sembling  photography  or  other  known  chemi- 
calmrocesses  because  he  felt  that  this  ground 
hadNalready  been  fully  explored  by  Eastman/ 
Kodak,  and  other  big  companies  in  the  fields 
E.  W.  NDavis,  who  was  largely  responsible 
for  the  \ltimate  success  of  the  use  o y  ta- 
conite  in\providing  supplies  of  iron/  ore, 
turned  in  'this  direction  because  At  was 
known  that  tfc(e  iron  ore  firms  were  Exploring 
the  conventional  sources  for  jive.  Earl 
Thompson  invented  synchro-meyn  when  the 
gear  companies  were  all  searching  for  easy 
change  devices  butStrying  five  wheels,  con¬ 
stant  mesh  gears  etc\all  oy  which  were  far 
less  effective. 

Indeed,  nbthing  is  mte-e  characteristic  of 
the  individual  inventor/C  nan  this  disposition 
to  fold  his  tent  and/quierte  steal  away  to 
other  territory  when  large-Xpale  organised 
research  comes  inWhis  field." 

Mr.  Speaker/  Professor  Jekkes  refers 
to  the  contrjoutions  of  Eugene\J.  Hou¬ 
dry,  who  died  on  July  18  of  tms  year. 
He  was  the  inventor  of  one  of  theonost 
importa/ft  catalytic  cracking  processes 
for  producing  gasoline.  More  than  jsQO 
patents  had  been  issued  to  him,  and  this 
most  recent  was  granted  a  month  before'1 
his  death,  involving  a  process  to  reduce 
ur  pollution  attributed  to  automobile 
'exhaust  fumes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  patent  makes  it  possible 
for  an  independent  inventor  to  secure 
the  financial  support  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  denied  him  to  develop  fully  his 
contribution  to  our  society. 

A  great  American,  Lewis  L.  Strauss, 
who  served  as  a  member  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  under  both  Presi¬ 
dents  Truman  and  Eisenhower,  and  who 
was  closely  associated  with  leading  per¬ 
sonalities  in  science  and  industry,  is  the 
author  of  a  fascinating  book,  “Men  and 
Decisions.”  He  described  in  some  de¬ 
tail  the  experiences  of  the  two  young 
musicians  Professor  Jewkes  stated  were 
the  joint  inventors  of  Kodachrome. 
They  are  Leopold  Godowsky  and  Leo¬ 
pold  Marines. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  insert  an  ex¬ 
cerpt  from  Lewis  Strauss’  “Men  and  De¬ 
cisions”  which  refers  to  this  develop¬ 
ment  at  this  point  in  my  remarks: 

In  1922,  Everett  Somers,  who  as  an  Army 
sergeant  had  been  assigned  to  our  office  in 
Franoe,  introduced  two  young  musicians. 


Leopold  Mannes  and  Leopold  Godowsky. 
They  were  in  their  teens  when  as  the  result 
of  a  mutual  Interest  in  photography  the 
conceived  a  method  of  making  photographs 
in  color  with  one  exposure  on  a  single /film 
or  plate  using  an  ordinary  camera/  The 
process  seemed  uncomplicated  enough  for 
amateur  use.  I  was  persuaded  to  go  to  the 
laboratory  of  Mannes  and  Godowsky,  which 
was  the  kitchen  in  an  apartment,  and  there 
with  a  Brownie  box  camera  I  svas  permitted 
to  photograph  some  strips  or  colored  crepe 
paper  fastened  to  the  wall  With  thumbtacks. 
The  plate  was  then  developed,  and  there,  to 
my  astonishment  and  /(miration,  the  pri¬ 
mary  colors,  though  nyuddy  unquestionably 
had  been  reproduced/ 

Convinced,  I  arranged  the  necessary  money 
to  pay  for  patent /applications  and  attorney 
fees  and  to  reny  and  staff  a  small  labora¬ 
tory.  The  Eastman  Kodak  Co.  cooperated 
by  furnishing/required  sensitizers,  dyes,  and 
ether  material,  but  brushed  the  process  it¬ 
self  aside  as  of  no  practical  interest.  Some 
years  later  the  results  were  so  outstanding 
that  I  /decided  to  go  over  the  head  of  the 
officers  with  whom  we  had  been  dealing  un¬ 
successfully  and  traveled  to'  Rochester  with 
Sii/william  Wiseman,  one  of  my  associates, 
show  examples  of  the  results  which  had 
>een  achieved  to  George  Eastman  himself. 
The  upshot  of  that  and  subsequent  meetings 
with  Mr.  Eastman  and  his  director  of  re¬ 
search,  Dr.  Kenneth  Mees,  was  an  agreement 
which  resulted  in  marketing  the  product 
called  Kodachrome.  Annually  it  earns  many 
millions  for  the  Kodak  Co.  and  until  the 
patents  finally  expired  in  1952  was  -highly 
profitable  to  the  young  inventors  and  to  all 
concerned.  Color  photography  has  become 
part  of  our  daily  living,  and  it  is  hard  to 
recall  that  the  days  of  black  and  white  were 
only  25  years  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  reviewing  the  role  of 
the  patent  system  in  my  remarks  on 
March  5  of  this  year  on  the  incentive 
offered  by  the  patent  system  to  individual 
inventors,  I  discussed  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  another  inventor,  Edwin  H. 
Land,  who  founded  the  Polaroid  Co. 
Once  again  Mr.  Strauss  throws  addi¬ 
tional  light  on  the  developments  of  this 
gifted  and  talented  young  American. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  insert  a  further 
excerpt  from  “Men  and  Decisions”  re¬ 
viewing  the  accomplishments  of  Mr. 
/and  in  many  diverse  fields  at  this  point 
ifxmy  remarks: 

Another  decision  was  to  back  a  young  in¬ 
ventor,  Edwin  H.  Land,  who  was  introduced 
to  me\ome  20  years  ago  by  his  camp  coun¬ 
selor,  Julius  Silver.  Land  had  made  a  radical 
discoveryV He  had  found  that  he  could  incor¬ 
porate  certain  crystals  of  microscopic  size 
in  a  transparent  plastic  medium  and  could 
alter  the  random  arrangement  of  the  cry¬ 
stals  so  that  tltey  were  all  parallel.  One 
result  was  that  tnc^ transparent  plastic  would 
then  transmit  lightwaves  in  one  plane  only. 
Light  so  transmlttecV is  “polarized.”  Light 
vibrating  in  any  oker  plane  would  be 
blocked  in  varying  degree,  and  at  right  angles 
to  the  axes  of  the  crystals  was  shut  out 
almost  completely.  This  property  had  been 
observed  in  nature  in  a  substance,  familiar 
to  first-year  physics  students,  as  a  Nicol 
prism.  Such  prisms  were  not  plentiful 
enough  or  large  enough  to  be  adaptable  to 
Mr.  Land’s  aim,  which  was  to  employ  the 
effect  for  eliminating  the  hazard  of  head¬ 
light  glare  in  night  motoring.  He  haCl  made 
enough  of  his  light-polarizing  product;  to 
demonstrate  it  convincingly.  He  called  it 
Polaroid. 

The  worth  of  this  idea  and  the  true  geniu^ 
of  Land  impressed  me  at  once,  a  fact  of] 
which  I  am  proud. 
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^airman,  accompanied  by  other  Civil  Aeronautics 
Boaxxl  officials;  and  public  witnesses  regarding  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Agency.  Hearings  continue  Tuesday  Sep¬ 
tember 

WILDLIF] 

Committee  ohAnterior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  met  in  executive 
session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  S.  1988,  to  aid\in  the  administration  of  the  Tule 
Lake,  Lower  Klamathv  and  Upper  Klamath  National 
Wildlife  Refuges  in  Oregon  and  California. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

ORION  NUCLEAR  ROCKET 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy*.  Subcommittee  on 
Research,  Development,  and  Radiation  held  executive 
hearings  to  receive  testimony  on  the  use  of  the  Orion 
nuclear  rocket  in  the  Nation’s  space  program.  Wit¬ 
nesses  heard  were  Brockway  McMillan,  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  for  Research  and  Development; 
and  Maj.  Gen.  Marvin  C.  Demler,  Director  of  Advanced 
Technology,  Air  Force. 

AID  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  reached  agreement  on 
the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed 
versions  of  H.R.  8900,  authorizing  Federal  financia' 
assistance  for  institutions  of  higher  education,  and  wj 
meet  again  on  Wednesday,  September  19,  to  sign  a  (zon- 
ference  report  thereon. 


FARM  BILL 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  12391,  proposed  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Some  of  the  major  agree¬ 
ments  of  the  conferees  would  include  (1)  provisions  for 
a  voluntary  wheat,  corn,  and  feed  grain  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963,  (2)  a  permanent  wheat  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  beginning  in  1964,  and  (3)  price  supports  for  corn 
at  between  50  and  90  percent  of  parity  beginning  in 
1964. 


SELF-EMPLOYED  PI 
MATTERS 


JSIONS,  AND  TARIFF 


Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  conference 
reports  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passe#  versions  of  the  following  three  bills:  (1) 
H.R.  10,  to  encourage  the  establishment  of  voluntary 
pension  /plans  by  self-employed  individuals;  (2)  H.R. 
6682,  to  provide  for  the  exemption  of  fowling  nets  from 
duty/ and  (3)  H.R.  12180,  to  provide  a  temporary  sus¬ 


pension  of  duty  on  personal  and  household  efforts 
brought  into  the  U.S.  under  Government  orders. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  18 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated') 

Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  items  in  H.R.  12900,  pubfic  works  appropriations 
for  fiscal  1963,  10  a.m.,  1223  New  ^Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee,  on  H.R.  12580,  State,  Justice,  and  Commerce 
appropriations  for  fiscal  1963,  2  A.m.,  room  F-39,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Preparedness  Investigating 
Subcommittee,  to  continue  it/  executive  hearings  on  arms  con¬ 
trol  and  disarmament  matters,  to  hear  William  C.  Foster,  Di¬ 
rector,  Arms  Control  ana  Disarmament  Agency,  10:30  a.m., 
224  Old  Senate  Office  Bgulding. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  on  H.R.  12080,  interest 
rates  on  time  deposits  of  foreign  governments,  10  a.m.,  5302  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  on  S.  3615,  urban  mass  transporta¬ 
tion  bill,  10  a/m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations,  executive,  on  subcommittee  busi¬ 
ness,  10 /a.m.,  to  be  followed  by  open  hearings  on  problems  in 
the  field  of  Federal-State-local  relations,  10:30  a.m.,  3302  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  subcommittee,  on  H.R.  30,  grant- 
j/fg  congressional  consent  to  the  Northeastern  Water  and 
delated  Land  Resources  Compact,  10:30  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate 
ice  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  executive,  to 
resume  consideration  of  H.R.  7927,  Postal  Revision  Act,  and 
Federal  employees’  pay  legislation,  10:30  a.m.,  6200  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Public  Build¬ 
ings  and  Grounds,  executive,  on  pending  building  projects,  9:30 
a.m.,  4200  Nevv  Senate  Office  Building. 

SubcommitteeXpn  Flood  Control — Rivers  and  Harbors,  on 
omnibus  flood  control  authorizations  bill,  10  a.m.,  4200  New 
Senate  Office  Building 

House 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  on  Conservation 
and  Credit,  executive,  on  pending  legislation,  10  a.m.,  1310  New 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations^  executive,  on  foreign  opera¬ 
tions  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1963,  10  a.m.,  F-16  U.S. 
Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Defense,  executive}^  p.m.,  F-16  U.S.  Capitol 
Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Executive,  on  pending 
legislation,  10  a.m.,  429  Old  House  OfficevBuilding. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  executive,  on\H.  Con.  Res.  527, 
regarding  Cuba,  10:30  a.m.,  G-3,  U.S.  CapitoPBuilding. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  on  H.R.  12479,  re 
orderly  transfer  of  executive  power,  10  a.m.,  1501-B  NW  House 
Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Government  Activities,  on  investigation  of 
FAA  and  CAB,  9:30  a.m.,  100-B  George  Washington  InnC 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  on  pending  leg 
islation,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  House  Office  Building. 
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'Ssunmitice  on  the  judiciary,  executive,  on  pending  legislation, 
10:30  aba*  346  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  4,  executive,  on  pending  legislation,  10 
a.m.,  346  Old  HcJnse  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Mcrch&M  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Subcommittee 
on  Fisheries  and  WildlifeSamervation,  executive,  on  pending 
legislation,  10  a.m.,  219  Old  Hobs^Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subtxjmmittee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol,  on  title  II  of  the  omnibus  rivers  and  majors  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill,  10  a.m.,  1302  New  House  Office  Bui 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  Subcomrhittee  No.  4 
on  communications  satellite  development  program,  ib-s^m., 
214-B  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs,  on  the  operation  of  the  no, 
service-connected  pension  program,  10  a.m.,  356  Old 
Office  Building. 


iuse 


Joint  Committee 

joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  executiyef'to  approve  an 
ad  hoc  subcommittee’s  recommendation  of-^m  Executive  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Committee,  9:45  a.m.,  roojp<AE-i,  Capitol. 

Executive,  to  meet  with  Chaip«?m  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
General  Lemnitzer  to  discuss  NATO  weapons  arrangements, 
10  a.m.,  room  AE-i,  C^pifol. 

Senate  sectionpf^me  committee,  executive,  on  the  nomination 
of  Glenn  TA^aborg,  to  be  U.S.  Representative  to  the  General 
Conferpwfe  of  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency,  and 
th<^«6minations  of  four  Alternate  Representatives  to  this  Agency 
lenry  DeWolf  Smyth,  Robert  E.  Wilson,  James  T.  Ramey, 
id  William  I.  Cargo),  11:30  a.m.,  room  AE-i,  Capitol. 

mtive,  on  nuclear  weapons  permissive  link  program,  2 
p.m.,  rootSkAE-i,  Capitol. 
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w'  ,|J  1  a  S  Ij  I  I  fl  I  B' I  IS  I  II  by  the  Official  Reporters  therebf^are  printed  pursuant  to  direc- 

5  tions  of  the  Joint  Committee  ots^Prlnting  as  authorized  by 

appropriate  pjotflsions  of  Title  44,  United  States  Code,  and  published  for  each  day  that  one  or  botnSfouses  are  in  session,  ex¬ 
cepting  yepjrmfrequent  instances  when  two  or  more  unusually  small  consecutive  issues  are  printecNat  one  time.  TI  The 
Congressional  RectyKiwill  be  furnished  by  mail  to  subscribers,  free  of  postage,  for  $1.50  per  month,  payable  mS^dvance.  Remit 
check  or  money^tfrder,  made  payable  to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  directly  to  the  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington  25, 
D.  C.  For  subscription  purposes,  20  daily  issues  constitute  a  month.  The  charge  for  individual  copies  varies  in  proportion  WK^he  size 
of  the  tonle.  fl  Following  each  session  of  Congress,  the  daily  Congressional  Record  is  revised,  printed,  permanently  bound  and  l&agold 
by  thC'Superintendent  of  Documents  in  individual  parts  or  by  sets.  It  With  the  exception  of  copyrighted  articles,  there  are  no 
lotions  on  the  republication  of  material  from  the  Congressional  Record. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed  to  conference  Report  on  farm  bill.  Senate  agreed  to  vote 
on  farm  bill  conference  report  Tues.,  9/-25^  3  p.m.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  charged 
certain  USDA  employees  abuse  leave  pr/vileg&s.  House  passed  foreign  aid  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  House  Rules  Committee  cleareoybill  to  further  restrict  employment 
of  children  in  agriculture.  Rep.  /spinall  defended  his  committee's  action  on 
/Wilderness  bill.  Sen.  Curtis  criticized  effecce  of  rail  strike  on  shipment  of 
^carm  products  in  Midwest.  Sena/e  committee  received  permission  to  report  pay  bill. 
Sen.  Engle  commended  Calif,  counties  four-point  program  to  aid  lumber  {industry. 

Rep,  Cooley  commended  Secretary  Freeman  and  insertedNarticle. 


HOUSE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  202  to  197,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
12391,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  See  Digest  No.  167  for 
a  summary  of  this  bill.  pp.  18989-9014 


2.  FOREIGN  TRAD)/  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11970,  the  proposed  Trade 

Expansion  Act  of  1962.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed,  py  18987 

3.  MIGRANT  LABOR.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  \hranted  an 

open  rdle,  with  1  hour  of  debate,  on  S.  1123,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labok  Standards 
kctc/t  1938,  to  extend  the  child  labor  provisions  thereof  to  certain  children 
emp/oyed  in  agriculture,"  and  that  the  committee  "Denied  a  rule  on  S.  1T26,  to 
provide  for  the  registration  of  contractors  of  migrant  agricultural  workers." 

/.  D873  \ 
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4.  MORATORY  BIRDS.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  reporl 

(bJit  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  3504,  to  provide  for  alternate! 
representation  of  secretarial  officers  on  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservatioi 
Commission,  p.  D873 


Rep.  Aspinall  defended  his  committee's  action  on  H.  R.  776  the 


5.  WILDERNES 

wildernesls  hili,  and  said,  "...  the  extremists  have  ...  created  an/atmosphere 

w  ice  makek  impossible  the  enactment  of  any  wilderness  legislation/during  this 
Congress."  \>p.  19079-82  y  8 


.  TRANSPORTATION.  \  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  320,  to  aitiend  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Ax^t  so  as  to  permit  State  commissions  to  grant?  the  right  to 
motor  common  carriers  operating  within  a  single  State  to  eniage  in  interstate 
or  oreign  operatid^is  within  the  State  (H.  Rept.  2439).  yp,  18987-8,  19105 

7.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIaXon  BILL,  1963.  By  a  vote  of  249 /o  144,  passed  with 

amendment  this  bill,  h\r.  13175.  This  bill  includes/^.25,000,000  for  develop¬ 
ment  grants,  $30,000,000VEor  investment  guaranties,  £525,000,000  for  Alliance 
or  rogr®s®» J^75>000>00\ for  development  loans,  $^2,000,000  for  the  Peace 
orps,  and $2,000,000  for  tfte  International  Monetary  Fund.  pp.  19030-68 

8*  T:  C°ncurred  in  the\senate  amendment s/to °H. 'R^mO^to  make  it 

po  si  e  o  ring  actions  against  Government  officials  and  agencies  in  U.  S. 

onS  H?°HtS  outside  D.  C. ,  Sich,  because  of  certain  existing  limitations 

f  A  7  n1!lVei'Ue'  may  no\be  brought  only  in  the  U.  S.  District  Court 
xoi  u.  L.  pp.  18988-9 

EDUCATION.  By  a  vote  of  *.14  to  135,  r^ohmmitted  with  instructions  the  con- 

ference  report  on  H.  R.  8900,  the  proved  College  Academic  Facilities  and 
Student  Assistance  Act.  pp.  19015-30/ 

1°.  MINERALS.  Received  the  conferency4eports  Xa  H.  R.  8134,  to  effect  a  statutory 
ithdrawal  of  certain  former  Tay/or  Grazing\ct  lands  near  Phoenix,  Ariz. ,  from 
all  forms  of  entry  under  the  public  land  lawsVH.  Rept.  2451),  and  H.  R.  10566, 
o  provide  for  the  withdrawal/and  orderly  disposition  of  mineral  interests  in 
19105ln  PUbUC  landS  ln  PllVCounty,  Ariz.  (H.  Wpt.  2452).  pp.  10969-70,  ^ 

Concurred  in  the  Senat/ amendments  to  H.  R.  112^6,  to  extend  to  Alaska  the 
provisions  governing  the/disposition  of  public  landsVmder  the  townsite  laws  so 
“  traftS  °Vland  in  Alaska  to  be  sold  subject  to  a  reservation  of 

p  19073*  °  C°a1,  /*  and  gas*  This  bili  now  b^sent  to  the  President. 

11.  CLAIMS.  Received /rom  the  President  supplemental  appropria\on  estimate  m 
claim  and  judgiMhts  against  the  U.  S.  (H.  Doc.  558).  p.  iffos 

l2'  RnS^r°N‘  j7Saf  without  ^n-toent  S.  1023,  to  provide  fon\e  construction, 
operation,  ahd  maintenance  of  additional  features  of  the  Talent  \i vision  of  the 

President/  p?Si9070Cla,”a,:1On  pr0jeCC’  0re>  This  biU  wiu  l^ent  to  the 

R!  aYePTed  ?•  R>  78U’  t0  amend  the  act  Authorizing  the  \oked 

landl/and  S  looTf Cion  ProJect  to  Provide  for  the  irrigation  of  additional 

J060’  to  authonze  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  construct),  operate. 

“7a.n  "  ‘  0rovtUe-T°nasket  unit  of  the  Okanogan-Similkameen  division  ^ 

Chief  Joseph  Dam  project.  Wash.  pp.  19070-2 

13.  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS.  Rep.  Dawson  submitted  the  24th  Report  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  (H.  Rept.  2440).  p.  19105 


-  3  - 


r* 


14.  MONOPOLIES.  The  Subcommittee  No.  5  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  to 

toe  full  committee  with  amendment  H.  R.  3465,  to  reaffirm  the  national  public 
poricy  and  purposes  of  Congress  in  enacting  the  Robinson- Patman  Anti-Pr^te- 
DiscXimination  Act.  p.  D873  / 

15.  TRADE  FA^RS.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  3389,  to  promote  the  foreign  commerce 
of  the  U.Ns.  through  the  use  of  mobile  trade  fairs,  p.  D873  / 

16.  COMPACTS.  The\Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  tcyreport  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  S.  3431,  to  consent  to  the  amendment  of  /the  Pacific  Marine 
Fisheries  Compaot  and  to  the  participation  of  certain  additional  States  in  such 
compact  in  accoroance  with  the  terms  of  such  amendment.  D/  873 

\  SENATE  / 


17.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  by  Sen.  Mansfield  to 

consider  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm. bill,  Tues.,  Sept.  25, 

^ _ and  to  vote  on  adoption  of  the  report  at  3  p.m.  that  day,  pp.  18959-60  _ 

Sen.  Curtis  criticized  fche  President  for  not  taking  action  to  end  the  Chicago- 

and  North  Western  Railway  strike  which  is  affecting  the  shipment  of  agricultural 
commodities,  urged  enactment  of  legislation,  t£  necessary,  to  end  the  strike, 
and  inserted  several  items  on  the  strike,  up.  18892-4 

18.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  seated  th^t  "early  in  April  it  was  called  to 

my  attention  that  certain  employees\of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  were 
abusing  their  annual  and  sick  leave  and  were  padding  their  official  travel 
vouchers,"  and  inserted  his  correspondence  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
over  one  alleged  case  in  REA  p.  18902  \ 

Sen.  Johnston,  on  behalf  of  th^Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committe^^s 
was  granted  permission  to  file  a /report  on\the  Federal  pay  and  postal  rate  bily 
weekend  during  adjournment  of  the  Senate,  p.  18980 

19.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Engle  commended  the  four-point  program  proposed  by  the  boards  of 

supervisors  of  nine  northern  Calif,  counties  to 'aid  the  lumber  industry  and  * 

V  inserted  their  resolution /on  the  proposal,  p.  18SK)0 

20.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11164,  to  approve  an  amendatory 

repayment  contract  negotiated  with  the  Quincy  Columbi\  Basin  Irrigation  District 
and  authorize  similar  contracts  with  any  of  the  Columbia  Basin  irrigation 
districts  (pp.  18950-60).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  t<r\the  President.  By  a 
vote  of  13  to  61, /rejected  a  proposed  amendment  by  Sen.  Mzsller  to  prohibit  for 
10  years  the  usa/of  water  from  the  project  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated 
lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  in  surplus  supply  XPP«  18953-9) . 
Consideration/of  a  similar  bill,  S.  3162,  was  indefinitely  postponed  (p.  18960). 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  575,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Inter¬ 
ior  to  construct  the  upper  division  of  the  Baker  reclamation  project.  Ore.  This 
bill  will/now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  18960-72  \ 

21.  LAW;  COiJRTS.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  H.  R,  1960,  to  makdv  it 

possible  to  bring  actions  against  Government  bfficials  and  agencies  in\the  U.S. 
diafrict  courts  outside  D.  C.,  which,  because  of  certain  existing  limitations 
orr  jurisdiction  and  venue,  may  now  be  brought  only  in  the  U.  S.  District \ourt 
for  D.  C.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18972  \ 
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5CKPILING .  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12416,  to  waive  the  statutory  re? 
quirement  for  a  6-month  waiting  period  before  GSA  is  authorized  to  dispose  fit 
4,000  long  tons  of  chestnut  tannin  extract  from  the  national  stockpile. 
bilKwill  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  18972-3 

Ajpseed  to  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  509,  expressing  Congressional 
approval  for  the  disposal  by  GSA  of  approximately  12,245  tons  of  chestnut  tan¬ 
nin  extract  from  the  national  stockpile,  p.  18973 


23.  MINERALS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3451,  to  provide  relief  fbr  residential 
occupants  of\unpatented  mining  claims  upon  which  valuable  improvements  have 
bean  placed,  ^ouse  conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  pp.  18948-9 


24.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANC&  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  oii 
this  bill,  H.  R.  ISL151,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  president.  pp.  18914-6 


25.  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed\the  nomination  of  W.  Willard  Wiytz  to  be  Secretary  of 
Labor,  pp.  18884-5 


€ 


26.  FISHERIES.  The  Commerce  tJoWnittee  reported  S.  Res./392,  expressing  the  sense 

of  the  Senate  that  the  President  should  propose  Rn  International  Conference  on  \ 
the  Conservation  of  Fishery  Resources,  p.  1888 


27.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Bartlett  ifteerted  an  article  commending  Sen.  Magnuson  for 
receiving  the  thirteenth  annual  itational  Transportation  Award  of  the  National 
Defense  Transportation  Association^  pp.  18897-8 


28,  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  s^aj/ed  that  the  school  lunch  fund  apportion¬ 
ment  bill  will  probably  be  considered /ri. ,  Sept.  21.  p.  18959 


ITEMS  IN /APPENDIX 


29.  FARM  PROGRAM;  PERSONNEL.  Extensiofi  of  remark^s  of  Rep.  Cooley  commending  Secre¬ 
tary  Feeeman,  stating  that  ’’Orville  Freeman  has  provided  fine  leadership  and 
by  his  intelligent  devotion  to/ duty  he  has  endeared  himself  to  the  Members  of  - 
Congress  and  to  his  countrymen,”  and  inserting  D^ew  Pearson's  article,  "Orvillfj 
L.  Freeman,  the  Farmers  Chajrfpion.”  p.  A6970 


30.  NOMINATIONS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Burke  stating  that  in  selecting 

Anthony  J.  Celebrezze  as  Secretary  of  HEW,  President  Kennedy  has  ’’added  another 
truly  outstanding  member  to  his  official  family.”  pp.  \6978-9 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


31.  FARM  PROGRAM.  H./R,  13183,  by  Rep.  Clem  Miller,  to  amend  the ''Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of/l933  as  amended  and  as  reenacted  and  amended  bV  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


32.  RECLAMATIONS  H.  R.  13184,  by  Rep.  Sisk,  to  provide  for  the  paymentXof  compen¬ 
sation,  including  severance  damages,  for  rights  of  way  acquired  by  che  United 
States  in  connection  with  reclamation  projects  the  constructionof  whifch  com¬ 
menced/after  January  1,  1961;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed 


33.  WATER7 POLLUTION .  H.  R.  13186,  by  Rep.  Blatnik,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water' 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  financial  assistance  to  municipalities  an< 
others  for  the  separation  of  combined  sewers;  to  Public  Works  Committee, 
lemarks  of  author,  p.  A6968-9 
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out  in  greater  detail  the  nature  of  the 
jurisdiction  conferred.  The  Senate 
amendment  makes  it  clear  that  the  duty 
must  be  one  owed  to  the  plaintiff.  It 
also  \pecifies  that  where  the  duty  in- 
volves\the  exercise  of  discretion,  the 
court  may  compel  the  officer  to  exercise 
his  discretion  but,  as  the  Senate  report 
makes  clear,  the  court  may  not  direct  or 
influence  the  substance  of  such  a  deci¬ 
sion. 

The  second\change  proposed  by  the 
Senate  is  in  respect  to  section  2  of  the 
bill,  the  venue  pari.  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vided  that  an  actrbn  within  this  section 
may  be  brought  in\any  judicial  district 
where  a  plaintiff  in  the  action  resides,  or 
in  which  the  cause  of  faction  arose,  or  in 
which  any  property  involves  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  is  situated.  The  TBenate  amend¬ 
ments  both  clarify  and  liir^t  these  provi¬ 
sions. 

The  Senate  version  limit\the  House 
bill  where  real  property  is  involved  in  the 
action.  In  those  cases  the  Senate  would 
not  provide  for  venue  where  the  plaintiff 
resides. 

The  Senate  amendments  clarify  in 
that  they  specifically  provide  for  venue 
where  a  defendant  in  the  action  resides. 
As  pointed  out  in  the  House  report 
this  bill,  it  was  contemplated  that  th< 
provisions  of  the  proposed  section  1391 
(e)  would  be  supplementary  rather  than 
exclusive.  Section  1391(b)  now  provides 
for  venue  in  the  judicial  district  where 
all  the  defendants  reside. 

The  Senate  amendment  resolves  any 
ambiguity  which  could  arise  in  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  section  1391(b)  and  the 
proposed  section  1391(e)  by  making  it 
clear  that  an  action  within  sectio) 
1391(e)  may  be  brought  wherever  a  di 
fendant  in  the  action  resides. 

Finally,  the  Senate  specifically  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  venue  provision  should 
apply  only  to  the  extent  that  venue  is 
not  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  report  gives  some  examples  ti  such 
proceedings.  Included  in  thos/  exam¬ 
ples  are  proceedings  brought /with  re¬ 
spect  to  Federal  taxes  and  proceedings 
under  section  5  of  the  act  oy  September 
26,  1961,  relating  to  immigration.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  a/  a  result  of 
section  8(a)  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  Act,  actions  against  the  TVA 
would  be  another  examnle. 

The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Senate/amendments  con¬ 
tribute  a  great  dea/  toward  achieving 
clarity  in  this  legislation.  However,  the 
committee  is  concerned  with  the  word¬ 
ing  of  section  1  of/the  bill.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  p. as  informed  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  it  rears  that  this  language 
may  produce  broad  and  unintended  re¬ 
sults.  These/  the  Department  states, 
may  best  be  Avoided  by  making  specific 
reference  in  the  statute  to  the  man¬ 
damus  concept.  The  Department  has, 
therefore/ proposed  that  section  1361 
should  read  as  follows: 

The  district  courts  shall  have  original 
Jurisdic/lon  of  any  action  in  the  nature  of  • 
mandamus  to  compel  an  officer  or  employee 
of  the/united  States  or  any  agency  thereof  to 
perform  a  duty  owed  to  the  plaintiff. 

ie  committee  agrees  that  by  specifi¬ 
cally  making  relevant  a  body  of  known 


principles,  greater  certainty  can 
achieved.  Accordingly,  the  committee 
accepts  and  endorses  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  committee  has  been  assured'  that 
with  this  amendment,  the  bill  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  endorsement  and  support  of 
both  the  Department  of  Justice/and  the 
Treasury  Department. 

We  have  also  been  assure/  that  the 
amendment  is  acceptable  to  /proponents 
of  this  legislation  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speake/,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  th/re  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlqman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FORRESTEly  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  /  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  motion. 

The  Clerk  reacb&s  follows: 

Mr.  Forrester  moves  to  concur  in  Senate 
amendment  No./  with  the  following  amend¬ 
ment:  Strike  o/t  lines  3  through  5  on  page 
2  of  the  HouA  engrossed  copy  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof!  the  following:  “The  district 
courts  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  of  any 
action  in  t/e  nature  of  mandamus  to  com¬ 
pel  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  or/any  agency  thereof  to  perform  a 
duty  owed  to  the  plaintiff.” 

The/ SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
ie  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
fiVx/  Georgia. 

ie  motion  was  agreed  to. 
potion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 

t/ble. 

Mr.  'FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
/offer  a  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia. 

The  Clerk  r^ad  as  follows : 

Mr.  FoRRESTER\moves  to  concur  in  Senate 
amendment  No.  2> 

The  SPEAKER\  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  t\e  gentleman  from 
Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

CORRECTION  ON  ROM.CALLS 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
yesterday,  on  rollcall  No.  232, \I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  not  voting.  I  was  present  and 
noted  “nay.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  and  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectioikto 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  OhiO^ 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  233  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  did  in  fact  vote  “nay.”  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  permanent  Rec¬ 
ord  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
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12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  in¬ 
come,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs 
to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products 
to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Sep¬ 
tember  17,  1962.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  LMr. 
Cooley]. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  the  minority  time  on  this  confer¬ 
ence  report?  I  suggest  he  yield  the 
minority  30  minutes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  such  demand 
for  time  it  would  not  be  proper  for  me 
to  comply  with  the  gentleman’s  request, 
but  I  will  yield  the  gentleman  20  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Will  it  be  understood, 
then,  that  the  20  minutes  will  be  yielded 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  and  that  he 
in  tuna  may  yield  to  Members  on  this 
side  during  the  time  limitation  without 
losing  the  floor? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  perfectly 
agreeable  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  here  now  about  to 
make  a  very  important  decision.  I  still 
maintain  that  the  problems  of  agricul¬ 
ture  are  paramount  to  just  about  all  of 
our  other  problems.  If  agriculture  is 
impoverished  the  Nation  and  the  na¬ 
tional  economy  are  in  danger. 

Our  farm  program  for  many  years  op¬ 
erated  very  successfully  and  very  well. 
But  in  recent  years  we  have  sustained 
gigantic  losses  and  accumulated  gigantic 
surpluses.  Unless  action  is  taken,  we 
revert  to  the  program  of  1958,  under 
which  we  sustained  these  losses  and  ac¬ 
cumulated  these  surpluses. 

I  want  to  congratulate  and  commend 
the  members  of  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  on  the  splendid  manner  in  which 
they  have  discharged  the  duties  assigned 
to  them.  We  started  to  work  on  farm 
legislation  back  in  January.  Here  it  is 
now  well  into  the  middle  of  September. 
We  have  been  up  the  hill  and  down  again. 
Finally  a  bill  passed  this  House.  We 
went  to  conference.  Of  course  we  knew 
we  would  have  to  make  concessions  and 
compose  differences,  and  that  we  did, 
but  we  made,  I  think,  a  minimum  of  con¬ 
cessions  and  we  forced  the  other  body 
likewise  to  make  substantial  concessions. 

We  have  a  bill  here  now  that  I  believe 
is  perhaps  better  than  the  House  bill  and 
better  than  the  Senate  bill.  It  is  a  com- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


18990 

bi  nation  of  the  two.  I  shall  discuss 
later  in  these  remarks  the  details  of  the 
conference  report.  Every  provision  in 
our  bill  was  handled  by  a  subcommittee 
and  the  chairmen  of  the  subcommittees 
will  explain  these  separate  provisions. 
The  grain  section  was  handled  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  the 
wheat  section  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding],  and  all  the  other 
provisions  were  handled  by  subcommit¬ 
tees.  We  reached  an  agreement. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  What  subcommittee 
handled  the  compensatory  payments? 
That  was  in  neither  the  House  or  Senate 
bill,  but  it  shows  up  in  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  says  it 
was  in  neither  bill? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  we  had  pay¬ 
ments  in  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  This  kind  of  pay¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  we  had  payments 
for  compliance  with  acreage  reductions. 
This  is  payment  in  kind.  You  can  call 
it  compensatory  payments  if  you  want 
to.  You  can  call  it  compliance  payments. 

It  is  the  same  thing  that  has  been 
used  for  the  last  2  years. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  My  information  is 
that  this  sort  of  proposition  was  never 
discussed  in  the  committee.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  it  is  a  complete  departure 
from  anything  that  we  have  ever  had  in 
farm  legislation  here  except  in  the  form 
of  proposals  from  a  previous  administra¬ 
tion  that  wanted  this  kind  of  a  plan.  It 
is  a  payment  directly  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  on  a  bushel  basis  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  taken  out  of  the 
warehouses — out  of  surplus  stocks  held 
by  the  Government — for  payment  in 
kind  to  farmers  who  comply  with  the 
program  to  divert  land  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  further  surpluses.  I  think  we 
would  do  well  to  use  the  surplus  com¬ 
modity  rather  than  to  use  the  cash.  I 
cannot  think  of  a  better  use  for  these  sur¬ 
pluses  than  to  prevent  future  surpluses. 
Much  of  our  consideration  has  been  with 
the  problem  of  moving  our  surpluses  in 
a  manner  to  get  the  greatest  return  to 
the  Treasury.  This  is  why,  for  example, 
we  have  given  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  authority  to  use  the  private  trade 
in  making  surplus  sales  for  long-term 
dollar  credit.  And  in  this  connection, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  that  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  in  passing  the  private 
trade  amendment  to  sections  401  and  402 
of  title  IV  of  Public  Law  480  is  for  the 
purpose  of  conveying  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  full  authority  to  enter  into 
private  trade  agreements  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  sales  means  for  moving  'agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  in  order  to  regain,  re¬ 
tain,  develop,  and  expand  dollar  mar¬ 
kets  for  such  commodities.  It  is  not  in¬ 
tended  that  this  authority  should  be 
administered  as  a  foreign  lending  or  as¬ 
sistance  program.  Therefore,  this  pro¬ 
gram  should  not  be  encumbered  or  de¬ 
layed  by  being  subjected  to  interagency 
and  .inter-governmental  clearances,  con¬ 


sultation  and  other  procedures  which  : 
usually  apply  in  the  case  of  such  foreign 
lending  and  assistance  programs.  For 
example,  consultation  with  other  sup¬ 
plying  countries  would  not  only  be  inap¬ 
propriate  but  could  defeat  the  entire 
purpose  of  these  amendments.  These 
amendments  do  not  change  the  disposal 
priorities  for  surpluses  which  were  set  out 
in  the  Conference  report  on  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961 :  1.  Sales  for  cash 
dollars.  2.  Sales  for  short-term  dollar 
credit.  3.  Barter  for  strategic  and  other 
materials.  4.  Sales  on  long-term  dollar 
credit  under  title  IV.  5.  Sales  for  foreign 
currency.  6.  Donations. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  This  plan  was  proposed 
to  the  committee  by  a  member  of  the 
minority  party,  a  member  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  and  was  considered  by  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  we  would  not 
have  inserted  a  provision  dealing  with 
payments  if  payments  were  not  provided 
in  either  the  Senate  bill  or  the  House 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  examine  the  bill 
first  in  relation  to  our  objectives. 

The  No.  1  objective  is  to  continue  the 
upward  movement  of  farm  income. 
This  is  essential  if  we  are  to  keep  our 
Nation’s  economy  moving,  expanding, 
fulfilling  our  capabilities  for  strength  and 
prosperity.  Prior  to  1961,  declining 
farm  income  was  a  dangerous  weakness 
in  the  American  economy.  This  87th 
Congress  can  take  great  pride  that  its 
first  major  legislation — the  emergency 
feed  grain  action  in  1961 — increased 
farm  income  last  year  by  more  than  a 
billion  dollars,  a  jump  of  nearly  10  per¬ 
cent.  And  so  far  in  1962,  the  new  level 
is  being  maintained  and,  wre  hope, 
bettered. 

The  second  objective  is  to  continue  to 
reduce  surpluses  and  the  taxpayers’  bur¬ 
dens  in  financing  those  surpluses.  Un¬ 
der  the  previous  legislation  and  previous 
administration  of  that  legislation,  sur¬ 
plus  was  piled  upon  surplus.  Year  after 
year,  the  burdens  grew  heavier.  Our 
emergency  legislation  was  designed  to 
stem  this  avalanche  of  surpluses.  It  did 
far  better  than  that.  On  July  1  this 
year,  total  stocks  of  feed  grains  and 
wheat  in  the  United  States  were  532  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  less  than  on  July  1,  1961, 
and  Government  carrying  charges  on 
the  publicly  owned  grains  are  down  ap¬ 
proximately  $213  million  a  year. 

For  the  first  time  since  1952,  produc¬ 
tion  of  feed  grains  in  1961  was  reduced 
below  the  level  of  consumption.  Carry¬ 
over  into  the  1962-63  marketing  year  is 
down  about  14  percent  from  a  year 
earlier.  The  1961  program  alone  will 
save  taxpayers  around  $600  million. 

The  results  being  achieved  in  the  1962 
feed  grain  program  are  of  comparable 
importance. 

In  the  1962  wheat  program,  produc¬ 
tion  of  Winter  wheat  has  been  cut  by 
nearly  one-fourth. 

These  are  solid  achievements.  We 
dare  not  return  to  costly,  ineffective  leg¬ 
islation  previously  in  effect.  But  that  is 
what  we  will  do  if  we  do  not  enact  new 
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legislation.  The  third  objective  I  men¬ 
tioned  earlier  is  that  of  bringing  about 
land  use  adjustments  in  line  with  the 
needs  of  the  people. 

Only  two-thirds  of  the  Nation’s  crop¬ 
land  is  being  used  to  produce  the  great 
abundance  we  now  enjoy. 

At  least  38  million  acres  will  come  into 
production  within  a  very  short  time  un¬ 
less  we  take  action.  Conservation  re¬ 
serve  contracts  will  run  out;. the  feed 
grain  and  wheat  programs  are  tempo¬ 
rary.  Our  failure  to  act  would  throw 
millions  of  acres  of  land  into  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  commodities  which  not  only 
are  not  needed  but  would  be  a  burden 
upon  the  people.  Yet  there  are  good 
uses  for  land  not  needed  in  crop  and 
livestock  production — uses  that  will 
meet  real  needs  of  the  people  and  at 
the  same  time  help  to  rejuvenate  the 
rural  economy. 

We  have  great  opportunities  to  de¬ 
velop  and  safeguard  the  water  resources 
of  our  Nation — water  resources  that  are 
becoming  scarce.  We  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  clean  up  our  streams,  to  pre¬ 
vent  floods,  to  assure  the  Nation  of  tim¬ 
ber  supplies  in  the  future,  and  to  open 
up  God’s  great  outdoors  to  more  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  expanding  national  family  of 
citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  others  will  discuss 
the  provisions  of  the  conference  report 
in  more  detail,  I  shall  read  into  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  summary  of  the 
major  parts  of  H.R.  12391,  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

TITLE  I - LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Section  101: 

This  section  amends  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to 
provide  for  continued  Federal  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  and  provides  authority  for  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out 
long-range  conservation  plans  with  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  all 
agricultural  areas  through  agreements 
for  periods  not  to  exceed  10  years  to 
provide  for  changes  in  cropping  systems 
and  land  use,  and  for  development  of 
soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife  and  recreation 
resources  by  means  of  cost  sharing  and 
other  assistance. 

Agreements  may  not  be  entered  into 
covering  land  with  respect  to  which  the 
ownership  has  changed  in  the  2-year 
period  preceding  the  first  year  of  the 
contrast  period  except  with  successors 
by  inheritance  or  purchasers  during  the 
contract  period.  Agreements  for  the 
establishment  of  tree  cover  may  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  5  years. 

The  Secretary  cannot  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  providing  for  assistance  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $10  million  for  any 
calendar  year,  except  that  for  calendar 
year  1963  he  may  provide  assistance  with 
respect  to  lands  previously  covered  by 
conservation  reserve  contracts  in  an 
amount  not  exceeding  an  additional 
$15  million. 

Section  102 : 

The  amendments  to  title  HI  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  in¬ 
clude  changes  in  section  31  to  provide 
for  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife, 
but  prohibits  the  building  of  industrial 
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parks  or  establishing  private  industrial 
or  commercial  enterprises.  They  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and 
local  public  agencies  in  developing  and 
carrying  out  plans  for  land  conserva¬ 
tion  and  land  utilization.  This  will  in¬ 
clude  the  furnishing  of  technical  assist¬ 
ance  and  loans. 

These  amendments  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  State  and 
local  public  agencies  designated  by  the 
Governor  or  the  State  legislature, 
through  loans,  to  carry  out  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  plans.  This  would  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  make  loans  to 
appropriate  State  and  local  public  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the 
shift  of  land  resources  out  of  unsuitable 
uses  or  out  of  the  unneeded  production 
of  surplus  crops  into  new  and  better 
uses.  It  would  also  provide  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  rural  ^renewal  development 
by  authorizing  thlTSecretar y  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  help  develop  plans~for  improve¬ 
ments  and  to  assist  in  carrying  out  such 
plans  by  means  ofloahs  to  State  and 
local  public  agencies.  These  plans 
could  be  developed  for  severely  disadvan¬ 
taged  rural  areas  where  much  of  the 
land  is  not  in  its  best  use,  resulting  in 
chronic  underemployment  and  poorly 
developed  community  facilities.  Their 
objective  would  be  to  create  conditions 
that  would  make  these  communities  at¬ 
tractive  to  private  investment  and  in¬ 
dividual  enterprise. 

Repayment  of  loans  would  be  required 
in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  interest 
at  the  average  rate  paid  by  the  Treasury 
on  obligations  of  similar  maturity. 

The  Governor  or  appropriate  State 
agency  would  have  45  days  to  disapprove 
plans  of  State  or  local  agencies.  A  single 
loan  over  $250,000  would  have  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  appropriate  congressional 
committees.  Repayment  of  loans  may 
be  deferred  for  not  to  exceed  5  years. 

Sections  103  through  106  would  make 
several  important  changes  in  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act. 

Section  103  would  make  three  changes 
in  the  existing  authority  contained  in 
this  act. 

First,  it  adds  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  as  a  purpose  for  cost  sharing. 
This  means,  for  example,  that  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  act  could  be  used  to  cost  share  with 
local  organizations  in  enlarging  a  reser¬ 
voir  to  make  it  more  suitable  for  recrea¬ 
tion.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  bear 
not  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  cost  of 
land,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for 
reservoir  or  other  areas  to  be  available 
for  public  recreation  and  of  providing 
minimum  basic  facilities  needed  for  pub¬ 
lic  health  and  safety,  access  to,  and  use 
of  the  reservoir  or  other  area.  The  cost 
sharing  is  conditional  on  a  local  organi¬ 
zation  agreeing  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  reservoir  or  other  area  for  public 
use.  This  amendment  would  not  auth¬ 
orize  the  Federal  Government  to  acquire 
title  to  any  land.  It  would  be  entirely 
optional  with  local  organizations  as  to 
whether  they  would  include  public  recre¬ 
ational  developments  in  watershed  proj  - 
ects  which  they  sponsor.  The  Secretary 


would  be  authorized  to  participate  in 
recreational  development  in  any  water¬ 
shed  project  only  to  the  extent  that  the 
need  therefore  is  demonstrated  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  standards  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  him.  Moreover,  the  number  of 
public  recreational  developments  on 
.which  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized 
to  cost  share  is  limited  to  one  such  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  smaller  projects  and  no 
more  than  three  in  the  largest  projects. 

Second,  it  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
advance  funds  to  local  organizations  for 
immediate  acquisition  of  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  to  prevent 
encroachment  of  other  developments  but 
such  funds  must  be  repaid  with  interest 
prior  to  construction,  except  for  any 
part  of  such  costs  which  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  bear. 

Third,  it  would  establish  new  criteria 
for  Federal  cost  sharing  for  all  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention  and  munic¬ 
ipal  or  industrial  water  supply  based 
on  the  principle  of.  “consideration  of 
national  needs  and  assistance  authorized 
for  similar  purposes  under  other  Federal 
programs.”  This  would  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  establish  definite  cost-sharing 
requirements  which  are  uniformly  ap¬ 
plicable  in  all  watershed  projects  and 
which  might  be  modified  from  time  to 
time  to  conform  with  changes  author¬ 
ized  for  Federal  assistance  in  other  pro¬ 
grams  or  to  meet  changing  national 
needs. 

Section  104  would  provide  authority  to 
the  Secretary  comparable  to  that  pre¬ 
viously  given  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  to  assist  local  organizations  in 
developing  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  for  future  use. 

Section  105  would  delete  certain  obso¬ 
lete  language  and  would  clarify  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Secretary  to  provide  engi¬ 
neering  services  for  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  on  a  reimbursable 
basis. 

Section  106  would  specifically  provide 
that  amendments  included  in  sections 
103  and  104  and  all  subsequent  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  4  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  are 
made  equally  applicable  to  the  1 1  water¬ 
sheds  authorized  under  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944. 

TITLE  II - AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT 

The  provisions  of  title  II  relate  to  long¬ 
term  supply  contracts  through  dollar 
credit  export  sales  under  title  IV  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  and  also  to  the  nonprofit 
school  lunch  programs  carried  out  over¬ 
seas  through  the  charitable  organiza¬ 
tions  and  intergovernmental  agencies 
like  UNICEF. 

In  the  title  IV,  Public  Law  480,  long¬ 
term  dollar  credit  sales,  one  of  the  most 
significant  amendments  is  to  authorize 
agreements  with  the  private  trade  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  those  which  had  previously 
been  authorized  with  the  governments 
of  friendly  nations. 

The  purpose  is  to  stimulate  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
dollars  through  long-term  supply  agree¬ 
ments  and  through  the  extension  of 
credit  for  the  purchase  of  these  com¬ 


modities,  so  that  these  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  will  assist  in  the  development 
of  the  economies  of  friendly  nations,  and 
to  maximize  our  U.S.  dollar  trade. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  sales  agreements 
with  foreign  and  U.S.  private  trade  firms 
and  institutions.  The  agreements  with 
the  private  trade  also  must  provide  for 
the  furnishing  of  such  security  as  the 
Secretary  determines  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  and  adequate  assurance 
of  payment  of  the  amount  due  for  com¬ 
modities  sold  under  the  agreement. 

The  use  of  financial  institutions  acting 
in  behalf  of  friendly  nations  would  be 
authorized  in  addition  to  the  previous 
authority  to  enter  into  agreements 
directly  with  the  Government  agencies  of 
friendly  countries. 

The  payment  provisions  are  also  modi¬ 
fied  to  permit  scheduling  payments  in 
reasonable,  rather  than  approximately 
equal,  annual  amounts,  and  the  date  for 
beginning  annual  payments  may  be  de¬ 
ferred  for  not  more  than  2  years  after 
the  last  delivery  in  each  calendar  year. 

A  change  was  also  adopted  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  relating  to  participation  by  other 
friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations 
in  the  supply  and  assistance  program 
authorized  under  title  IV.  Existing 
legislation  required  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  endeavor  to  reach  agree¬ 
ments  with  other  exporting  nations, 
whereas  the  amendment  makes  this 
authorization  discretionary  with  the 
Secretary.  Title  IV  is  also  amended  so 
as  to  make  applicable  the  policies  of 
utilizing  private  trade  channels  and 
emphasizing  market  development,  as  in 
the  case  of  foreign  currency  sales. 

Sections  202  through  205  relate  to  the 
nonprofit  school  lunch  programs  which 
are  also  often  referred  to  as  “school  feed¬ 
ing  programs”  or  “child  feeding  pro¬ 
grams.”  The  basic  authorities  in  sec¬ 
tion  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  by  the  provisions  in  section 
302  of  Public  Law  480  and  supplemented 
by  other  related  statutes,  are  amended 
in  this  bill  in  accordance  with  the  House 
provisions. 

In  addition  to  the  authority  for  dona¬ 
tion  of  commodities  from  the  stocks  of 
CCC  and  the  purchases  made  pursuant 
to  specific  statutory  authorizations,  do¬ 
nations  are  specifically  authorized  for 
use  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs 
outside  the  United  States  as  well  as  as¬ 
sistance  of  needy  persons. 

The  House  provision  in  section  205  has 
been  clarified  to  cover  specifically  the 
three  statutes  being  amended  in  sections 
202  through  204.  This  section  as  it 
passed  the  House  and  has  been  clarified 
by  the  conference  committee  provides 
that  the  Secretary  shall  receive  assur¬ 
ances  satisfactory  to  him  that,  insofar 
as  practicable,  there  will  be  student  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  financing  of  these  school 
feeding  programs  outside  the  United 
States  on  a  basis  of  ability  to  pay.  In 
addition  to  clarifying  the  availability  of 
commodities  for  these  programs,  it  is 
provided  that  the  programs  shall  be  un¬ 
dertaken  with  the  understanding  that 
commodities  will  be  available  for  them 
only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  these  authorizing  statutes,  and  the 
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usual  priorities  as  established  in  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  with  respect 
to  commodities  made  available  under 
section  416. 

THE  1963  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

For  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghum  and  barley,  producers  can  partici¬ 
pate  voluntarily  by  reducing  their  1959- 
60  base  acreage  of  those  three  crops  by 
a  minimum  of  20  percent  and  up  to  50 
percent.  Up  to  25  acres  may  be  diverted 
on  any  farm  notwithstanding  the  maxi¬ 
mum  diversion  rate  of  50  percent.  Par¬ 
ticipating  producers  will  be  eligible  for 
price  support  on  corn  at  $1.20  per  bushel, 
to  be  provided  through  a  price  support 
loan  at  a  national  average  rate  of  $1.02, 
and  payment-in-kind  of  18  cents  per 
bushel  from  CCC  stocks.  Participating 
producers  will  also  receive  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  computed  at  50  percent  of  the 
value — at  the  price  support  level — of 
normal  production  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age. 

No  price  support  will  be  available  to 
nonparticipants.  CCC  will  assist  pro¬ 
ducers  in  marketing  their  payment-in¬ 
kind  certificates.  Feed  grains  provided 
by  CCC  for  certificates  shall  be  valued 
at  not  less  than  the  support  price  minus 
the  18  cents  payment-in-kind. 

Unlike  the  1962  program,  barley  will 
be  included  in  the  corn  and  sorghum 
program.  Also,  the  provisions  for  pro¬ 
ducing  crops  such  as  sesame  and  saf¬ 
flower  on  diverted  acres  are  nearly  iden¬ 
tical  with  the  1962  provisions,  and  in¬ 
clude  authority  for  the  Secretary  to 
make  partial  diversion  payments  on  such 
acreage. 

This  program  will  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  continue  the  improvement  in 
farm  income  begun  last  year,  to  reduce 
the  carryover  of  feed  grains  for  the  third 
successive  year,  and  to  continue  to  sta¬ 
bilize  the  livestock  economy  through  a 
sound  feed  grain  program. 

The  following  application  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  feed  grain  program  for  1963  to  a 
typical  corn  farm  shows  that  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  12391  will  return  to  the 
farmer  exactly  the  same  benefits  as 
would  a  straight  extension  of  the  1962 
program,  but  will  cost  the  Government 
more  than  $1,000  less: 

Comparison  of  H.R.  12391  and  extension  of 
1962  feed  grain  program 
Acres  corn  base:  100. 

Acres  diverted:  20. 

Bushels  per  acre:  75. 

Support:  $1.20. 

Payment  in  kind:  $0.18. 

Loan:  $1.02. 

BENEFITS  TO  FARMERS - H.R.  12391 


20  acres  diverted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  divided  by  2  equals  750  bushels 

times  $1.20  support _  $900 

80  acres  planted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  equals  6,000  bushels  times  18 

cents  payment  in  kind _ 1,  080 

Equals  6,000  bushels  times  $1.02  loan 

(or  sale) - 6, 120 


Total _ 8,  100 


Comparison  of  H.R.  12391  and  extension  of 
1962  feed  grain  program — Continued 

EXTENSION  OF  1962  PROGRAM 

20  acres  diverted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  divided  by  2  equals  750  bushels 

times  $1.20  support _  $900 

80  acres  planted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  equals  6,000  bushels  times  $1.20 
support _ 7,  200 


Total _ 8,  100 


COST  TO  GOVERNMENT - H.R.  123*91 

Diversion  payment _  900 

Payment  in  kind _  1, 080 


Total _ - _ 1,980 

(Note. — No  loss  on  loans  because,  with  mar¬ 
ket  at  about  $1.00  to  $1.05,  little  or  no  corn 


would  be  placed  under  loan.) 

EXTENSION  OF  1962  PROGRAM 

Diversion  payment-, _  $900 

Storage  for  1  year  (6,000  bushels  at 

13.5  cents _  810 

Handling  equals  2.5  cents  rail,  4.25 

truck)  (6,000  times  2.5) -  150 

Administration  (6,000  times  y2  cent),  30 

Interest  ($7,200  at  3  percent) _  216 

Loss  on  resale  ($1.20-$1.05)  (6,000  at 

15  cents) _  900 


Total _ 3,  006 

Saving  to  Government  by  adoption  of 

H.R.  12391 _  1,  026 

THE  1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM 


Farmers  have  already  approved  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat, 
and  are  planting  or  preparing  to  plant  an 
acreage  based  upon  the  5 5 -million- acre 
national  allotment.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  requires  no  change  from  that  pro¬ 
cedure  by  farmers.  It  does  provide, 
however,  a  voluntary  diversion  program 
for  1963  crop  wheat  similar  to  the  1962 
program  and  to  the  1963  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram.  Producers  would  be  eligible  for 
price  support  at  $1.82  per  bushel,  if  they 
do  not  exceed  their  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  based  upon  the  55-million-acre  na¬ 
tional  allotment.  Producers  would  also 
be  able  to  voluntarily  participate  in  an 
acreage  diversion  program  for  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat,  and  if  they  divert  at  least 
20  percent  of  their  wheat  allotment  or  in 
the  case  of  small  farms  of  less  than  15 
acres  of  their  average  planting  of  wheat 
for  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  to  conservation 
uses,  would  be  eligible  for  diversion  pay¬ 
ment  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  value  of 
normal  production  on  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age,  and  for  payment-in-kind  at  a  rate 
of  18  cents  per  bushel  on  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  devoted  to 
wheat.  Therefore,  producers  who  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  special  program  would  re¬ 
ceive  price  support  at  $2  per  bushel, 
through  the  combination  of  the  loan  and 
the  payment-in-kind  programs.  The 
maximum  diversion  on  any  farm  would 
be  either  50  percent  of  the  allotment  or 
in  case  of  small  farms,  up  to  10  acres. 

Provisions  relating  to  the  production  of 
crops  such  as  safflower  and  sesame  would 
be  essentially  the  same  as  for  feed  grains. 

THE  1964  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Both  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Senate  approved  a  change  in  the 
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price  support  authority  for  corn  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  1964  crop.  The  House  bill 
provided  price  support  at  80  percent  of 
the  3-year  average  market  price.  The 
Senate  bill  provided  price  support  from 
0  to  90  percent  of  parity  at  such  level  as 
would  not  add  to  CCC  stocks  of  corn. 

The  conference  report  requires  that 
beginning  with  the  1964  crop  corn,  price 
supports  would  be  between  50  and  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  at  such  a  level  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  would  not  add  to  CCC 
stocks  of  corn.  Price  supports  for  other 
feed  grains  would  be  related  to  corn. 

/  THE  1964  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Congress  ha's  studied  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem  for  many  years  and  has  taken  cor¬ 
rective  action  several  times  within  the 
last  few  years  only  to  see  it  fail  for  one 
reason  or  another.  The  wheat  market¬ 
ing  certificate  program  would  provide  a 
permanent  program  of  long-range  bene¬ 
fit  to  wheat  producers,  to  the  public,  and 
the  grain  industry.  It  would  put  an 
end  to  the  uncertainty  the  wheat  farmers 
have  been  faced  with  each  year. 

There  are  two  principal  features  of  the 
permanent  wheat  provisions  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  first  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  55-million-acre  national  allot¬ 
ment  and  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  estimate  the  total  requirements  for 
wheat  in  the  coming  year  and  to  an¬ 
nounce  an  acreage  allotment  large 
enough  to  meet  those  requirements. 
This  is  what  we  have  been  doing  for 
years  in  the  tobacco  program,  the  cotton 
program,  and  the  rice  program.  It  can 
be  done  just  as  successfully  for  wheat. 
Producers  would  qualify  for  diversion 
payments  for  2  years  on  an  acreage  equal 
to  the  difference  between  their  new  allot¬ 
ment  under  the  bill  and  their  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  in  1961.  This  would  support  farm 
income  and  prevent  those  acreages  from 
being  turned  to  other  crops. 

The  other  principal  factor  of  the 
wheat  program  is  a  change  in  the  price  - 
support  system.  A  marketing  certificate 
program  which  would  assure  producers 
of  price  supports  between  65  and  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  their  share  of  wheat 
used  for  food  and  for  a  large  portion  of 
the  exports  would  be  substituted  for  the 
present  price-support  system.  The  main 
advantages  of  the  marketing  certificate 
program  are  that  it  provides  greater 
flexibility  for  farmers  to  produce  wheat 
as  a  feed  grain  if  they  want  to,  and  that 
it  limits  higher  price  support  level  for 
wheat  to  a  stated  number  of  bushels. 
The  certificates  provide  a  means  of  dis¬ 
tinguishing  between  wheat  for  food  and 
export  to  be  supported  between  65  and 
90  percent  of  parity  and  wheat  for  feed. 

This  change  in  the  price  support  sys¬ 
tem  for  wheat  is  not  something  new  that 
the  Congress  is  being  asked  to  consider. 
A  marketing  certificate  program  called 
the  domestic  parity  program  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  but  vetoed  by  the 
President  in  1956.  Similar  proposals 
were  considered  by  the  Congress  as  far 
back  as  the  early  1930’s.  There  is  broad 
agreement  that  the  certificate  program 
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for  wheat  is  a  real  improvement  over  the 
present  price  support  system  both  for 
farmers  and  the  Government.  No  sub¬ 
stantial  objections  to  the  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  have  been  raised  before  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  of  the  House. 

There  are  other  important  provisions 
in  the  permanent  wheat  program: 

First.  The  15-acre  exemption  under 
which  any  farmer  could  grow  15  acres  of 
wheat  would  be  terminated  permanently. 
Producers  who  have  built  up  an  acreage 
history  under  this  provision,  however, 
would  be  credited  with  their  3 -year 
average  acreage. 

Second.  Producers  with  15  acres  or 
less  could  also  decide  whether  they 
wanted  to  be  subjected  to  the  program 
or  exempt  from  it,  and  if  they  decided 
to  be  subject  to  the  program  could  divert 
as  much  as  their  entire  acreage  for  pay¬ 
ment. 

Third.  Certain  crops  not  in  surplus 
supply,  such  as  safflower,  sesame  and 
other  minor  crops,  could  be  produced  on 
diverted  acreage  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  and  partial  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  could  be  made. 

Fourth.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the 
producers  voting  in  the  referendum  op¬ 
posed  the  program,  price  support  would 
be  provided  at  50  percent  of  parity  to 
cooperators. 

The  Secretary  has  assured  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  that  if  this  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  had  been  put  in  effect  in  1963,  he 
would  have  expected  to  issue  marketing 
certificates  in  the  amount  of  approxi¬ 
mately  925  million  bushels,  and  would 
have  provided  price  support  at  approxi¬ 
mately  $2  per  bushel  on  that  amount  of 
wheat.  Determinations  of  the  percent¬ 
age  of  the  crop  to  be  supported  in  the 
range  of  65  to  90  percent  of  parity  in 
later  years  would  be  based  primarily  on 
farm  income  objectives. 

The  bill  provides  also  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  increase  the  allotment  for  any 
type  of  wheat  which  would  otherwise  be 
in  short  supply.  This  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  gear  the  supply  of  different  kinds 
of  wheat  to  the  market  demand  for  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds  of  wheat. 

Authority  is  provided  also  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  permit  wheat  to  be  produced 
on  feed  grain  acreages  to  such  extent  and 
under  such  conditions  as  will  not  impair 
the  operation  of  the  wheat  program.  It 
is  understood  that  this  authority  would 
not  be  used  except  in  the  case  when  an 
acreage  diversion  program  for  feed 
grains  was  in  effect. 

Adequate  authority  is  provided  in  the 
bill  for  the  Secretary  to  administer  the 
wheat  marketing  certificate  program  in 
a  manner  agreeable  both  to  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  and  the  wheat  and  flour  industry. 
Authority  is  provided  also  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  make  an  orderly  transition  from 
the  1963  wheat  program  to  the  1964  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  manner  which  will  avoid  both 
windfall  profits  and  unexpected  losses 
which  might  otherwise  occur.  It  is 
important  this  program  is  being  enacted 
a  year  in  advance  of  its  effective  date, 
so  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  an  opportunity  to  work  out  proper 
regulations,  to  consult  with  all  parties 
concerned,  and  to  announce  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  operation  of  the  program  well 
in  advance. 


TITLE  IV - FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  bill  makes  the  following  changes 
in  the  lending  authorities  of  the  Fanners 
Home  Administration : 

First.  Adds  “recreational  uses  and  fa¬ 
cilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which  real 
estate  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to 
the  owner-operators  of  not  larger  than 
family  farms. 

Second.  Adds  “shifts  in  land  use  in¬ 
cluding  the  development  of  recreational 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which 
loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to  associ¬ 
ations  serving  farmers  and  other  rural 
residents, 

Third.  Adds  “recreational  uses  and 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which 
operating  loans  may  be  made  to  the 
operator  of  not  larger  than  family 
farms, 

Fourth.  Adds  a  definition  of  farmers 
to  include  persons  engaged  in  fish  farm¬ 
ing  among  farmers  eligible  for  loans,  and 

Fifth.  Increases  from  10  million  to  25 
million  the  aggregate  of  the  real  estate 
loans  which  the  Secretary  may  make  out 
of  the  insurance  fund  to  be  sold  and  in¬ 
sured,  which  are  on  hand  and  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  at  any  one  time. 

Those  are  the  major  provisions  of  the 
legislation  before  us.  Now  let  me  give 
you  what  I  believe  to  be  the  facts  about 
costs. 

The  1963  feed  grain  program  would 
require  lower  expenditures  than  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  1960  type  despite  the  very 
substantial  payments.  Considerable  cost 
will  be  averted  by  the  new  method  of 
providing  price  support — that  is,  the  use 
of  the  payment  in  kind  for  part  of  the 
support  price.  This  will  make  unneces¬ 
sary  a  considerable  amount  of  work  by 
CCC  in  selling  grain  from  stocks  and  in 
taking  over  other  grain.  It  will  leave 
grain  trading  to  farmers  and  the  grain 
trade,  to  a  much  greater  extent.  While 
it  is  not  possible  to  forecast  all  details 
of  the  operation,  we  know  that  CCC  will 
save  some  money  because  it  will  not  be 
taking  losses  on  grain  sales,  and  the 
savings  can  be  applied  to  the  cost  of  the 
payments.  We  know  also  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  attractive  to  producers  and 
that  this  will  result  in  further  reduc¬ 
tions — very  sizable  reductions — in  Gov¬ 
ernment  stocks.  This  will  result  in  great 
savings  over  a  period  of  years. 

As  to  the  1963  wheat  program,  we  can 
anticipate  that  costs  should  be  at  least 
$100  million  lower  than  for  the  1962 
program,  which  is  providing  ultimate 
savings  of  at  least  $100  million  to  tax¬ 
payers.  Perhaps  even  more  to  the  point 
is  the  fact  that  the  proposed  1963  pro¬ 
gram  will  cost  far  less  than  the  old  type 
of  program  which  would  otherwise  be  in 
effect. 

The  proposed  program  will  cost  less 
than  that  of  1962  because  we  are  elimi¬ 
nating  payments  on  the  mandatory  10- 
percent  reduction,  and  the  18-cents-a- 
bushel  payment  will  not  take  up  the  full 
saving.  Also,  export  subsidy  costs  will 
be  down  because  the  support  level  as  far 
as  the  market  is  concerned  will  be  lower. 

The  1964  wheat  program  should  bring 
net  costs  down  to  a  somewhat  lower  level 
than  for  the  1962  crop  and  about  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  billion  dollars  less  than  for  a 
program  of  the  1960  type.  One  of  the 
appeals  of  the  domestic  parity  type  of 


program  has  always  been  that  it  would 
reduce  export  subsidy  costs.  Every 
bushel  exported  now  is  subsidized  in  one 
way  or  another.  Under  the  wheat  certif¬ 
icate  program,  wheat  for  domestic  food 
use  can  be  supported  at  a  domestic  parity 
level,  and  export  wheat  can  move  at  a 
lower  level. 

Let  me  assure  the  House  also  that  this 
bill  will  help  to  maintain  stable  prices 
for  consumers  by  retaining  support  levels 
for  feed  grains  and  wheat  at  about  the 
levels  of  1962.  There  would  be  no  justi¬ 
fication  for  increases  in  the  prices  of 
bread  or  flour  as  a  result  of  the  1963 
wheat  program  or  as  a  result  of  the  long- 
range  wheat  program.  There  would  be 
no  justification  for  an  increase  in  con¬ 
sumer  prices  of  livestock  products  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram. 

There  has  been  some  misunderstand¬ 
ing  of  the  provision  that  would  permit 
wheat  production  on  feed  grain  acreage 
when  a  feed  grain  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  effect.  The  misunderstanding 
arises  from  the  failure  to  appreciate  that 
one  grain  would  be  a  substitute  for  the 
other,  not  added  to  another.  This  pro- 
vsion  would  merely  give  farmers  in  some 
areas  a  little  greater  flexibility  in  their 
farming  operations,  a  little  greater  range 
of  choice  as  to  which  grain  to  plant. 

Let  me  also  remind  you  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  payments  in  kind  under  this 
bill  is  to  draw  down  Government  stocks 
of  grain.  Remember  that  the  producer 
who  receives  a  payment  in  kind  has 
three  choices :  He  can  take  the  grain,  he 
can  use  the  certificate  in  place  of  cash 
in  doing  business,  or  he  can  have  the 
CCC  market  the  certificate  for  him  and 
give  him  the  cash.  These  payments  in 
kind  do  not  take  the  place  of  commodity 
loans,  purchase  agreements,  and  other 
methods  of  price  support.  They  ai-e  sup¬ 
plementary  to  other  methods,  and  they 
offer  an  opportunity  to  use  products  in 
■which  the  Government  already  has  a  tre¬ 
mendous  investment,  to  save  storage  and 
handling  costs,  and  to  avoid  additional 
public  investments  for  price-support  pur¬ 
poses. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  conclude — here 
is  our  last  clear  chance  to  enact  farm 
legislation  which  we  honestly  believe 
will  result  in  a  decrease  in  production, 
a  decrease  in  cost,  and  at  the  same  time 
will  maintain  farm  income  and  will  not 
disrupt  ordinary  and  normal  trade  and 
commerce.  I  urge  every  Member  to  vote 
for  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  12391. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret 
exceedingly  that  the  time  is  so  limited 
to  consider  this  conference  report  on  this 
most  important  piece  of  farm  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  think  all  of  you  have  advised 
yourselves  rather  well  as  to  the  intricate 
provisions  of  this  conference  report. 
With  only  one-third  of  the  time  of  de¬ 
bate  available  to  the  minority  side  we 
simply  are  not  going  to  have  time  to  an¬ 
alyze  it  as  we  would  like  to  do.  Let  me 
say  at  the  outset,  however,  that  I  do  not 
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consider  the  Members  of  this  House  who 
oppose  this  report  as  selfish  interests 
eager  to  distort  the  facts.  Neither  do  I 
consider  the  opponents  of  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  as  promoters  of  higher  tax 
costs,  lower  farm  income,  and  increased 
consumer  burdens.  As  intimated  in 
some  of  the  letters  being  circulated 
This  conference  report  is  just  plain  bad 
on  its  own  merits.  It  needs  no  one  else 
to  help. 

Now  that  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  has  summarized  some  of  the 
major  points  in  this  conference  report, 
let  me  say  this : 

The  fact  is  that  this  is  a  unilateral 
conference  report.  It  was  not  signed 
by  any  of  the  minority  members  of  the 
conference  committee  either  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  in  the  House,  which  should  in¬ 
dicate  that  this  is  a  very  bad  conference 
report  which  should  be  recommitted,  or 
most  certainly  defeated. 

In  submitting  the  conference  report 
there  has  been  a  complete  capitulation 
by  the  House  conferees — on  the  part  of 
those  who  signed  the  conference  report. 
The  only  basic  similarity  between  the 
original  House  bill  as  passed  on  July 
19  and  the  conference  report  is  that  the 
number  of  the  House  bill  has  been  re¬ 
tained. 

Here  are  some  of  the  major  conces¬ 
sions  made  in  conference : 

First.  On  recreation  by  allowing  pay¬ 
ments  to  farmers  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  converting 
cropland  into  recreational  uses. 

Second.  Again  on  recreation,  by  allow¬ 
ing  public  recreational  facilities  avail¬ 
able  to  all  American  citizens  to  be 
established  in  small  watershed  projects 
developed  under  Public  Law  566.  These 
recreation  authorities  of  course  are  in 
addition  to  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  recreation  loan  authority  that 
was  in  both  bills  and  thus  not  in  con¬ 
ference  about  which  Secretary  Freeman 
testified  before  our  committee  would  be 
made  for  pitch  and  putt  golf  courses. 

Third.  On  Public  Law  480,  by  elimi¬ 
nating  the  amendment  adopted  in  our 
committee  placing  a  termination  date 
on  world  school  lunch  programs. 

Fourth.  On  commodity  programs,  by 
accepting  lock,  stock,  and  barrel  the 
certificate  or  two-price  wheat  plan  for 
1964. 

Fifth.  Again  on  commodity  programs, 
by  adopting  expensive  Brannan  plan 
type  payments  for  the  1963  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs. 

Sixth.  Again  on  commodity  programs, 
by  eliminating  completely  the  House- 
passed  dairy  program. 

Seventh.  Again  on  commodity  pro¬ 
grams,  by  accepting  in  1964  with  minor 
modifications  the  “pull  the  rug  from 
under  the  corn  farmer”  provisions  of 
the  Senate  bill. 

Eighth.  On  allowing  compulsory 
checkoffs  for  promotion  and  advertising 
under  cherry  marketing  orders. 

Ninth.  And  finally,  on  allowing  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  loans  to  fish 
fanners. 

And  upon  what  major  items  did  the 
House  prevail  during  this  conference? 
Let  me  tell  you. 

First.  The  House  number  on  the  bill 
was  retained. 


Second.  The  same  Senate  research  bill 
which  had  been  rejected  by  the  House 
three  times  previously  was  dropped. 

Third.  Several  miscellaneous  provi¬ 
sions  such  as  sewer  loans  by  the  FHA,  an 
REA  loan  account,  a  policy  statement  on 
fanner  co-ops,  and  recreation  under  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act  was  eliminated. 

That  certainly  is  not  much  of  a  trade 
in  my  book.  The  House  even  lost  bird 
seed  in  this  conference. 

This  report  encompasses  many  things, 
of  course.  First  of  all  let  me  refer  to  the 
feed  grain  section.  It  pulls  the  rug  from 
under  the  corn  and  feed  grain  farmer. 
Starting  in  1964  it  proposes  price  sup¬ 
ports  from  50  percent  of  parity  to  90 
percent  of  parity  at  such  level  as  will  not 
increase  CCC  stocks  of  com  in  lieu  of  the 
act  of  1958  which  provides  for  a  65  per¬ 
cent  pf  parity  floor  and  90  percent  of 
the  last  3 -year  market  average.  Under 
the  conference  report,  the  only  criteria 
that  the  Secretary  need  follow  in  fixing 
price  supports  is  that  corn  shall  not  ac¬ 
cumulate  in  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  stocks.  So  there  you  have  the  gad¬ 
get.  I  want  to  say  right  here  and  now 
and  predict  that  if  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  approved,  the  price  support  for 
corn  will  be  fixed  at  50  percent  of  parity, 
or  about  80  cents  a  bushel.  It  is  the 
clear  intent  of  the  author  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  to  do  so.  The  rug  will  be  pulled 
out  from  under  the  corn  farmer  and  he 
will  be  faced  with  no  payments  what¬ 
soever  and  price  support  at  80  cents  a 
bushel.  Not  only  that,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  surplus  could  be  dumped  on  the 
market  at  84  cents  a  bushel,  plus  carry¬ 
ing  charges,  and  175  million  bushels  of 
cheap  wheat  would  be  thrown  into  arti¬ 
ficial  competition  with  corn. 

I  am  not  going  to  go  back  to  my  Iowa 
farmers  and  tell  them  that  I  voted  to 
give  them  80-cent  corn.  I  do  not  think 
you  people  from  the  wheat  areas  want  to 
go  back  to  your  wheat  farmers  and  tell 
them  that  the  House  has  foisted  upon 
them  a  two-price  certificate  system 
which  they  do  not  want.  Under  the  pro¬ 
posed  1964  certificate  wheat  plan,  some 
925  million  bushels  of  wheat  would  be 
sold  for  food  and  export  needs  under  a 
complex  certificate  system  designed  to 
give  the  farmer  $2  per  bushel.  Some  175 
million  bushels  of  wheat  would  be  mar¬ 
keted  as  feed  at  a  price-support  level  set 
in  relation  to  the  price  support  on  feed 
grains,  relative  feeding  value,  and  world 
wheat  prices.  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  officials  told  the  House-Senate 
conferees  that  the  1964  wheat  support 
would  be  92  cents,  if  based  on  80-cent 
corn.  In  addition,  wheat  farmers  would 
be  required  to  cut  their  present  acreage 
by  at  least  20  percent  below  their  1963 
allotments,  and  would  be  eligible  for  di¬ 
version  payments  based  on  50  percent 
of  their  normal  yield  on  the  retired  acre¬ 
age  for  only  2  years.  After  1965  there 
would  be  no  further  diversion  payments. 

What  this  means  is  cheap  feed  wheat 
being  dumped  on  the  corn  market, 
sharply  reduced  acreage  and  income  for 
wheat  farmers,  a  bread  tax  of  $1.08  per 
bushel  on  consumers,  and  continued  high 
costs  to  taxpayers. 

In  fact,  I  do  not  know  of  very  many 
people  who  are  in  favor  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  except  those  who  are  determined  to 
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put  it  over  for  political  purposes.  This 
1964  corn  and  feed  grain  program  is  of 
course  nothing  more  than  a  brazen  at¬ 
tempt  to  blackjack  the  corn  farmer  to 
his  knees  so  that  strict  controls  can  be 
applied  next  year.  I,  for  one,  refused  to 
sign  this  conference  report  because  I  will 
not  be  a  party  to  such  a  ruthless  politi¬ 
cal  scheme. 

Incidentally,  what  happened  to  “par¬ 
ity  of  income”?  Who  has  abandoned 
“90  percent  of  parity”?  This  adminis¬ 
tration  rode  to  power  on  these  banners, 
but  yet  not  one  crop  enjoys  90  percent 
of  parity  price  support,  not  even  those 
under  controls. 

Tobacco  has  a  special  formula  which 
was  enacted  2  years  ago  to  prevent  to¬ 
bacco  suports  from  going  higher  under 
the  “new  parity”  formula. 

Upland  cotton  is  currently  supported 
at  82  percent  of  parity,  rice  at  76  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  peanuts  at  82  percent  of 
parity,  and  wheat  at  75  percent  of  par¬ 
ity;  yet,  these  crops  are  all  under  con¬ 
trols.  With  a  stroke  of  his  pen,  Mr. 
Freeman  could  set  them  at  90  percent 
of  parity.  He  has  all  the  legal  authority 
in  the  world  to  do  so.  “Supply  man¬ 
agement”  is  obviously  not  enough  to 
achieve  90  percent  of  parity.  What  this 
administration  is  striving  for,  it  seems, 
is  a  program  with  Freeman  controls  and 
Committee  for  Economic  Development 
price  supports. 

The  farmers  in  general  are  not  for 
the  bill,  the  wheat  farmers  as  a  whole 
are  not  for  it,  the  overwhelming  num¬ 
ber  of  feed  grain  farmers  are  not  for  it, 
the  livestock  industry  is  not  for  it,  and 
most  certainly  the  taxpayers  are  not  for 
it,  because  no  one  has  yet  come  up  with  a 
price  tag  on  this  new  legislation.  I  hon¬ 
estly  believe  it  is  going  to  cost  millions 
and  millions  of  dollars  more  than  the 
present  program  under  which  we  are 
now  operating. 

I  think  that  at  this  point  a  word  of 
explanation  on  the  difference  between 
the  proposed  1963  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs  and  my  substitute  to  H.R. 
11222,  the  omnibus  farm  bill  rejected  by 
the  House,  is  in  order. 

The  Hoeven  substitute  to  H.R.  11222 
contained  a  provision  originated  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie] 
to  make  payments  in  kind  available  to 
complying  feed  grain  farmers  in  lieu 
of  price  support  by  nonrecourse  loans. 

The  conference  report  makes  pay¬ 
ments  in  both  cash  and  in  kind  and 
these  payments  are  not  in  lieu  of  price 
support,  they  are  in  addition  to  price 
support  through  nonrecourse  loans. 

The  purpose  of  the  provision  in  the 
substitute  was  to  prevent  CCC  from  ac¬ 
quiring  corn  at  $1.20  a  bushel  and  then 
dumping  it  back  into  the  market  at  $1 
a  bushel.  It  was  designed  to  prevent  a 
wholesale  shuffling  of  the  surplus.  The 
substitute  would  also  have  prevented  the 
resale  of  CCC-owned  surplus  feed  grain 
into  domestic  markets  for  less  than  5 
percent  above  the  support  price.  The 
conference  report  makes  no  such  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  grain  represented  by  the 
18 -cent  payments. 

To  compare  the  conference  report  to 
the  Hoeven  substitute  is  like  compar-. 
ing  vinegar  and  water.  They  both  have 
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some  properties  in  common,  but  what 
a  difference  it  makes  if  you  are  thirsty. 

I  propose  a  way  out.  I  propose  to  of¬ 
fer  a  motion  to  recommit  with  instruc¬ 
tions.  I  think  if  it  is  adopted — and  I  do 
not  believe  anyone  can  afford  to  take  a 
chance  in  not  voting  for  the  motion  to 
recommit  with  instructions.  We  are  now 
at  the  crossroads,  because  I  am  sure 
we  are  going  to  be  faced  next  year  with 
another  strict  control  program,  and  I 
can  prove  my  assertion  from  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  itself.  I  want  to  warn 
you  right  now  as  to  what  is  in  the  mak¬ 
ing  for  1964  and  further  years. 

The  conference  report  is  only  stopgap 
legislation  continuing  the  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs  for  1963  with  the 
new  gadget,  the  so-called  Brannan  plan 
type  of  compensatory  payments,  it  is 
a  very  lush  proposal  for  the  feed  grain 
farmer.  I  think  he  would  like  it.  But 
what  is  going  to  be  the  situation  in  1964 
and  from  there  on  after  the  rug  has  been 
pulled  from  under  the  feed  grain  farm¬ 
er  and  the  wheat  farmer — when  they 
come  in  with  a  control  program  next 
year  with  further  acreage  restrictions 
and  marketing  controls,  the  very  thing 
this  House  has  repudiated  time  and  time 
again? 

This  has  been  an  important  struggle 
through  the  past  2  years,  and  here  we 
have  again  another  attempt  to  regiment 
and  control  the  American  farmer  when 
he  does  not  want  to  be  regimented  and 
controlled. 

In  discussion  of  the  late  lamented 
omnibus  farm  bill  in  the  other  body,  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky,  Mr.  Cooper,  in 
asking  a  question  of  Mr.  Ellender,  the 
chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Committee, 
you  will  find  on  page  16138  of  the  Record 
of  Tuesday,  August  21,  1962,  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Mr.  Cooper.  I  know  the  purpose  of  the 
chairman  as  he  made  very  clear  yesterday 
on  the  floor  is  to  secure,  if  possible,  enact¬ 
ment  next  year  of  the  compulsory  feed  grain 
program. 

Mr.  Ellender.  Yes. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say  some  other 
things  but  his  statement  was  direct  and 
clear. 

This  i^  kind  of  a  trap  in  which  I  do 
not  propose  to  be  caught:  a  lush  pro¬ 
posal  for  com  farmers  in  1963,  and  then 
in  1964  to  be  confronted  with  a  situa¬ 
tion  where  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
can  say  to  the  com  farmer:  “You  take 
this  strict  control  program  in  1964  or 
you  get  nothing,  because  we  pulled  the 
rug  from  under  you  in  1962.” 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  have  time;  I 
am  sorry. 

What  is  wrong  with  the  present  feed 
grain  program  which  I  seek  to  extend  for 
another  year  in  my  motion  to  recommit? 
It  has  the  full  endorsement  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Free¬ 
man.  He  said  so  in  a  letter  which  was 
sent  to  every  Member  under  date  of  Sep¬ 
tember  18.  Here  is  what  he  said  in  part : 

As  everyone  knows,  these  programs  (1961 
feed  grain  and  wheat  programs)  have  been 
an  outstanding  success. 

The  1961  feed  grain  program  has  reduced 
Government  stocks  by  400  million  bushels 


and  has  saved  the  taxpayers  over  $230  mil¬ 
lion  on  storage  and  interest  charges. 

He  said  that  the  programs  “had  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  most  phenomenal  in¬ 
crease  in  farm  income  since  1953,  that 
farm  income  in  1961  was  increased  more 
than  $1  billion.” 

You  have  been  asked  to  destroy  this 
beginning. 

Why  hesitate  to  vote  for  the  motion  to 
recommit  with  instructions  to  carry  on 
the  very  program  in  1963  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  said  has  been  such 
a  huge  success  in  1961  and  1962? 

I  feel  that  this  bill  must  be  returned 
to  the  conference  if  we  are  to  ever  main¬ 
tain  some  sense  of  sanity  in  the  price 
support  program.  While  I  do  not  feel 
that  some  of  the  other  provisions  in  the 
bill  are  fully  acceptable,  I  have  confined 
my  motion  to  feed  grains  and  wheat 
only.  My  motion  is  designed  to  achieve 
these  results: 

First.  It  would  delete  the  complicated, 
unworkable,  and  unfair  wheat  certificate 
plan  for  1964  and  subsequent  years. 
This  is  the  proposal  which  would  dump 
some  175  million  bushels  of  cheap  feed 
wheat  into  artificial  competition  with 
corn  and  feed  grains,  would  impose  an 
even  greater  bread  tax  on  consumers, 
and  would  sharply  deflate  the  income  of 
wheat  farmers  while  continuing  exces¬ 
sive  Government  costs. 

Second.  It  would  delete  the  provision 
which  beginning  in  1964  would  com¬ 
pletely  pull  the  rug  from  under  the  corn 
farmer  by  setting  corn  supports  at  80 
cents  a  bushel,  or  only  50  percent  of 
parity,  while  dumping  surplus  feed 
grains  back  on  the  market  at  only  84 
cents  per  bushel,  plus  carrying  charges. 
This  provision  is  nothing  more  than  a 
brazen  attempt  to  blackjack  the  corn 
farmer  to  his  knees  so  that  strict  con¬ 
trols  can  be  applied  next  year. 

Third.  It  would  delete  the  proposed 
1963  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs 
which  are  financed  in  both  cash  and  in 
kind  through  the  back  door  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  with  the  new  gadget  making  direct 
payments  as  a  part  of  price  support. 

Fourth.  In  place  of  these  provisions, 
it  would  extend  for  1  year  the  present 
feed  grain  program  without  change. 
This  program  has  been  in  existence  for 
2  years  now  and  its  results  are  a  known 
quantity.  Farmers  understand  how  it 
works,  and  in  my  State  of  Iowa,  there 
has  been  high  participation.  This  is  not 
the  time  to  tinker  with  this  established 
program  and  replace  it  with  an  untried 
and  apparently  very  expensive  new  pro¬ 
gram. 

Fifth.  It  would  extend  for  1  year  the 
voluntary  features  of  the  present  wheat 
program.  It  is  of  course  impossible  to 
extend  the  present  wheat  program  with¬ 
out  change  because  the  present  program 
carries  a  mandatory  cut  in  acreage  and 
a  general  lightening  of  controls,  and 
wheat  farmers  have  already  voted  in  a 
national  referendum  on  the  old  program 
established  by  the  1938  act.  It  just  would 
not  be  fair  to  wheat  farmers  to  change 
their  program  now  and  require  cuts  in 
acreage  after  they  had  voted.  The  only 
way  open  is  to  offer  a  voluntary  reduc¬ 


tion  opportunity,  and  that  is  what  the 
motion  to  recommit  proposes. 

The  motion  to  recommit  will  not  dis¬ 
turb  the  conference  report  as  to  titles 
1,  2,  and  4;  I  simply  lift  the  feed  grains 
section  and  the  wheat  section  from  the 
conference  report  and  substitute  a  1-year 
extension  of  the  present  Feed  Grain  Act 
and  a  1-year  extension  of  the  present 
Wheat  Act.  This  is  the  thing  to  do  and 
thus  avoid  the  trap  which  is  being  set 
for  us. 

The  choice  before  the  House  boils  down 
to  this — either  we  take  the  certificate 
wheat  plan,  pull  the  rug  from  under  the 
corn  farmer,  adopt  a  new  and  untried 
program  for  1963,  or  we  simply  extend 
for  1  year  with  as  little  change  as  pos¬ 
sible  the  present  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs.  The  choice  seems  apparent 
to  me,  and  I  sincerely  urge  the  House  to 
adopt  this  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  charge  that  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  capitulated,  I  would  remind  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  that  there  were  27 
major  differences  between  the  House  and 
Senate.  The  House  position  was  ac¬ 
cepted  on  15  of  these  differences  and  the 
Senate  only  on  12  of  the  differences.  I 
know  all  of  you  have  received  propa¬ 
ganda  in  opposition  to  this  bill.  The 
Farm  Bureau  has  been  especially  active. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  dated  Sep¬ 
tember  14,  1962,  signed  by  John  C.  Lynn, 
legislative  director,  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation,  and  I  should  like  to 
quote  one  sentence  from  that  letter : 

In  my  estimation,  no  farmer  with  a  corn 
or  feed  grain  base  can  afford  to  stay  out  of 
this  program. 

Which  means  the  Farm  Bureau  is  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill  because  it  is  too  good  for 
the  farmers  of  America. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mi*.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  not  here  to  raise 
the  point  at  all,  but  there  is  nothing  said 
in  that  letter  about  the  consequences  of 
the  act  of  1964  and  thereafter.  It  re¬ 
lates  to  the  act  of  1963,  and  I  admit  very 
frankly  that  that  is  to  pacify  the  farm¬ 
ers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Let  me  quote  another 
phrase: 

I  cannot  understand  why  you  would  vote 
for  this  kind  of  a  program  which  will  bene¬ 
fit  primarily  the  Midwest  com  and  wheat 
States. 

There  is  the  statement  from  the  legis¬ 
lative  director  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  propaganda  that  was 
spread  all  over  this  House  yesterday  and 
is  continuing  today. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  In  all  fairness,  that 
statement  applies  only  to  the  act  of  1962, 
not  to  1963,  or  1964.  You  are  asking  us 
to  take  the  sweet  with  the  bitter. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  can  take  any  of 
it.  You  may  object  to  it. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  think  those  of  us 
who  do  not  come  from  farm  areas,  areas 
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that  we  do  not  consider  to  be  agricul¬ 
tural,  should  like  to  ask  a  question:  Does 
this  to  the  consumers  of  our  city  areas 
mean  a  probable  increase  in  cost? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Absolutely  not. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  California  raises  a  very  good  ques¬ 
tion.  I  want  to  give  to  the  House  a 
simple  example  of  what  could  happen  in 
a  district  like  mine  in  connection  with 
a  100-acre  allotment  of  corn.  A  farmer 
could  get  a  diversion  payment  plus  a 
compensatory  payment  that  in  total 
could  come  out  to  a  figure  of  $105.50  for 
each  acre  of  land  taken  out  of  produc¬ 
tion. 

This  $105.50  an  acre  breaks  down  as 
follows,  for  a  corn  farmer  in  my  area 
who  has  an  acreage  allotment  of  100 
acres  and  an  average  yield  per  acre  of 
80  bushels. 

The  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  provides 
18  cents  per  bushel  for  the  normal  yield 
times  80  percent  of  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  which  would  in  this  case  be  18 
cents  times  80  bushels,  or  $14.40  per 
acre  times  80  acres,  or  a  total  of  $1,152. 

Now  this  is  the  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  alone,  but  I  would  remind  my 
friends,  particularly  from  the  urban 
centers,  that  this  farmer  is  still  eligible 
to  receive  a  land  diversion  payment  cal¬ 
culated  at  60  cents  per  bushel  times  his 
yield,  or  80  bushels  times  60  cents,  which 
gives  us  a  figure  of  $48  per  acre  times 
the  20  acres  diverted  gives  us  a  total 
of  $960. 

Now  in  adding  the  total  compensatory 
payment  of  $1,152  and  the  total  diver¬ 
sion  payment  of  $960,  we  get  a  figure  of 
$2,112,  divided  by  the  20  acres  diverted 
or  a  cost  of  $105.50  per  acre  to  keep  the 
land  idle. 

Over  and  above  this  fabulous  pay¬ 
ment,  the  farmer  would  be  eligible  to 
receive  price  support  on  his  total  pro¬ 
duction  of  corn  on  the  80  acres  at  a 
$1.02  per  bushel. 

This  whole  proposition  of  a  compen¬ 
satory  payment  is  nothing  more  than 
enactment  of  the  discredited  Brannan 
plan  of  a  number  of  years  ago,  and  I 
certainly  have  to  be  unalterably  opposed 
to  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  How  much  would  that 
be  under  the  1958  act? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  cannot  advise  the 
gentleman  precisely,  but  it  certainly 
would  not  come  anywhere  near  these 
figures. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage], 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  distin¬ 
guished  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee  has  suggested 
that  we  should  scrap  all  we  have  done 
this  year  and  extend  for  another  year 
the  program  which  he  so  bitterly  opposed 
last  year.  He  now  says  it  is  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  and  that  we  should  extend  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  did  vote  for  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  feed  grain  bill  last  year. 


Mr.  POAGE.  After  the  gentleman 
had  done  everything  he  could  to  kill  it, 
he  got  himself  on  record  at  the  last  mo¬ 
ment  by  voting  for  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  I  fear  the  gentleman’s  support 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  “deathbed”  con¬ 
version.  But  the  gentleman  was  doing 
all  he  could  to  defeat  this  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  last  year.  He  repeatedly  told  us 
how  bad  it  was.  And,  now  he  is  for  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Certainly,  I  yield  to  my 
friend  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  course,  the  record 
will  disclose  that  in  the  debate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  stated  that  he  was  opposed  to 
the  original  version  because  it  would  re¬ 
duce  prices  to  17  percent  below  parity. 
When  that  was  corrected  in  conference 
the  gentleman  voted  for  the  conference 
report  and  spoke  in  behalf  of  it  and 
voted  for  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  only  point  I  am 
making  is  that  the  gentleman  opposed 
the  program  that  he  now  suggests  we 
continue.  There  is  no  question  about 
that,  is  there?  He  has  a  right  to  change 
his  mind,  and  he  has  changed  his  mind. 
He  now  recognizes  that  the  program  that 
he  then  opposed  has  been  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  and  has  worked.  He  has,  however, 
suggested  that  there  were  many  defects 
in  that  program.  He  proposed  to  cor¬ 
rect  them. 

On  June  21,  1962,  one  will  find  at  page 
10511  of  the  Record  where  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  introduced  a  proposal 
which  states  that  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  payments 
in  kind  to  producers  eligible  for  price 
support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  who  elect  to  take 
such  payments  in  lieu  of  price  support. 
For  each  bushel  of  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley  that  otherwise  would  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  price  support,  payment  in  kind 
shall  be  the  equivalent  of  the  following : 

For  corn,  15  cents  a  bushel. 

There  is  exactly  3  cents  difference  be¬ 
tween  this  proposal  and  the  proposal  in 
this  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  but  let  me  read  a 
little  further.  I  read  further  on  page 
10513  of  that  same  Record  where  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  stated — and  I  am 
quoting  it  and  I  hope  you  will  read  it  if 
you  have  any  question  about  what  the 
gentleman  said.  Here  are  his  words: 

Another  provision  of  the  substitute  would 
make  payments  in  kind  to  participating  feed 
grain  farmers  in  lieu  of  price  supports,  thus 
preventing  wholesale  shuffling  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  inventory. 

There  is  much  sentiment  for  wider  par¬ 
ticipation  in  a  payment-in-kind  program, 
but  up  to  now  it  has  not  been  used  very 
much. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense 
to  get  rid  of  some  CCC  grain  through  a  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  program  rather  than  selling 
the  same  for  cash. 

Now,  that  is  what  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  asked  us  to  vote  for  on  the  21st  day 
of  June.  If  you  do  not  believe  it,  read 
the  Record.  That  is  his  statement,  not 
mine. 

So,  we  went  to  conference  and  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  pointed  out  how  he 
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felt  that  the  present  program  allowed 
the  manipulation  of  the  market  and  how 
he  feared  it.  Personally,  I  felt  that  there 
was  merit  to  this  objection.  We  did 
everything  we  could  to  take  care  of  the 
objection  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
even  to  the  point  of  inserting  his  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  conference  report.  True, 
there  is  a  3-cent-per-bushel  difference 
in  the  amount  of  payments-in-kind 
which  will  be  made  to  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducers  but  that  is  not  a  matter  of  vital 
importance;  is  it?  The  gentleman  did 
not  heretofore,  indicate  that  he  con¬ 
sidered  this  matter  of  any  importance. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  now  pro¬ 
tests.  We  have  given  him  what  he  asked 
for,  but  he  now  protests.  He  does  not 
want  anyone  else  to  use  the  device  he  so 
ably  advocated  just  3  months  ago. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  for  a  question, 
but  not  for  a  speech. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  should  permit  me  to  respond. 

Mr.  POAGE.  If  the  gentleman  has  no 
question,  then  I  will  continue  explaining 
the  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  want  to  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  POAGE.  If  you  have  a  question, 
I  shall  try  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  it  is  fair  to  make  that  assertion 
without  giving  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
a  chance  to  rebut  it? 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  had  the  floor  just  as  long  as  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  it.  I  have 
read  the  Record.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  can  refer  to  the  Record  and  so  can 
every  Member  of  the  House.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  question  that  I  have  not 
read  the  Record  correctly,  does  he? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  question  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  has  read  the 
Record  correctly. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  have  read  the  Record. 
I  think  the  Members  of  the  House 
understand  this  situation. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  am  sorry.  I  do  not 
have  but  a  little  time.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  further  objects  to  the  pro¬ 
gram.  We  in  good  faith  made  every  pos¬ 
sible  effort  to  correct  the  gentleman’s 
objection,  and  I  think  that  we  did  in 
fact  meet  the  objections  which  he  raised 
prior  to  this  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Now,  just  what  have  we 
done?  Just  what  does  this  conference 
report  do?  Whether  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  now  approves  what  he  pro¬ 
posed  last  June  makes  little  difference. 
But  is  what  we  have  done  sound?  I 
think  it  is.  The  most  serious  objection 
raised  to  the  program  during  the  last  2 
years  has  been  the  fact  that  it  was  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  Secretary  to  sell  grain 
back  into  the  market  at  or  below  market 
price  in  order  to  maintain  a  differential 
between  the  cooperator  and  the  non¬ 
cooperators. 
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Surely,  everybody  understands  that  if 
you  have  a  voluntary  reduction  program 
you  cannot  maintain  that  program  un¬ 
less  the  cooperator  gets  some  advantage 
because  of  his  cooperation;  and  if  you 
let  the  noncooperator  get  as  much  as 
the  cooperator  gets  it  is  obvious  you 
cannot  make  such  a  program  work. 

So  the  Secretary  had  to  sell  back  into 
the  market  whenever  the  price  began  to 
climb.  We  have  tried  to  correct  that  by 
saying  instead  of  making  the  Secretary 
sell  back  into  the  market  at  less  than 
market  price  we  have  provided  a  floor 
of  $1.02  per  bushel  below  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  cannot  sell.  And  instead  of  main¬ 
taining  a  high  price  on  corn  in  the 
Southeast  and  in  the  Northeast  where 
there  is  often  a  feed-grain  deficit,  we  are 
going  to  let  the  effective  price  support 
of  all  corn  sink  to  $1.02  a  bushel.  Those 
who  want  to  cooperate,  those  who  want 
to  reduce  production,  those  who  want  to 
help  us  eliminate  these  burdensome  sur¬ 
pluses  will  be  paid  the  difference  between 
$1.02  and  the  $1.20  which  has  been  the 
support  price.  They  will  be  paid  that  in 
grain  out  of  our  surplus  stocks  so  that 
the  income  of  the  cooperator  will  re¬ 
main  at  the  basis  of  $1.20,  whereas  the 
price  that  you  are  going  to  pay  on  the 
east  coast  and  in  other  feed-deficit  areas 
will  be  somewhere  around  $1.02  per 
bushel. 

Let  me  make  this  absolutely  clear  to 
every  man  from  a  feed-deficit  area.  Un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  this  bill  any  man  can 
plant  every  acre  that  he  owns  and  every 
acre  he  rents,  in  com  or  any  other  feed 
grain  if  he  wants  to.  Nor  does  he  have 
to  limit  it  to  his  own  use.  He  can  sell 
it  if  he  finds  somebody  to  buy  it.  He 
can  plant  from  fence  to  fence.  Every 
acre  throughout  the  South  can  be 
planted  in  com;  every  acre  in  New  Eng¬ 
land  can  be  planted  in  corn.  There  is 
no  restriction  on  the  planting  of  feed 
grain.  But  if  this  man  wants  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  assist  him,  he  can  cut  down 
on  his  plantings  anywhere  from  20  to 
50  percent  and  he  will  be  paid  one-half 
of  his  normal  production  on  the  acres 
that  he  takes  out  of  production  and  he 
will  receive  support  at  $1.02,  which  is 
just  about  the  minimum  which  every¬ 
body  is  probably  going  to  get  for  their 
com.  Then  he  will  get  paid  an  addi¬ 
tional  18  cents  worth  of  feed  grains.  He 
does  not  get  that  unless  he  becomes  a  co- 
operator  and  unless  he  helps  Uncle  Sam 
reduce  these  burdensome  surpluses. 

If  he  wants  to  be  a  free  agent,  if  he 
values  the  right  to  plant  from  fence  to 
fence  more  than  he  does  his  income,  he 
can  plant  from  fence  to  fence  and  there 
is  no  penalty  against  him. 

I  want  it  understood  that  this  is  a 
completely  voluntary  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  without  an  ounce  of  compulsion  on 
anybody. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Will  the  18- 
cent-per-bushel  payment  apply  to  the 
fanner  who  harvests  his  corn  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  silage? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes;  it  will.  The  bill  as 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  provides 
that  the  18-cent-per-bushel  payment  in 


kind  shall  be  made  on  the  acreage  of 
corn  planted  multiplied  by  the  1959-60 
yield.  This  means  the  producer  would 
receive  18  cents  per  bushel  in  kind  on 
the  number  of  bushels  so  determined  ir¬ 
respective  whether  such  corn  is  har¬ 
vested  for  grain  or  silage  or  destroyed  as 
a  result  of  drought  or  other  disaster.  It 
is  necessary,  of  course,  that  the  producer 
reduce  his  total  acreage  of  feed  grains 
including  corn  for  silage  by  at  least  20 
percent  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  such 
payment  in  kind.  In  other  words,  if  he 
cooperates  he  gets  the  payment  the  same 
as  anybody  else  does.  The  payment  is 
not  dependent  on  the  use  of  the  grain  but 
on  the  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the 
producer  in  reducing  the  accumulation 
of  unneeded  surplus  grain. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  the 
bit  of  confusion  that  has  gone  on  during 
this  debate,  I  hope  we  can  get  the  House 
back  on  the  track  again.- 

The  whole  issue  is  made  to  appear  like 
we  are  objecting  to  the  1963  program  fox- 
corn  and  wheat.  If  you  will  note  from 
my  comments,  I  do  not  have  any  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  1963  pi'Ogram  except  one 
portion  of  it  I  might  add,  that  in  this 
one  way  the  conference  l-eport  1963  pro¬ 
gram  is  different  from  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  fi-om  Iowa  introduced  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  when  the  Freeman  bill  was  de¬ 
feated.  The  Hoeven  substitute  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  resale  of  corn  or  other 
feed  grains  which  reflected  the  certifi¬ 
cate  payments  in  kind  was  expected  to 
be  5  percent  above  the  support  level 
plus  carrying  charges  or  5  percent  above 
$1.02.  That  was  not  written  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  and  that  is  my  objection. 

But  my  major  objection  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  1963  progi'am,  it  has  to  do  with  the 
1964  pi-ogram,  in  what  is  going  to  hap¬ 
pen  to  the  farmer  when  that  program 
takes  effect.  Let  us  see  what  will  hap¬ 
pen.  What  will  happen  to  the  feed  grain 
farmers  in  my  area  and  every  other  part 
of  the  country  is  that  they  will  have 
price  supports  for  com  down  to  80  cents 
a  bushel,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
trn-e  will  be  able  to  dump  all  of  the  corn 
and  feed  grains  he  has  in  storage  for  just 
a  little  bit  above  that  price.  That  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  damaging.  It  is  going  to  be 
ruinous.  It  is  not  only  going  to  hurt  the 
farmers  but  every  businessman  in  the 
farming  communities. 

Will  the  Seci-etary  do  it?  Yes.  How 
do  we  know?  I  will  tell  you.  Because 
he  has  said  in  the  bill  he  had  introduced 
into  the  Congress  that  next  year  every 
farmer  in  the  feed  grain  area  will  have 
a  chance  to  vote.  Whether  he  wants 
regimentation  and  control  or  not.  The 
Secretai-y  of  Agriculture  under  one 
choice  tells  him  where  to  plant,  how 
much  to  plant,  and  what  to  plant,  or 
else  he  must  choose  a  program  with  no 
price  supports,  and  the  Secretary  can 
dump  a  tremendous  amount  of  surplus 
on  the  market.  This  is  ruinous. 


For  3  weeks  our  committee  had  the 
CED  report  before  us.  Many  a  tear  was 
shed  over  the  fact  that  in  5  years  2  mil¬ 
lion  fanners  would  be  driven  from  the 
fanns  becaxxse  the  price  supports  will  be 
knocked  down.  The  conference  report 
and  the  administration  bill  want  to  do 
in  1  year  what  the  CED  wanted  to  do  in 
5  yeai-s.  I  cannot  go  along  with  that — 
a  pi-ogram  so  detrimental  to  rural  Amer¬ 
ica. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD.  Is  there  an  estimate  of 
the  cost  to  the  Treasui-y  for  the  1964 
program? 

Mr.  QUIE.  No;  I  have  not  seen  any 
such  estimate. 

In  1964  the  certificate  wheat  plan  goes 
into  effect.  No  matter  how  I  read  it,  the 
fanner  comes  out  with  less  income.  The 
way  I  look  at  it,  the  farmer’s  income  is 
just  about  as  low  as  it  can  be.  If  you 
take  the  1964  program,  you  ax-e  going  to 
knock  down  the  wheat  farmers’  income. 
The  statement  of  the  chairman  is  going 
to  be  correct,  when  he  said  in  his  open¬ 
ing  remarks  “If  agriculture  is  impover¬ 
ished  the  rest  of  our  economy  is  in 
danger.”  If  the  next  Congress  by  in¬ 
action  does  nothing  by  1964,  that  is  what 
will  happen,  and  I  do  not  want  that  to 
happen. 

You  take  this  legislation  and  look  at  it. 
The  farmers  are  going  to  have  dis¬ 
astrously  low  incomes.  They  just  can¬ 
not  make  it  on  80-cent  corn  out  in  the 
Midwest.  We  can  get  along  on  $1  corn, 
but  not  on  80-cent  com.  If  20  percent 
of  your  wheat  acres  have  to  be  idle,  after 
3  years  you  get  no  payment,  and  on  your 
remaining  acres  you  get  the  $2  a  bushel 
for  80  percent  of  your  crop,  but  the  re¬ 
mainder  would  sell  for  about  $1.  It  is 
damaging  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  In  addition 
to  the  load  that  will  be  put  on  the  feed 
gi-ain  and  livestock  fai-mers,  this  1964 
provision  for  wheat  will  provide  for 
dumping  a  substantial  amount  of  so- 
called  feed  wheat  into  the  market,  which 
will  further  depress  the  grain  mai-ket. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  LATTA  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in 
the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mi-.  FINDLEY.  Is  it  not  true  that  un¬ 
der  the  1964  provisions  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  acquire  the  tools  he 
would  need  to  discredit  our  traditional 
marketplace  system  to  such  an  extent 
that  many  farmers  would  be  driven  to 
their  knees  so  that  they  would  cry  for 
Government  control  thereafter? 
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Mr.  QUIE.  That  evidently  is  the  in¬ 
tent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  I  want  to  say 
again  that  the  1963  program  is  not  the 
issue.  Some  of  you  may  be  against  it. 
I  am  for  it.  But  the  real  issue  is  the 
1964  program  and  the  damaging  effect 
that  this  will  have  not  only  on  the  farm¬ 
ers  but  on  the  rest  of  our  economy. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Bol¬ 
ling).  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Cannon]. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
confronted  today  by  two  acute  and  dan¬ 
gerous  situations.  One  is  the  matter  of 
foreign  relations.  The  other  is  before  us 
today  in  this  report  and  deals  with  the 
most  vital  factor  in  the  domestic  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  Nation.  In  both  of  these  we 
approach  a  crisis. 

Each  involves  the  possibility,  the  po¬ 
tentiality,  of  unfathomable  disaster. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  a  time  for 
impulsive  action.  It  is  not  a  time  for 
prejudice  or  partisanship  or  indecision 
on  either  front.  But  in  both,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  there  is  one  thing  that  stands  out  like 
Mars  at  perihelion. 

We  must  present  a  united  front  at 
home  and  abroad.  We  must  consider  the 
wise  and  prudent  and  measured  counsel 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

The  President  does  not  look  upon  this 
bill  as  a  panacea.  He  does  not  consider 
it  the  last  word  on  the  farm  problem. 
He  does  not  propose  it  as  permanent  leg¬ 
islation.  It  is  at  best  a  stopgap.  But, 
Mr.  Speaker,  he  understands — as  we  un¬ 
derstand — it  is  our  last  chance  in  these 
closing  days  of  the  Congress. 

There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that 
the  President  will  accept  this  bill  at  this 
time  if  submitted  to  him  in  its  present 
form. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  these  grounds  may  I 
urge  prompt  and  favorable  action  on  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Breeding]. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  say  I  am  going  to  vote  for 
this  conference  report.  It  is  not  exactly 
what  I  would  like  to  have  had  but  I 
may  refer  to  it  as  creeping  progress,  and 
I  think  we  are  moving  in  the  right  di¬ 
rection. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  conference  agreed  to  pro¬ 
visions  generally  along  the  lines  of  the 
House  bill  with  respect  to  a  1963  wheat 
diversion  program  with  the  following 
changes: 

First.  The  mandatory  10-percent  re¬ 
duction  would  be  eliminated  and  the 
provisions  with  respect  to  the  15 -acre 
farms  would  be  simplified  to  provide  for 
diversion  below  an  average  3 -year  acre¬ 
age.  As  in  1962,  the  15-acre  exemption 
would  be  modified  to  the  highest  acre¬ 
age  planted  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 


Second.  Producers  would  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  divert  not  less  than  20 
percent  and  not  more  than  50  percent 
of  their  allotments  with  payments  at  50 
percent  of  their  normal  production  on 
the  diverted  acreage  based  on  the  sup¬ 
port  of  $1.82.  In  addition,  producers  who 
do  make  this  voluntary  reduction  would 
be  entitled  to  price  support  at  $2  per 
bushel.  Such  price  support  shall  be  car¬ 
ried  out  partially  in  the  form  of  a  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel  on 
the  normal  production  of  their  1963 
wheat  acreage,  and  the  balance  in  the 
usual  manner  through  loans  and  pur¬ 
chase  agreements  at  the  national  aver¬ 
age  of  $1.82  on  their  actual  production. 

All  payment-in-kind  certificates  would 
be  redeemed  in  wheat  valued  at  not  less 
than  the  support  price  to  cooperators 
not  participating  in  the  diversion  pro¬ 
gram.  Cooperating  producers  would 
have  three  choices:  (a)  to  exchange  the 
certificate  for  wheat  from  CCC  stocks, 
(b)  to  sell  the  certificate,  or  (c)  to  re¬ 
quest  CCC  to  market  the  certificates  for 
them.  In  the  latter  case,  CCC  would 
assist  producers  in  marketing  their  cer¬ 
tificates,  and  the  Department  has  indi¬ 
cated  CCC  would  advance  producers  the 
full  face  value  of  the  certificate.  The 
support  level  for  cooperators  not  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  diversion  program  would 
be  frozen  at  $1.82. 

Third.  Producers  who  agreed  to  divert 
a  specified  acreage  would  lose  price  sup¬ 
port  for  1963  if  they  failed  to  carry  out 
their  agreements. 

Fourth.  Increases  in  the  marketing 
penalty  and  voting  eligibility  changes 
would  be  omitted,  since  the  referendum 
has  already  been  held. 

Fifth.  Crops  which  could  be  planted 
on  diverted  acres  would  be  limited  to 
those  named  in  the  bill. 

Sixth.  Producers  would  be  required  to 
take  appropriate  erosion  control  meas¬ 
ures. 

WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1964  AND  SUBSEQUENT 
CROPS 

Senate  revised  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  program  to  provide  for  more  ef¬ 
fective  controls  and  for  an  acreage  di¬ 
version  program  with  payments  for  the 
first  3  years  of  diversion.  Provides  for 
a  marketing  certificate  plan  under  which 
noncertificated  wheat  would  be  sup¬ 
ported  at  a  level  determined  after  con¬ 
sideration  of  its  feed  value  and  world 
price,  and  certificated  wheat  would  be 
supported  at  between  65  and  90  percent 
of  parity.  Certificates  would  be  issued 
to  producers  for  all  wheat  consumed 
domestically  for  food  and  such  part  of 
the  exports  as  would  carry  out  the  price 
and  income  objectives  of  the  bill.  If 
marketing  quotas  were  disapproved  by 
producers,  the  support  level  would  be  50 
percent  of  parity. 

Conference  agreed  to  the  Senate  pro¬ 
visions  with  respect  to  wheat  with  the 
following  changes : 

First.  They  will  be  made  effective  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1964  crop— the  diver¬ 
sion  payment  program  being  authorized 
for  1964  and  1965. 

Second.  Substitution  of  wheat  and 
feed  grain  acreage  would  be  permitted  if 
a  feed  grain  acreage  reduction  program 
is  in  effect,  to  such  extent  and  under 
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such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  would  not  adversely  affect  the 
overall  operations  of  the  wheat  and  feed 
grain  programs. 

Third.  The  small  farm  base  acreage 
would  be  computed  on  a  3-year  adjusted 
average  acreage  excluding  1963  instead 
of  the  highest  3  years  out  of  5. 

Fourth.  The  crops  to  which  diverted 
acreage  may  be  devoted  under  the  diver¬ 
sion  payment  program  would  be  the 
same  as  in  the  1963  wheat  program. 

Fifth.  Wheat  acreage  diverted  under 
the  1962,  1963,  1964,  and  1965  diversion 
programs  would  be  counted  as  history 
for  allotment  purposes. 

Sixth.  The  Secretary  would  be  given 
authority  to  provide  equitable  treatment 
for  producers  acting  in  reliance  on  erro¬ 
neous  advice  from  the  Department  under 
past,  present,  and  future  wheat  and  feed 
grain  diversion  programs. 

The  bill,  as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees, 
contemplates  that  the  Department,  in 
operating  the  wheat  marketing  certifi¬ 
cate  program,  will  give  full  recognition 
to  the  potential  impact  of  this  program 
on  the  orderly  marketing  of  wheat.  In 
particular,  the  conferees  are  concerned 
with  the  problems  of  transition  from  the 
present  program  to  the  wheat  certificate 
program.  It  is  recognized  that  new  crop 
wheat  will  be  harvested  and  moved  into 
the  marketing  channels  prior  to  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  marketing  year.  It  is  also 
recognized  that  stocks  of  wheat  will  be 
held  in  an  inventory  position,  particu¬ 
larly  by  millers,  as  of  the  beginning  of 
the  marketing  year.  The  conferees  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  will  take  such  steps  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  that  the  benefits  of  the 
certificate  program  are  extended  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  wheat  who  harvest  wheat  prior 
to  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year. 
The  conferees  also  expect  that  recogni¬ 
tion  will  be  given  to  stocks  of  wheat  in 
inventory  on  the  effective  date  of  the 
program.  The  mechanics  for  handling 
this  phase  of  the  program  are  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  bill  contains  adequate  au¬ 
thority  to  handle  this  problem.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  how¬ 
ever,  proceed  with  extreme  caution  in 
this  matter.  The  principal  concern  of 
the  conferees  in  that  neither  windfall 
profits  nor  losses  should  be  incurred  by 
holders  of  wheat  on  the  effective  date  of 
the  new  program,  because  of  inadequate 
mechanics  for  handling  this  problem. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  the  cer¬ 
tificates  should  trade  at  face  value  or  a 
preannounced  value  and  that  opportun¬ 
ities  for  speculation  in  certificates  should 
be  eliminated.  This  can  best  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  announcing  in  advance  that 
CCC  will  be  a  free  buyer  and  seller  of 
certificates.  This  announcement  should 
not  preclude  the  handling  of  certificates 
in  trade  channels  but  it  would  eliminate 
the  opportunity  to  hold  certificates  for 
financial  gain.  It  would  further  elim¬ 
inate  the  possibility  of  the  disruption  of 
orderly  marketing  because  of  an  arti¬ 
ficial  shortage  of  certificates. 

The  conferees,  by  referring  to  specific 
problems,  are  not  inferring  that  these 
are  the  only  problems  involved  in  the 
transition  to  the  wheat  certificates  pro- 
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gram  or  the  only  possibilities  of  interfer¬ 
ence  with  the  orderly  marketing  pro¬ 
cesses.  They  are  cited  as  a  caution  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  care 
in  developing  and  administering  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Conferences  with  committees  of 
Congress,  farm  organizations,  and  the 
grain  trade  are  essential  to  the  proper 
development  of  the  mechanics  for  han¬ 
dling  the  wheat  certificate  program. 

The  conferees  also  believe  that  it  is 
important  that  the  necessary  mechanics 
of  operation  be  worked  out  and  an¬ 
nounced  well  in  advance  of  the  effective 
date  of  the  program.  Only  in  this  man¬ 
ner  can  all  producers  and  grain  handlers 
have  an  opportunity  to  adjust  their  op¬ 
erations  to  the  certificate  program. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  When  you  speak 
of  payment-in-kind  certificates,  would  it 
be  possible  for  them  to  take  either  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  or  convert  it  into  cash 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  The  payment-in- 
kind  certificates  would  be  redeemed. 
Cooperating  producers  would  have  three 
choices,  first,  to  exchange  certificates  of 
wheat  from  the  Commodity  Credit  stock; 
in  other  words,  they  could  take  the  cer¬ 
tificates  in  there  and  ask  for  the  wheat 
and  get  it,  or  they  could  sell  this  certifi¬ 
cate  to  the  elevator  man  who  wanted 
to  take  it  from  liim,  or  he  could  request 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
market  these  certificates  for  him  and 
could  leave  the  certificates  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  take 
the  cash. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Based  on  80-cent  corn 
for  1964,  could  you  tell  the  House  what 
the  price  support  for  noncertificated 
wheat  would  be? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  As  I  understand,  it 
would  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $1.39 
or  $1.40. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Based  on  80-cent  corn? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  The  price  of  wheat 
is  based  on  the  world  price  of  wheat, 
not  on  the  price  of  feed  com. 

Mr.  LATTA.  But  information  has 
been  given  to  me,  and  I  tried  to  verify 
it  with  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  that  the  noncooperators — and  I 
might  say  that  80  percent  of  the  wheat- 
growers  in  Ohio  fall  in  that  category, 
15 -acre  growers — would  get  this  92 -cent 
payment,  rather  than  the  $2.03  as  they 
now  do  for  wheat. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  A  lot  of  wild 
charges  have  been  made,  many  of  them 
about  this  very  thing.  This  is  a  matter 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Roosevelt]  is  interested  in.  It  has  been 
claimed  that  it  would  add  to  the  price 
of  bread  and  that  the  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate  is  a  bread  tax  on  consumers. 
The  facts  are  that  the  price  support  for 
wheat  in  1962  is  $2  per  bushel  and  that 
it  would  be  the  same  under  the  market¬ 
ing  certificate  program  according  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  3  additional  minutes  and 
would  like  to  ask  him  a  question. 

You  will  recall  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  said  the  farmers  are 
not  for  this  bill.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  what  the  wheat 
farmers  of  his  area  say  about  the  wheat 
portion  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  In  response  to  the 
gentleman’s  questions  I  may  say  that  I 
have  a  number  of  telegrams  here  which 
I  will  read  and  which  I  think  answer  his 
questions : 

Dodge  City,  Kans., 

September  18,  1962. 

Hon.  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  wheat  section  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  report  is  the  bushel  approach  advo¬ 
cated  by  wheat  grower  organizations  for 
many  years.  Development  of  this  program 
has  been  on  a  nonpartisan  basis  by  the 
growers.  Past  sponsorship,  development,  and 
support  by  the  Congressmen  has  been  bi¬ 
partisan.  Wheat  producers  should  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  study,  analyze,  approve, 
or  reject  this  program.  This  program  would 
allow  an  orderly  reduction  of  excess  stocks 
and  provide  freedom  for  the  farmer  to  plan 
his  production  schedule  so  he  can  have 
wheat  to  market  in  bad  crop  years,  main¬ 
taining  farm  income  and  protecting  our  food 
supply.  Certificates  would  be  issued  initially 
for  some  950  million  bushels  of  current  pro¬ 
duction.  Later  this  would  be  increased  as 
Government  stocks  and  inventory  stocks  in 
all  positions  were  reduced.  Taxpayer  costs 
would  be  reduced.  This  is  a  sound  busi¬ 
ness  approach — an  attempt  to  solve  the 
wheat  problem.  Kansas  economy  and  wheat 
producers  have  much  to  gain  by  the  bushel 
approach. 

Anson  Horning, 

President,  Kansas  Association 

of  Wheat  Growers. 


Larned,  Kans., 
September  14,  1962. 
Hon.  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Kansas  Association  of  Wheat  Growers,  an 
organization  with  a  membership  of  50,000, 
strongly  urge  your  support  for  a  long-range 
bushel  management  approach  to  the  wheat 
problem  beginning  in  1962.  Concentrated 
efforts  to  confuse  the  issue  and  discredit  any 
constructive  approach  is  making  it  very  dif¬ 
ficult  for  the  average  farmer  to  analyze  the 
issues,  but  still  he  believes  the  bushel  ap¬ 
proach  will  be  best  over  a  period  of  time. 

Anson  Horning, 

President,  Kansas  Association 

of  Wheat  Growers. 


Larned,  Kans., 
September  14,  1962. 
Representative  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Floyd:  Just  returned  from  a  1,200- 
mile  trip  over  Kansas.  Little  wheat  sown. 
Farmers  can’t  wait  much  longer.  It  is  either 
give  us  a  program  or  we  are  through  being 
kicked  around. 

The  grange  certificate  wheat  program  will 
work  if  given  a  chance.  Farmers  are  the 
lowest  in  spirits  I  have  seen  in  40  years  of 
farm  organization  work. 

Sincerely, 

Harry  C.  Golglazler, 
Master,  Kansas  State  Grange. 

Prosser,  Wash., 
September  14,  1962. 

Hon.  Floyd  Breeding, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. : 

Believe  many  growers  will  support  bill  as 
reported  from  conference  committee.  Partic¬ 


ularly  urge  you  support  certification  plan  for 
1964  wheat  crop 

Glen  Bayne, 

President,  National  Wheat  Growers  As¬ 
sociation. 

Amarillo,  Tex., 
September  17,  1962. 
Congressman  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

This  research,  market  development,  and 
service  organization  serving  its  membership 
in  the  grain  sorghum  feed  grain  areas  of 
Texas,  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and  Kansas 
commends  the  Senate-House  conference 
committee  for  its  compromise  report  that 
when  adopted  assures  the  continued  progress 
and  prosperity  of  the  Nation’s  feed  grain 
producers  while  encouraging  expanded  mar¬ 
keting  and  utilization.  Our  congratulations 
on  your  job  well  done. 

Grain  Sorghum  Producers 
Association, 

D.  G.  Nelson, 

Executive  Vice  President. 


Washington,  D.C., 
September  19,  1962. 
Hon.  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Rejection  of  conference  report  on  pending 
farm  bill  will  result  in  expiration  of  emer¬ 
gency  programs  for  wheat  and  feed  grains  at 
year  end  1962  and  will  intensify  present  tur¬ 
moil  and  chaos  in  rural  areas.  Conference 
report  leaves  much  to  be  desired,  most  no¬ 
tably  absence  of  vitally  needed  dairy  pro¬ 
gram,  but  National  Farmers  Union  believes 
strongly  that  the  interests  of  farmers,  con¬ 
sumers  and  taxpayers  will  best  be  served  by 
adoption  of  this  conference  report.  We 
respectfully  urge  you  to  vote  “yes.” 

National  Farmers  Union, 
Glenn  J.  Talbott, 

Acting  President. 


Boise,  Idaho, 
September  14,  1962. 
Congressman  Floyd  Breeding, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  you  to  give  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  compromise  proposal  including 
certificate  wheat  plan. 

Idaho  Wheat  Commission, 

A.  G.  Condie. 


Boise,  Idaho, 
September  14,  1962. 
Congressman  Floyd  Breeding, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  to  give  favorable  consideration  to 
the  compromise  proposal  including  certifi¬ 
cate  wheat  plan. 

Idaho  State  Wheat  Growers 
Association, 

Orvill  Thompson,  President. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  take  it  the  Farmers 
Union  likewise  is  in  favor  of  it? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Yes.  I  have  a  wire 
in  my  hand  here  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  National  Grange? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Yes,  I  have  one  here 
from  the  Kansas  State  Grange  and  the 
National  Grange. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  the  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  are  in  favor  of  it? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  The  wheat  farmers 
are  in  favor  of  it,  including  the  Idaho 
Wheat  Commission  and  the  Feed  Grain 
organization  of  Amarillo,  Tex. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Then  the  gentleman 
would  say  that  the  farmers  in  the  wheat 
growing  areas  are  for  this  bill? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Yes.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  would  continue  a  voluntary 
acreage  diversion  program  for  wheat  in 
1963,  and  would  establish  a  permanent 
wheat  program  for  1964  and  later  years. 

There  is  a  long  history  of  support  by 
wheat  growers  for  some  kind  of  a  two- 
price  plan  for  wheat.  This  type  of  pro¬ 
gram  originated  in  the  1920’s,  and  was 
discussed  again  in  the  1950’s.  Congress 
approved  the  domestic  parity  plan  for 
wheat  in  1956,  providing  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  on  wheat  used  for  food  in  this 
country.  It  was,  however,  a  part  of  the 
bill  which  was  vetoed  by  the  President 
for  reasons  not  connected  with  the  wheat 
program  itself.  At  that  time,  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  proposed  primarily  by  Con¬ 
gressman  Hope,  of  Kansas,  and  Senator 
Carlson,  of  Kansas;  it  had  substantial 
bipartisan  support  and  still  does. 

So  the  pending  wheat  bill  is  not  a  new 
and  radical  program.  It  has  had  the 
support  of  farm  groups  for  many  years. 
It  would  use  about  the  same  machinery 
for  limiting  wheat  production  which  has 
been  in  effect  for  many  years,  but  would 
make  the  formula  for  determining  acre¬ 
age  allotments  flexible  enough  so  that 
the  Secretary  could  adjust  the  allot¬ 
ments  to  the  needs  of  the  wheat  market. 

A  two-price  program  for  wheat  is  a 
logical  one  because  the  wheat  market 
can  be  divided  into  two  main  parts — do¬ 
mestic  use  and  exports.  This  domestic 
food  market  for  wheat  has  been  almost 
constant  at  around  500  million  bushels 
per  year  for  many  years.  All  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  two-price  or  cei-tificate  plans  which 
have  been  proposed  involved  a  relatively 
attractive  level  of  price  support  for  the 
amount  of  wheat  used  as  food  in  the 
United  States. 

Since  wheat  does  have  several  poten¬ 
tial  outlets,  and  since  it  can  move  into 
these  different  end  uses  at  different 
prices,  the  two -price  system  continues 
to  be  the  most  sound  approach  to  the 
problem  of  supporting  incomes  of  wheat 
producers. 

The  marketing  certificates  provide  the 
mechanism  which  makes  it  possible  to 
distinguish  between  the  amount  of  wheat 
to  be  supported  at  the  higher  price  and 
that  to  be  supported  at  the  lower  price. 
Under  existing  permanent  law — includ¬ 
ing  the  55-million-acre  national  wheat 
allotment — the  Government  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  supporting  the  price  at  a  level 
between  75  and  90  percent  of  parity  for 
“all  the  farmer  can  grow  on  his  acreage 
allotment.” 

This  means  that  in  a  year  in  which 
there  is  a  large  crop,  the  Government 
must  acquire  a  large  amount  of  wheat 
at  a  support  between  75  and  90  percent 
of  parity  or  between  approximately  $1.80 
and  $2.20  per  bushel.  Under  the  mar¬ 
keting  certificate  program,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  provide  price  support  be¬ 
tween  65  and  90  percent  of  parity  on  a 
specified  number  of  bushels  of  wheat — 
probably  about  900  to  950  million  bushels 
in  1964. 

Earlier  certificate  programs  did  not  in¬ 
clude  marketing  certificates  for  wheat  to 
be  exported.  The  present  proposal  gives 


the  Secretary  discretion  to  issue  wheat 
marketing  certificates  on  wheat  to  be 
used  as  food  in  this  country  plus  that 
portion  of  the  exports  on  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  marketing  certificates 
should  be  issued  in  order  to  achieve  the 
price  and  income  objectives  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  in¬ 
dicated  in  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  that  if  the  wheat 
marketing  certificate  program  had  been 
put  in  effect  in  1963,  he  would  have  is¬ 
sued  marketing  certificates  to  producers 
for  about  925  million  bushels.  This 
means,  in  effect,  that  he  would  provide 
a  favorable  level  of  price  support  on 
925  million  bushels.  The  remainder  of 
the  wheat  produced  on  the  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  would  either  be  used  as 
feed  and  seed  on  the  farm,  or  would  be 
sold  by  growers  for  export  or  for  feed  at 
a  price  related  to  the  world  price  and 
the  feed  value  of  wheat. 

This  will  not  only  permit  the  CCC  to 
reduce  its  carryover  of  wheat  systemati¬ 
cally,  but  will  also  reduce  the  cost  of  ex¬ 
port  programs  for  wheat. 

Under  the  55-million-acre  allotment 
which  is  now  the  permanent  law,  the  De¬ 
partment  expects  to  add  100  to  150  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  to  the  carryover  each  year. 
Under  the  Senate  bill,  it  expects  to  reduce 
stocks  by  around  150  million  bushels  a 
year  for  2  or  3  more  years. 

Under  the  present  permanent  law,  the 
CCC  pays  an  export  subsidy  one  way  or 
another  on  every  bushel  of  wheat  ex¬ 
ported. 

Under  the  pending  bill,  CCC  would 
pay  a  subsidy  on  most  export  wheat,  but 
not  on  all  of  it. 

The  wheat  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  would  also  introduce  a  new  kind  of 
flexibility  into  the  farm  operations. 
There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  which 
would  permit  the  production  of  wheat 
on  feed  grain  allotments  or  acreages. 
This  wheat  would  not  qualify  for  market¬ 
ing  certificates,  and  would  be  either  fed 
by  the  farmers,  stored,  or  sold  for  feed. 
Wheat  produced  on  feed  grain  acreage 
would  not  be  a  net  addition  to  the  total 
supply  of  feed  grains,  but  would  be  feed 
grains  produced  as  wheat  instead  of  as 
grain  sorghum  or  barley.  Under  this 
program,  therefore,  wheatgrowers  will 
have  a  great  deal  more  flexibility  in 
choosing  their  crops  than  they  have  at 
the  present  time.  Feed  grain  producers 
under  the  wheat  provisions  of  S.  3225 
(H.R.  12391)  would  also  have  the  option 
of  producing  feed  grains  on  their  wheat 
acreage  allotment — an  option  which  is 
now  open  to  any  feed  grain  producer, 
since  there  is  no  mandatory  feed  grain 
program  in  effect. 

A  lot  of  wild  charges  are  being  made 
about  the  wheat  program. 

First.  It  has  been  claimed  that  it  would 
add  to  the  price  of  bread  and  that  the 
marketing  certificate  is  a  bread  tax  on 
consumers.  The  facts  are  that  the  price 
support  for  wheat  in  1962  is  $2  per  bushel 
and  that  it  would  be  the  same  under  the 
marketing  certificate  program  according 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  No 
excuse  can  be  found  in  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  to  raise  the  price  of  flour  or  bread. 
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And  it  is  well  known  that  wheat  makes 
up  less  than  3  cents  of  the  cost  of  a  20- 
cent  loaf  of  bread.  The  price  of  wheat 
would  have  to  go  to  nearly  $3  per  bushel 
before  an  increase  in  the  price  of  bread 
could  be  linked  to  the  wheat  price. 

Second.  It  has  been  charged  “that  un¬ 
der  the  certificate  program  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  would  pay  a  subsidy 
on  nearly  all  exports  of  wheat.”  The 
facts  are  that  at  the  present  time  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  pays  a  sub¬ 
sidy  on  every  bushel  of  wheat  exported. 
Under  the  certificate  program  the  De¬ 
partment  has  indicated  that  a  small  part 
of  the  normal  production  on  the  national 
acreage  allotment  would  be  marketed  by 
the  farmers  'at  or  near  the  world  price 
level.  It  could  be  exported,  therefore, 
without  any  net  subsidy  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Third.  It  has  been  claimed  that  the 
provision  which  would  permit  farmers 
to  grow  wheat  as  a  feed  grain  would 
“flood  the  feed  grain  market  with  cheap 
wheat.” 

The  facts  are  that  this  provision  is 
intended  to  be  used  only  when  some  acre¬ 
age  diversion  program  is  in  effect  for 
feed  grains  and  that  for  every  acre  of  | 
wheat  grown  as  feed  there  would  be 
1  acre  less  of  sorghum  or  barley  or  corn. 

It  is  not  intended  that  there  would  be 
unlimited  production  of  wheat  for  feed, 
but  that  farmers  should  have  the  flexi¬ 
bility  to  grow  wheat  as  feed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  a  reasonable  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1964. 

AN  EXAMPLE  OF  THE  1964  WHEAT  MARKETING 
CERTIFICATE  PROGRAM 

Here  is  how  the  program  might  work 
nationally,  using  one  possible  method  of 
handling  the  certificates,  and  reasonable 
but  assumed  price  supports  and  acreage 
reductions : 

(a)  Assume  total  wheat  demand  to  be 
estimated  at  1,250  million  bushels. 

(b)  The  Government  might  decide  to 
reduce  stocks  by,  say,  150  million  bush¬ 
els,  with  two-thirds  of  it  going  into  ex¬ 
ports,  one-third  to  domestic  supplies. 

This  would  leave  a  total  market  to  be 
filled  by  farmers  by  1,100  million  bushels.  j 

(c)  At  average  yields,  this  would  pro-  | 
duce  an  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963 
crop  of  47  to  48  million  acres,  including 
the  small  farm  acreages. 

(d)  The  domestic  food  market  would 
be  about  500  million  bushels,  45  percent 
of  production  on  the  allotment.  An  ad¬ 
ditional  100  million  bushels  would  be 
used  for  feed  and  seed. 

(e)  The  export  market  would  take 
about  45  percent  of  normal  production 
on  the  acreage  allotment — 500  million 
bushels. 

(f)  The  Secretary  would  issue  mar¬ 
keting  certificates  on  about  925  million 
bushels  in  the  first  year.  That  is,  925 
million  of  the  expected  production  of 
1,100  million  bushels  on  the  wheat  al¬ 
lotment  would  get  price  support  at  $2. 

One  hundred  million  would  go  for  feed 
and  seed,  and  farmers  would  market  the 
remaining  75  million  bushels  without 
marketing  certificates  at  or  near  the 
world  price  level,  with  little  or  no 
subsidy. 

(g)  The  feed  wheat  price  would  be 
around  $1.30  to  $1.40,  depending  on  the 
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corn  program,  and  domestic  food  wheat 
would  be  around  $2  per  bushel. 

(h)  The  Government  would  pay  an  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  on  only  slightly  less  than 
total  exports. 

Here  is  how  the  program  could  work 
on  a  typical  farm,  using  reasonable  but 
assumed  yields.  Example : 

(a)  The  farmer’s  1961  allotment  was 
55  acres;  his  wheat  base  was  82  acres. 

(b)  His  1964  allotment  becomes  about 
44  acres.  On  the  11  acres — a  20-percent 
reduction — that  are  retired,  he  would  re¬ 
ceive  a  payment  of  around  $25  per  acre. 
He  might  be  allowed  to  graze  the  land 
in  a  limited  way.  If  so,  he  would  get  a 
smaller  payment. 

(c)  On  his  allotted  acres,  the  farmer 
would  be  expected  to  grow  1,100  bushels 
at  average  yields.  He  would  get  market¬ 
ing  certificates  representing  925  bushels 
which  he  can  market  for  about  $2.05  a 
bushel,  based  on  a  price  support  around 
$2  or  a  total  of  $1,896.  The  remainder 
of  the  farmers’  wheat,  175  bushels,  would 
be  worth  approximately  $1.30  per  bushel 
if  corn  supports  were  $1.20,  for  a  value 
of  $228. 

|  (d)  The  wheat  income  under  this  ex- 

r  ample,  plus  the  diversion  payment  of 
I  $275,  give  the  fanner  approximately 
$2,400.  In  addition,  he  would  have  sav¬ 
ings  on  production  costs  on  the  smaller 
harvested  acreage.  This  is  roughly  the 
same  as  his  normal  expected  return  for 
the  1962  crop  with  a  10-percent  acreage 
diversion.  In  1961  he  got  around  $2,300 
from  the  sale  of  wheat  from  55  acres. 

Here  is  how  the  farmer  would  handle 
it  when  he  took  925  bushels  of  wheat 
with  marketing  certificates  to  the  county 
elevator  to  sell  and  get  his  money. 

He  would  sell  wheat  with  certificates 
at  the  market  price — say  $2.05— and 
'  would  get  a  check  for  $1,896. 

The  elevator  operator  would  turn  his 
certificates  over  to  CCC  for  the  face 
value  as  announced.  The  miller  would 
be  required  to  buy  certificates  for  wheat 
milled  for  domestic  food  use,  and  would 
generally  purchase  them  from  CCC. 

Wheat  not  accompanied  by  certificates 
would  move  in  the  marketplace  at  an 
average  price  near  $1.30  or  $1.40,  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  support  price  for  com. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher]. 

(Mr.  BELCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
outset  I  want  to  say  that  for  12  years 
I  have  served  with  the  chairman  of  this 
committee.  I  have  loved,  admired,  and 
respected  him,  and  I  have  defended  his 
position  on  many  occasions.  In  all  of 
,  the  12  years  today  is  the  first  injustice 
I  have  ever  received  at  the  hands  of  my 
chairman,  and  I  think  there  is  nothing 
that  cuts  so  deep  as  an  injustice  you 
might  get  from  a  friend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  are  confused  at  this 
time,  you  are  in  no  different  position 
than  the  conferees  were  or  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  We  had 
two  members  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  come  into  the  conference  room 
and  try  to  explain  to  us  how  the  wheat 
section  of  the  bill  would  operate. 


After  they  thoroughly  disagreed  with 
each  other  and  the  House  Members  dis¬ 
agreed  with  each  other.  Senator  Ellen- 
der  disagreed  with  everybody.  Finally 
Senator  Ellender  chased  the  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  out  of  the  room  and  the 
question  was  never  answered. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  time  has  been  limited 
to  about  4  or  5  minutes  during  which 
to  discuss  this  bill.  I  will  not  have 
time  to  discuss  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  bill.  However,  let  me  say  that  the 
telegrams  read  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  representing  the  district  just 
north  of  the  district  that  I  represent, 
heretofore  there  was  only  a  barbed-wire 
fence  that  divided  us  for  many  years,  but 
now  even  the  barbed-wire  fence  is  gone. 
So  there  is  nothing  between  our  two 
districts.  Not  a  telegram  did  the  gentle¬ 
man  read  from  my  district,  and  not  a 
single  telegram  from  a  wheat  farmer  of 
Kansas.  He  did  read  some  telegrams 
from  some  various  organizations  that  are 
purporting  to  back  this  wheat  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  say  that 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  danger  on 
the  part  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  giving  me  this  time.  I  will 
say  that  I  see  no  reason  why  the  chair¬ 
man  was  afraid  to  give  me  a  few  min¬ 
utes’  additional  time  on  the  floor,  be¬ 
cause  I  have  no  illusions  whatsoever  of 
convincing  one  single  Member  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  to  vote  against  this  con¬ 
ference  report.  He  has  almost  a  two- 
thirds  majority.  I  feel  that  his  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  completely  safe.  I  want 
to  say  to  those  Members  of  the  House  you 
do  not  sit  in  the  easy  seats  if  you  happen 
to  represent  consumers,  and  because  you, 
for  the  first  time,  are  assuming  the  bur¬ 
den  for  the  subsidies  that  are  paid  to 
wheat  farmers.  Always  before  subsidies 
were  paid  to  wheat  farmers  out  of  tax 
money.  In  the  future  subsidies  will  not 
be  paid  to  wheat  farmers  on  a  tax  basis, 
but  from  the  manufacture  and  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  products.  That  tax  will  be 
anywhere  from  60  cents  to  $1.08  a  bushel. 
They  can  say  it  will  not  cost  your  chil¬ 
dren  any  more  to  eat  this  food  than  it 
would  before,  but  I  want  to  say  if  a 
miller  can  pay  $1.08  per  bushel  for  a 
certificate  and  not  pass  that  on  to  the 
people  who  buy  those  bread  products, 
that  that  is  one  of  the  neatest  tricks 
of  economics  you  have  ever  read  about. 

Gentlemen,  those  of  you  who  repre¬ 
sent  consumer  districts  who  feel  like  the 
gentleman  from  California  said — that 
you  always  like  to  help  the  farmers.  I 
know  that  a  number  of  you  represent 
labor,  and  I  know  your  laborers  feel  that 
the  farmers  should  receive  a  fair  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only  speak  for  the 
wheat  farmers  of  my  district,  some  of 
the  finest  wheat  fanners  in  the  United 
States.  I  think  I  can  tell  you  that  they 
do  not  want  this  wheat  program,  that 
the  consumers  do  not  want  the  wheat 
program,  that  the  taxpayers  do  not 
want  the  wheat  program,  and  that  your 
constituents  do  not  want  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  Let  us  see  who  does  want  the 
wheat  program.  I  will  tell  you  who 
wants  this  program  and  who  wants  this 
bill.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
wants  the  program.  The  battle  is  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 


the  American  Farm  Bureau.  You  are 
caught  right  in  the  middle.  Maybe  you 
will  feel  enough  party  loyalty  that  you 
are  going  to  have  to  support  your  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  I  faced  that  sit¬ 
uation  for  8  long  years.  Many  times 
the  viewpoint  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  under  my  administration  dif¬ 
fered  from  the  viewpoint  of  my  con¬ 
stituents.  When  that  time  arrived,  I 
strung  along  with  my  constituents  who 
sent  me  to  Congress.  I  might  also  have 
been  practical.  Those  constituents  live 
in  my  district,  and  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  did  not.  Had  he  lived  in  my 
district,  he  would  have  had  only  one 
vote. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  . 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  much  confusion  in  the  House 
over  this  report.  This  is  a  most  impor¬ 
tant  and  very  complicated  conference 
report.  It  is  very  unfortunate  that  the 
rules  of  this  body  limit  the  discussion 
to  1  hour,  much  too  short  a  time  in 
which  to  make  the  details  and  the  situa¬ 
tion  clear  to  Members. 

My  time  has  been  limited  to  3  minutes. 
Conceding  that  such  may  be  my  share 
of  the  time,  with  so  many  Members 
desiring  to  be  heard,  I  approach  this 
very  important,  complicated,  and  far- 
reaching  subject  with  no  illusions  that 
I  am  going  to  eliminate  that  confusion. 
I  do  think  I  can  bring  one  point  to  your 
attention  that  might  be  enlightening 
and,  I  hope,  effective. 

Many  weeks  ago  we  had  a  very  contro¬ 
versial  piece  of  legislation  here — the  so- 
called  omnibus  farm  bill — which  was 
defeated.  We  went  back  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  brought  out  a  piece  of  legislation 
which  passed  the  House  without  any 
difficulty.  And  almost  the  identical  bill 
passed  the  Senate  in  the  same  fashion. 
Then  we  went  to  conference.  The  sub¬ 
ject  of  compensatory  payments  was  for 
the  first  time  raised  in  conference.  Such 
a  program  was  not  in  either  bill  passed 
by  either  House.  Had  there  been,  the 
debate  would  have  been  as  heated  and 
as  vigorous  as  it  was  over  the  old  omni¬ 
bus  bill  which  finally  went  down  to  de¬ 
feat. 

Some  say  this  report  does  not  contain 
a  program  of  compensatory  payments, 
some  say  it  does.  You  can  be  assured 
that  irrespective  of  the  discussion,  the 
contentions  and  denials  and  the  talk 
about  payments  in  kind,  we  now  have 
before  us  a  farm  program  which  defi¬ 
nitely  contains  a  program  of  compen¬ 
satory  payments. 

So,  when  the  respective  versions  of  the 
new  bill  went  to  conference,  a  program 
of  compensatory  payments  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  either  and  actually  was  not  an 
issue.  Ordinarily  it  would  not  have  been 
considered  in  the  conference  because  it 
was  not  included  in  either  the  Senate 
or  the  House  bill.  But  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  just  happened  to  be  such 
that  most  any  proposal,  whether  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  or  Senate  version, 
could  be  considered  though  not  germane. 
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It  was  never  dreamed,  at  least  it  was 
never  suggested,  that  in  going  to  con¬ 
ference  a  program  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  considered  or  offered. 

So  the  conferees  took  the  Senate  and 
House  versions,  which  were  almost  iden¬ 
tical  in  principle,  differing  slightly  and 
only  as  to  detail,  and  over  which  there 
had  been  a  love  feast  in  both  Houses, 
and  tacked  on  the  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  provision  which  is  fraught  with 
controversy.  I  repeat,  the  two  bills  were 
similar  in  principle.  The  only  difference 
was  as  to  details. 

This  is  an  old  subject.  Time  and  time 
again  a  program  of  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments  has  been  rejected  by  our  com¬ 
mittee.  Only  on  one  occasion  has  it 
ever  reached  the  floor  of  this  body.  That 
was  a  number  of  years  ago  and  it  was 
resoundingly  rejected. 

Now,  what  do  we  do?  We  should  sim¬ 
ply  send  this  report  back  to  conference. 
If  we  do  the  conferees  will  take  it  out. 
Have  no  doubt  about  that  because  this 
is  the  one  simple  issue  before  us. 

Here  is  the  parliamentary  situation. 
I  regret  that  my  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  is  going  to  move 
that  we  recommit  this  with  instructions 
to  continue  the  temporary  act.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  solution  at  all.  He  did  not 
think  it  was  the  solution  when  he  and 
most  other  members  of  the  committee  in¬ 
cluding  myself  reported  out  the  bill  that 
we  subsequently  and  so  easily  passed. 
My  chairman  did  not  feel  that  a  simple 
extension  was  the  solution.  Neither  did 
members  of  our  committee,  else  we  would 
have  brought  such  to  you  at  that  time. 
It  was  never  even  proposed  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

So,  if  the  motion  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  is  voted  down, 
and  if  the  House  votes  down  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  which  I  think  it  should 
do,  the  chairman  of  our  committee  can 
then  move  that  the  House  insist  on  its 
disagreements  and  go  back  to  conference. 
There  and  then  the  House  conferees  can 
insist  that  the  highly  controversial  and 
explosive  compensatory  payment  factor 
be  dropped  from  this  bill.  On  so  doing, 
we  will  then  have  a  bill  which  agrees  in 
principle  with  that  which  our  committee 
recommended  and  which  this  House 
overwhelmingly  accepted  with  hardly 
a  whisper  of  opposition. 

It  is  with  regret  that  I  find  myself  in 
disagreement  with  friends  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  I  feel  confident,  however, 
that  a  majority  of  the  House  agrees  with 
my  position  and  my  remarks.  This  re¬ 
port  should  be  returned  to  the  conference 
committee.  I  hope  you  will  so  vote. 

Indeed,  no  one  here — well,  I  will  not 
say  no  one — but  very  few  Members  un¬ 
derstand  this  controversy.  The  subject 
of  compensatory  payments  is  one  that 
we  did  not  have  when  we  had  the  bill 
before  us.  It  was  not  before  the  Senate. 
With  all  deference  it  ought  not  be  here 
now,  especially  under  circumstances  un¬ 
der  which  time  is  too  limited  to  explain 
it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Gathings]. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
respect  to  the  in-kind  payments  con¬ 


tained  in  this  conference  report  referred 
to  by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
I  would  like  to  say  that  this  is  not  the 
first  time  this  House  and  this  Congress 
agreed  to  a  program  of  payments  to 
farmers.  I  refer  to  the  wool  program, 
and  here  is  what  was  said  in  the  Wool 
Act  and  I  read  from  that  law : 

If  payments  are  used  as  a  means  of  price 
supports — 

And  so  on.  That  was  contained  in  the 
act  of  1954  applying  to  wool.  I  would 
like  to  call  your  attention  to  the  Sugar 
Act.  Here  is  the  provision  in  that  act 
with  respect  to  payments. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  following  conditions — 

And  so  on.  Both  wool  and  sugar  are 
deficit  crops  but’  the  payments  are  made 
for  the  identical  purpose  as  that  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  conference  report — to 
maintain  a  reasonable  and  fair  price  to 
the  farmer. 

So  it  is  nothing  new  that  we  have 
payments  here  today  and  provide  for 
18  cents  for  the  emergency  program  for 
1963,  for  both  feed  grains  and  for  wheat. 
It  is  applicable  for  the  1963  programs 
and  the  farmer  can  come  in  or  stay  out. 
It  is  wholly  voluntary. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  this  to  the 
Members  of  the  House,  that  a  conference 
report  is  never  what  every  one  of  us 
would  like.  I  recall  a  few  years  ago  the 
distinguished  and  affable  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  the  Honorable 
Cameron  Morrison,  had  this  to  say  about 
a  conference  report  back  in  the  cloak¬ 
room  in  his  day.  Morrison  said  this, 
“that  a  conference  report  is  a  give-and- 
take  matter,  it  is  a  compromise.”  That 
statement  is  absolutely  valid.  This 
legislation  is  a  compromise.  We  do  not 
have  everything  in  here  that  we  would 
like,  but  all  in  all,  it  is  a  very  good  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Why  was  it  necessary  to  have  a  bill  in 
the  first  place?  This  is  the  reason  it 
was  necessary  for  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  to  spend  several  months’ 
time  writing  a  farm  bill.  In  1958  here 
is  what  was  written  into  the  law  with 
respect  to  corn  and  feed  grains: 

Price  support  shall  be  made  available  to 
producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  90  per 
centum  of  the  average  price  received  by 
farmers  during  the  three  calendar  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop 
begins. 

In  1958  we  said  also  in  that  act  that 
the  level  of  price  supports  for  any  crop 
of  com  shall  not  be  less  than  65  percent 
of  parity.  The  price  supports  for  feed 
grains  were  to  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  the  basis  of 
the  comparative  feed  value  with  corn. 
That  is  the  reason  we  had  to  write  a 
farm  bill,  because  under  that  law  you 
could  grow  all  the  corn  and  feed  grain 
you  wanted  to  grow  and  get  a  price  sup¬ 
port  of  65  percent  of  parity. 

As  a  result  great  accumulation  of  corn 
and  feed  grains  filled  our  bins.  Program 
costs  have  mounted  which  if  not  stopped 
or  greatly  curbed  would  gravely  affect 
the  whole  farm  program. 

Price  supports  without  keeping  sup¬ 
plies  in  line  with  demand  cannot  be  jus¬ 
tified  and  should  be  eliminated. 
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I  hope  that  the  conference  report  will 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  old 
canard  about  raising  the  cost  of  living 
has  come  before  us  again.  In  1948  wheat 
was  supported  at  $2.48  a  bushel.  At  that 
time  bread  sold  for  13  cents  per  pound. 
The  support  price  was  dropped  to  $1.82 
a  bushel  and  today  bread  is  bringing  23 
to  24  cents  per  pound.  During  that  time 
the  price  of  bread  almost  doubled.  In 
other  words,  the  support  price  on  wheat 
seems  to  have  no  relation  to  what  you 
pay  for  bread.  Actually,  the  higher  the 
support  price  has  been  on  wheat  the 
lower  the  price  you  pay  for  bread.  Sure¬ 
ly,  no  man  can  seriously  contend,  as 
some  of  the  minority  have  stated,  that 
this  is  a  tax  on  bread.  This  bill  will  have 
no  effect  on  the  price  of  bread. 

Now,  I  want  you  to  look  at  the  cost 
of  the  suggested  programs.  Let  us  get  a 
comparison  of  the  cost  of  this  program 
and  the  program  which  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  has  suggested.  Here  on  this 
chart  we  take  this  farm,  the  figures  the 
Farm  Bureau  sent  you.  Take  the  same 
farm  of  100  acres.  Use  the  production 
figures  they  used. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  the  first  chart.  We 
will  take  the  Farm  Bureau’s  figures  just 
as  they  gave  them  to  us.  Here  they 
are: 

Basic  assumptions 


Acres  corn  base _  100 

Acres  diverted _  20 

Bushels  per  acre _  75 

Support _ $1.  20 

Payment  in  kind _ $0. 18 

Loan _ $1.02 


We  will  accept  these  figures,  although, 
of  course,  they  are  for  a  farm  of  far 
greater  productivity  and  consequently 
involve  far  more  than  average  pay¬ 
ments,  but  the  important  thing  is  to 
draw  a  comparison  because  what  we  are 
doing  today  is  trying  to  decide  between 
the  program  which  the  majority  of  the 
conferees  have  brought  you  and  the 
program  which  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
proposes  under  his  motion  to  recommit 
Let  us  turn  to  the  next  chart  and  see 
what  the  benefits  to  the  farmer  are. 
Here  is  the  way  it  looks: 

Benefits  to  farmer  under  H.R.  12391 
20  acres  diverted  times  75  bushels  per 


acre  divided  by  2  equals  750  bushels 

times  $1.20  support  equals _  $900 

80  acres  planted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  equals  6,000  bushels  times  18 

cents  payment  in  kind  equals _ 1,  080 

6,000  bushels  times  $1.02  loan  (or 
sale)  equals _ 6, 120 


Total . . . 8, 100 


You  will  note  that  these  figures  are 
exactly  the  same  as  those  presented  by 
the  Farm  Bureau.  The  only  point  the 
Farm  Bureau  made  was  that  this  is  an  at¬ 
tractive  program  for  farmers.  In  a  let¬ 
ter  of  September  14,  addressed  to  Hon. 
Harold  D.  Cooley  from  Mr.  John  C. 
Lynn,  legislative  director  of  the  Farm 
Bureau,  referring  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port  which  is  presently  before  you,  he 
stated : 

In  my  estimation,  no  farmer  with  a  corn  or 
feed  grain  base  can  afford  to  stay  out  of  this 
program. 
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If  we  want  a  voluntary  program  which 
will  reduce  surpluses,  it  must  be  one  that 
will  attract  wide  participation.  Cer¬ 
tainly  Mr.  Lynn  indicates  that  the  con¬ 
ference  committee’s  program  will  do 
that.  If  we  want  a  program  which  will 
maintain  farm  income,  Mr.  Lynn  cer¬ 
tainly  indicates  that  we  have  offered  such 
a  program. 

Now,  let  us  go  a  little  further.  As  I 
said  before,  the  really  important  thing 
is  how  this  program  which  the  Confer¬ 
ence  Committee  presents  compares  with 
an  extension  of  the  1962  program  which 
the  minority  urges  you  to  adopt.  This 
chart  will  show  the  benefits  to  the  farmer 
under  an  extension  of  the  1962  program. 
Here  is  the  way  it  will  work  out: 
Benefits  to  farmers  under  extension  of 


1962  program 

20  acres  diverted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  divided  by  2  equals  2,750  bush¬ 
els  times  $1.20  support  equals _  $900 

80  acres  planted  times  75  bushels  per 
acre  equals  6,000  bushels  times  $1.20 
support  equals _ 7,  200 


Total _ 8, 100 


You  will,  of  course,  readily  see  that  as 
far  as  the  income  of  the  cooperating 
farmer  is  concerned  it  will  work  out 
exactly  the  same  under  the  conference 
report  and  under  the  proposal  of  the 
minority.  Of  course,  this  is  necessarily 
so  since  the  support  price  is  the  same — 
$1.20  in  either  case.  The  difference  is, 
and  it  is  an  important  difference  to  the 
taxpayer,  that  under  the  conference 
committee’s  plan,  the  support  on  6,000 
bushels  of  grain  is  achieved  by  offering 
a  loan  of  $1.02 — which  will  in  all  prob¬ 
ability  never  be  used — and  a  payment  of 
18  cents  per  bushel  in  grain.  This  gives 
the  farmers  the  same  income  that  he 
gets  under  the  proposed  extension  of  the 
1962  program,  but  it  doesn’t  require  the 
Government  to  put  out  nearly  as  much 
money.  An  extension  of  the  1962  pro¬ 
gram  as  proposed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  would  require  the  same  payment 
for  diverted  acres  and  would  then  re¬ 
quire  the  Government  to  lay  out  some 
$7,200  in  cash  as  a  price  support  loan 
on  6,000  bushels  of  grain. 

Now,  let  us  see  what  each  program 
would  cost  the  Government.  The  Farm 
Bureau  figures  were,  I  fear,  intended 
to  give  you  the  impression  that  the  whole 
$8,100  income  from  the  100  acres  was 
going  to  be  a  cost  to  the  Government. 
The  Farm  Bureau  statisticians  know 
better  than  that  and  maybe  they  didn’t 
intend  to  convey  this  idea.  Maybe  they 
thought  everybody  was  as  well  informed 
as  they  are  on  these  matters.  But 
whether  the  misconception  was  acci¬ 
dental  or  deliberate,  I  want  you  to  clear¬ 
ly  understand  that  it  is  a  misconception, 
and  I  want  you  to  see  why  it  is  a  miscon¬ 
ception. 

Let  us  look  at  the  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  the  two  programs.  Here  are 
the  costs  as  they  would  occur  under  the 
conference  committee  report  which  we 
ask  you  to  adopt: 


Cost  to  Government  under  H.R.  12391 


Diversion  payment _  $900 

Payment  in  kind _ 1, 080 

Total . . 1,980 


Note. — No  loss  on  loans  because,  with  mar¬ 
ket  at  about  $1.00  to  $1.05  little  or  no  com 
would  be  placed  under  loan. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  fact  that 
while  the  Government  guarantees  the 
$1.02  to  the  cooperator  and  stands  ready 
to  make  a  loan  at  that  figure,  there  is 
no  reasonable  basis  for  assuming  that 
any  substantial  volume  of  such  loans  will 
be  made.  Certainly,  unless  the  supply  of 
com  becomes  far  greater  than  anything 
we  have  seen  in  recent  years,  the  market 
price  is  going  to  be  something  just  under 
the  support  price — probably  about  $1 
But  if  the  supply  of  free  corn  is  reduced, 
as  even  the  opponents  of  this  program 
indicate  that  they  expect,  then  the 
market  price  will  go  somewhere  'above 
$1.02. 

Indeed,  one  of  the  most  vigorously 
presented  arguments  against  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  the  claim  that  it  would 
bring  many  producers  into  compliance 
who  feed  their  own  com.  Frankly,  I 
think  it  will,  but  to  the  extent  that  it 
brings  them  in,  they  will  be  reducing  the 
sum  total  of  surplus  grain,  and  that  is 
exactly  what  we  want.  They  will,  how¬ 
ever,  simply  collect  their  “in  kind”  ad¬ 
justment  payment.  They  will  not  put 
their  grain  in  the  loan.  There  will  be  no 
cost  to  the  Government  except  the  land 
diversion  payment  and  the  payment  in 
kind. 

Now,  let  us  contrast  these  figures  with 
the  cost  to  the  government  under  an 
extension  of  the  1962  program.  Here 
are  the  figures : 

Cost  to  Government  under  extension  of  1962 


program 

Diversion  payment _  $900 

Storage  for  1  year  (6,000  bushels  at 

13.5  cents) _  810 

Handling  (2.5  cents  rail,  4.25  cents 

truck)  (6,000  times  2.5) - _  150 

Administration  (6,000  times  y2  cent) _  30 

Interest  ($7,200  at  3  percent) _  216 

Loss  on  resale  ($1.20  minus  $1.05) 

(6,000  at  15  cents) -  900 


Total  _ 3,006 

Saving  to  Government  by  adoption  of 
H.R.  12391 _  1,026 


You  will  note  that  the  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  are,  of  course,  the  same— $900 
under  the  hypothetical  case  that  the 
Farm  Bureau  took — but  you  will  note 
that  the  Farm  Bureau  has  not  told  you 
anything  about  the  inevitable  storage 
costs  that  are  involved  in  this  extension 
program.  You  will  have  a  minimum  of 
1  year’s  storage  on  6,000  bushels.  As¬ 
suming  that  costs  only  13*/2  cents  a  bu¬ 
shel,  that  will  add  $810  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  costs.  You  have  no  such  charges 
under  H.R.  12391. 

The  Government  will  have  to  pay  for 
the  handling  of  the  so-called  in  and  out 
charges.  They  run  2  V2  cents  per  bushel 
if  delivered  by  rail  and  4  Vi  cents  if  de¬ 
livered  by  truck.  Taking  the  rail 


charges — the  lower — we  have  $150.  You 
have  no  such  charges  under  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  report. 

If  we  extend  the  1962  program  and 
hold  the  grain  in  storage,  we  must  pay 
administrative  charges.  We  figure  these 
at  one-half  cent  per  bushel.  That  is 
$30  that  you  do  not  have  to  pay  under 
the  conference  report. 

Clearly,  if  you  are  going  to  loan  $7,200 
on  the  6,000  bushels,  the  Government  is 
going  to  have  to  pay  interest  on  this 
amount.  Figured  for  1  year  at  3  percent, 
that  is  $216.  The  conference  plan  in¬ 
volves  no  such  expense. 

Finally,  there  is  a  loss  on  the  resale  of 
the  grain  on  which  the  Government 
makes  a  loan.  Remember,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  loan  is  $1.20.  For  the  purpose  of 
this  calculation  we  have  assumed  that 
the  grain  will  be  sold  at  only  a  15 -cent 
loss,  or  at  $1.05  a  bushel.  Actually,  the 
grain  will  probably  have  to  be  sold  at  as 
much  as  a  20-cent  loss.  That  is  about 
the  average  of  the  losses  this  year,  but 
taking  the  lower  figure  this  is  a  $900  loss. 

Thus,  we  have  a  total  of  at  least  $3,006 
cost  to  the  Government  for  maintaining 
the  program  on  the  type  of  farm  the 
Farm  Bureau  used  for  illustrative  pur¬ 
poses.  This  compares  with  a  total  cost 
of  only  $1,980  to  give  the  same  income 
to  the  farmer  on  the  same  farm  under 
the  conference  committee’s  program. 
This  means  a  saving  to  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  $1,026  on  this  one  illus¬ 
trative  farm,  if  we  adopt  this  conference 
report  as  compared  with  the  cost  that 
would  be  involved  if  we  accept  the  mo¬ 
tion  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
point  out  the  payments  in  kind? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  will  be  happy  to  do  so. 
The  payments  which  the  Secretary 
makes  under  this  bill  are  made  in  grain 
which  is  already  in  surplus,  whereas 
under  the  minority’s  proposal  the  Sec¬ 
retary  loans  the  entire  amount  in  money 
which  is  pretty  short  and  pretty  hard 
to  come  by  these  days.  Under  their  plan 
he  gets  a  warehouse  receipt  for  grain 
which  he  doesn’t  need.  He  has  to  wait 
a  year  and  pay  the  storage  before  he  can 
take  that  grain  over.  Frankly,  that 
storage  is  going  to  cost  nearly  as  much 
as  the  “in  kind”  payments  which  he 
makes  under  the  conference  report.  We 
are  trying  to  save  the  Government  some 
money  and  to  use  the  surplus  grain  that 
we  have  to  achieve  such  a  saving. 

If  you  are  interested  in  saving  the  tax¬ 
payers  money,  you  will  have  to  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  conference  committee’s  pro¬ 
posal.  If  you  are  interested  in  reducing 
the  accumulation  of  unnecesary  stocks, 
you  will  find  it  difficult  to  ignore  the 
proopsals  of  the  conference  committee. 
Finally,  if  you  are  interested  in  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  admittedly  advantageous 
to  farmers,  you  cannot  brush  aside  the 
conference  recommendations. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader,  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 
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Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  want  to 
associate  myself  with  the  great  fight 
that  our  minority  leader  has  made  in 
behalf  of  agriculture  and  I  compliment 
him  on  his  activity. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  always  felt  that 
the  farmer  has  a  right  to  expect  a  fair 
price  for  his  product  in  the  marketplace. 
I  think  we  should  move  in  that  direction. 
I  want  to  say  to  you,  this  conference 
report  completely  abandons  that,  very 
worthy  objective.  I  want  to  say  also  that 
obviously  this  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Democratic  side  of  this  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  I  think  it  has  been  pretty 
well  demonstrated  here  that  this  is  the 
last  desperate  attempt  to  write  just  any 
kind  of  a  farm  bill. 

May  I  say  further  whether  the  motion 
to  recommit  prevails  or  the  conference 
report  is  voted  down,  that  does  not  mean 
this  is  the  end  of  it.  We  can  go  on  to 
write  good  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12391  embodies  many  of  the  objec¬ 
tionable  features  of  the  administration 
farm  bill  which  the  House  rejected  215 
to  205  just  3  months  ago.  In  fact,  this 
report — signed  by  the  seven  majority 
members  of  the  House-Senate  confer¬ 
ence  and  unsigned  by  the  five  minority 
members — gives  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Orville  L.  Freeman  not  only  the  au¬ 
thority  to  impose  his  supply-manage¬ 
ment  theories  on  wheat  and  feed  grain 
producers  but  also  a  mandate  to  invoke 
the  compensatory  payment  plan — the 
plan  which  was  urged  unsucessfully  for 
so  long,  in  the  face  of  bitter  bipartisan 
opposition  by  one  of  his  predecessors, 
former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Charles 
Brannan. 

The  conference  report  sets  a  dangerous 
trap  for  farmers.  It  promises  substantial 
cash  rewards  for  feed  grain  and  wheat 
producers  who  participate  in  the  1963 
programs  on  a  purely  voluntary  basis. 
It  is  the  same  old  bit  the  spider  used  in 
enticing  the  fly  into  his  parlor.  In 
1964 — and  subsequent  years — growers  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains  would  be  clubbed 
into  complying  with  the  toughest  manda¬ 
tory  production  controls  they  have  ever 
known.  The  alternative  would  be  to  go 
it  virtually  alone  in  the  marketplace, 
without  effective  price  supports. 

The  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  conference  report  fall 
far  short  of  achieving  either  of  the  two 
goals  which  an  acceptable  farm  bill 
should  meet:  First,  they  would  not  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income;  in  fact  they  would  in¬ 
evitably  reduce  it  in  1964  and  thereafter; 
second,  these  suggested  programs  would 
not  protect  the  freedom  of  farmers  to 
farm — to  make  their  own  management 
decisions;  instead  they  would  place 
farmers  in  the  tightest  control  strait- 
jacket  they  have  every  worn. 

Just  2  years  ago  the  candidates  of  the 
majority  party  were  campaigning 
throughout  the  farm  belt  on  a  platform 
which  promised  price  supports  at  not  less 
than  90  percent  of  parity  for  the  basic 
commodities,  including  wheat  and  corn. 
Today  we  have  before  us  a  conference 


report,  written  by  the  majority,  which 
decrees  that  price  supports  for  corn — and 
I  quote  from  the  report — shall  be  set  “at 
such  a  level  between  50  and  90  percent  of 
parity  as  will  not  result  in  increasing 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks.” 

With  a  billion  or  more  bushels  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  corn  overriding  the  free 
market,  the  obvious  level  of  price  support 
designed  to  prevent  CCC  from  acquiring 
further  corn  inventories  would  be  at  the 
low  end  of  the  formula — 50  percent  of 
parity,  or,  about  80  cents  per  bushel. 
This  feed  grain  price  time  bomb  would 
not  explode  until  1964: — but  explode  it 
would  then,  with  disastrous  results  to 
the  entire  corn-hog-cattle  economy  of 
the  Midwest-.  As  certainly  as  night  fol¬ 
lows  day — within  the  space  of  a  year 
or  two — 80-cent  corn  would  be  followed 
by  $12  hogs  and  ruinous  prices  for  cattle, 
poultry,  and  eggs.  The  cash  benefits  feed 
grain  producers  might  obtain  under  the 
1963  program  could  be  taken  back  from 
them,  many  times  over,  in  subsequent 
years,  through  lower  livestock  prices.  In 
fact,  farmers  would  be  confronted  by 
their  own  Department  of  Agriculture 
with  the  alternative  of  accepting  harsh 
and  unprecedented  mandatory  produc¬ 
tion  controls  on  feed  grains  after  1963 
or  an  unbearable  squeeze  on  both  feed 
and  livestock  prices. 

Perhaps  the  most  which  can  be  said  for 
the  conference  report  is  that  it  gives 
farmers  1  year  to  pack  up  and  get  out  of 
agriculture. 

The  so-called  two  price  wheat  pro¬ 
gram,  which  the  majority  would  impose 
in  1964  and  thereafter,  would  adversely 
affect  both  the  incomes  and  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  growers  in  every  section  of 
the  country — the  Midwest,  the  Great 
Plains  States,  and  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
It  presents  an  impossible  challenge  to 
effective  administration,  with  its  intri¬ 
cate  and  complicated  certificate  system. 
No  one  within  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  yet  explained  exactly  what 
would  take  place  from  the  time  a  farmer 
placed  a  load  of  wheat  on  the  scales  of 
a  country  elevator  until  he  received  his 
government-computed  payment. 

The  multiple-price  plan  incorporated 
in  the  conference  report  is  a  far  cry 
from  the  old  McNary-Haugen  bill  or  the 
several  domestic  parity  plans  which  have 
been  offered  in  the  Congress  in  more 
recent  years.  Apparently  no  one  even 
pretends  to  understand  fully  what  the 
multiple -price  plan  would  do  or  how  it 
would  operate.  It  would  clearly  force 
wheatgrowers  to  reduce  their  present 
production  by  about  20  percent.  As  a 
partial  offset  to  this — and  it  would  be 
only  a  partial  offset  for  a  limited  time — 
wheat  utilized  for  food  purposes  domes¬ 
tically,  or  exported  for  similar  purposes, 
would  bring  the  producer  a  price  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $1.95  to  $2  per  bushel. 

Wheat  sold  for  feed — in  competition 
with  corn  and  other  feed  grains — would 
be  supported  at  a  level  which  would  re¬ 
late  it  to  corn,  in  terms  of  feed  value. 
Responsible  officials  of  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  advised  the  con¬ 
ferees  that  if  corn  were  supported  at  80 
cents  a  bushel — or  50  percent  of  parity — 
feed  wheat  would  be  supported  at  about 
92  cents  per  bushel.  This,  of  course,  is 
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far  below  the  $1.35  to  $1.40  figure  which 
growers  had  been  led  to  believe  they 
would  be  guaranteed  for  the  15  to  18 
percent  of  their  total  production  which 
would  be  marketed  as  feed  wheat. 
Moreover,  this  would  mean  that  wheat 
producers — under  the  proposed  multiple 
price  plan — would  receive  an  actual 
“blend,”  or  average,  price  of  perhaps  no 
more  than  $1.75  or  $1.80  per  bushel. 
When  you  couple  a  reduction  in  wheat 
price  supports  with  the  mandatory  wheat 
acreage  cut  of  approximately  20  percent, 
which  would  become  effective  for  the 
1964  crop,  the  result  can  only  be  a  drastic 
income  reduction  for  the  producer. 

As  I  have  indicated,  the  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  would  work  to  the  detriment  of 
every  wheatgrower  in  America,  as  well 
as  injuring  corn  producers  who  would 
find  themselves  in  competition  with  feed 
wheat.  The  proposal  would  fall  even 
more  heavily  upon  the  backs  of  the  soft 
red  winter  wheat  growers  in  such  States 
as  Indiana,  Ohio,  Illinois,  and  Missouri. 
This  class  of  wheat  is  in  such  short  sup¬ 
ply  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
refuses  to  make  it  available  for  export 
under  Public  Law  480.  There  is  little  | 
or  no  soft  red  winter  wheat  in  Govern¬ 
ment  inventory.  It  is  not  in  surplus.  It 
is  in  strong  demand  year  in  and  year 
out,  both  from  domestic  millers  and  from 
importing  countries  which  pay  dollars 
for  soft  red  winter  wheat.  Yet  the  con¬ 
ference  report  before  us  could  require 
the  same  20-percent  cutback  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  soft  red  winter  wheat  as  would 
be  applied  to  other  wheat  classes  which 
are  in  surplus. 

This  year,  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  has  held  more  extensive 
hearings  on  farm  legislation  than  at  any 
time  within  my  memory.  I  am,  there¬ 
fore,  deeply  disappointed  to  discover  that 
so  much  of  what  is  incorporated  in  the 
pending  conference  report  consists  of 
untested  approaches  and  fuzzy  program 
changes  which  were  never  considered  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
The  report  even  includes  such  tired  and 
discredited  ideas  as  a  bobtailed  version 
of  the  Brannan  plan.  This  is  wrapped  I 
up  in  the  provision  for  an  18-cent-a- 
bushel  compensatory  payment  to  corn 
and  wheat  growers  who  elect  not  to  grow 
specified  amounts  of  these  commodities. 

Tt  seems  to  me  what  we  are  asked  to 
accept  here  today — under  limited  debate 
and  without  proper  committee  consid¬ 
eration — is  an  even  more  objectionable 
farm  program  than  the  one  which  we 
rejected  3  months  ago — a  program  which 
has  been  made  less,  rather  than  more, 
acceptable  in  conference.  We  are  asked 
to  endorse  a  program  which  could  lead 
only  to  increasingly  greater  regimenta¬ 
tion  and  control  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture. 

If  we  are  to  have  an  effective,  an  ac¬ 
ceptable,  a  workable  farm  bill,  it  should 
be  the  product  not  of  7  Members  of 
Congress,  but  of  all  537  Members.  The 
conference  report,  in  the  best  interests 
of  American  agriculture,  should  either  be 
rejected  flatly  by  the  House  or  it  should 
be  returned  to  the  conferees  with  in¬ 
structions  to  develop  a  revised  program 
which  will  give  farmers  an  opportunity 
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to  breathe  and  to  prosper  in  a  climate 
of  freedom. 

(Mr.  HALLECK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
i  marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  de¬ 
siring  to  do  so  may  have  the  privilege  of 
extending  their  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  opposed 
the  original  Freeman  farm  bill  both  in 
the  Rules  Committee  and  all  through 
the  turbulent  debate  here  in  the  House 
on  June  19  through  June  21.  My  opposi¬ 
tion  to  that  bill  was  not  a  result  of  my 
prejudice  against  any  and  all  farm  leg¬ 
islation.  I  supported  the  very  reasonable 
bill  that  passed  the  House  on  July  19  and 
accepted  in  good  faith  the  premise  that 
the  House  conferees  would  uphold  the 
position  of  the  House  in  agreeing  to  a 
conference  report.  We  are  being  asked 
today  to  approve  a  conference  report 

)that  would  write  into  law  permanent  leg¬ 
islation  even  more  objectionable  than 
was  the  original  Freeman  device.  This 
propositon  today  reminds  me  a  little  of 
the  old  cliche  of  feeding  a  prisoner  a 
hearty  breakfast  just  before  he  was  to  be 
hanged.  In  other  words,  I  think  there 
has'  been  a  deliberate  attempt  to  bait 
this  bill  for  1963  hoping  that  the  House 
Members  and  the  farmers  would  not  dis¬ 
cover  what  was  contained  in  the  bill  for 
the  crop  years  to  follow  until  after  it  had 
been  written  into  law. 

I  cannot  understand  the  reasoning  be¬ 
hind  the  majority  conferees  in  regard  to 
this  legislation.  Their  objection  to  a 
simple  extension  of  the  present  feed 
grain  program  was  that  it  was  too  ex¬ 
pensive.  They  recognized  that  it  had 
been  at  least  partially  effective  in  reduc¬ 
ing  our  surpluses  but  maintained  that  a 
program  should  be  developed  that  would 
not  place  such  a  burden  on  the  tax¬ 
payers.  So  what  do  they  do?  Instead  of 
bringing  back  to  the  House  a  program 
that  would  cost  about  the  same  or  less 
money,  they  are  now  asking  the  House 
to  approve  a  program  that  will  cost  twice 
as  much  for  1963  as  did  the  program  for 
1962.  I  repeat,  however,  that  they  must 
be  hoping  that  farmers  are  not  going 
to  peek  under  the  tent,  so  to  speak,  to 
see  what  is  wrapped  up  for  them  in  1964. 
I  repeat  that  this  is  a  baited  bill  and 
should  not  have  the  support  of  any  Mem¬ 
ber  representing  agriculture  nor  any 
Member  representing  a  metropolitan 
area. 

Now,  just  a  few  words  for  those  Mem¬ 
bers  who  do  represent  metropolitan  areas 
and  must  justify  any  vote  for  a  farm 
program.  If  Congress  approves  this 
conference  report,  we  are  thereby  au¬ 
thorizing  a  production  payment  formula 
that  has  been  historically  called  the 
Brannan  plan.  This  production  pay¬ 
ment  plan  supports  the  theory  that  a 
farmer  should  be  paid  a  direct  subsidy 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  for  the  com¬ 
modities  that  he  produces.  This  is  a 
complete  departure  from  any  sound  and 
accepted  economic  theory.  It  can  only 
result  in  a  further  encroachment  by  the 


Federal  Government  on  free  enterprise 
and  can  ultimately  have  but  one  result, 
that  of  Government-owned  agriculture. 
If  we  are  to  have  production  payments 
on  agricultural  commodities,  there  is  no 
valid  argument  why  there  should  not  be 
a  production  payment  on  automobiles, 
appliances,  or  any  other  manufactured 
product  that  is  placed  on  the  market. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  conference  report 
contains  a  baited  program  for  the 
farmers,  it  is  baited  for  the  taxpayers, 
and  it  can  only  be  baited  for  America. 
It  should  be  overwhelmingly  defeated 
today  so  that  it  will  be  abundantly  clear 
that  the  House  is  not  going  to  accept 
this  program  or  any  other  that  does  vio¬ 
lence  to  our  Nation’s  agriculture. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee’s  report  on  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962.  Although  it  is  not 
fully  satisfactory  to  me  nor  to  many 
Members  of  the  House,  I  recognize  that 
is  it  impossible  to  write  a  bill  fully  sat¬ 
isfactory  to  all  Members,  and  it  is  bet¬ 
ter  than  several  bills  we  have  voted  on 
in  this  House.  It  is  far  better  than  re¬ 
turning  to  the  1958  legislation  in  1963. 
Even  though  I  would  have  liked  to  have 
minor  improvements  incorporated  in  it, 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  conference 
committee  reflects  a  reasonable  compro¬ 
mise  of  the  conflicting  views  of  the 
Members  of  Congress. 

Anyone  who  voted  for  this  bill  on  July 
19  when  it  went  to  conference  would  be 
consistent  to  vote  “yes”  today.  As  far 
as  feed  grains  are  concerned,  this  bill 
still  provides  for  an  extension  of  the  1962 
feed  grains  program,  but  with  certain 
tax-saving  provisions.  As  for  1964,  the 
provisions  are  as  a  practical  matter 
about  the  same.  The  level  of  support 
for  feed  grains  is  the  same  for  1963  and 
although  the  formula  is  different  for 
1964,  there  would  be  only  about  2  cents 
per  bushel  difference. 

The  principal  difference  is  a  change 
in  procedure  for  1963  which  will  save 
cost  of  administration  and  permit  the 
market  to  operate  more  freely.  In  the 
bill  when  it  went  to  conference  was  a 
provision  for  supporting  corn  in  1963  at 
$1.20  per  bushel.  This  corn  is  bringing 
closer  to  $1.02  on  the  market.  Also,  the 
world  price  is  closer  to  $1.02.  Instead 
of  making  the  producer  deliver  to  the 
Government  to  get  the  $1.20,  under  this 
bill  he  could  sell  it  wherever  he  pleases 
and  be  paid  directly  the  18-cent  differ¬ 
ence  between  market  price  and  support 
price.  This  makes  more  orderly  mar¬ 
keting  and  saves  the  expense  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  handling  most  of  the  grain;  it 
removes  interference  with  the  market 
while  preserving  some  stability  with  a 
low  price  support.  It  greatly  reduces 
export  subsidies  that  would  result  if  the 
domestic  market  were  lifted  above  the 
world  market.  It  assures  a  large  and 
stable  supply  of  grain  for  export  at  world 
market  prices  for  cash  and  will  in  this 
way  continue  to  contribute  to  reduction 
of  the  balance-of-payments  problem. 

The  consumers  of  this  country  never 
had  it  so  good  so  far  as  food  costs  are 
concerned.  All  tax  money  spent  for 
these  programs  amounts  to  less  than  1 
percent  of  consumers’  expenditures.  All 
other  expenditures  of  consumers  for 


food  amount  to  21  percent  of  their  ex¬ 
penditures.  Never  in  the  history  of  any 
country,  including  the  United  States, 
has  nonfarm  consumers’  food  cost  a 
smaller  percentage  of  their  dollars. 
Even  though  consumers  receive  a  lot 
more  food  today,  that  food  costs  even 
less  in  relation  to  other  expenditures 
than  it  did  in  1925. 

Automation  has  hit  the  farms  much 
faster  than  it  has  progressed  in  the  non¬ 
farm  industries.  Farmers  are  finding 
that  they  can  increase  production  faster 
than  demand  increases.  An  approach 
tried  under  the  1958  act  of  low  supports 
for  unlimited  production  failed.  Now, 
in  addition  to  adjusting  production  for 
the  present,  they  must  cut  production 
temporarily  to  reduce  the  excess  supplies 
accumulated  under  that  1958  act.  To  go 
back  to  that  act  would  be  sure  to  get  us 
into  more  trouble.  We  have  had  2  years 
under  a  program  which  has  adjusted 
feed-grain  production  and  provided  a 
market  for  millions  of  bushels  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  grain.  This  bill  pro¬ 
vides  a  reasonable  extension  for  1963  as 
an  alternative  to  that  1958  act.  I  do  not 
like  the  alternative  for  1964,  but  it  is  al¬ 
most  the  same  as  was  in  the  bill  when  it 
passed  the  House  before,  and  in  both  in¬ 
stances  many  of  us  supported  the  bill 
hoping  a  better  program  can  be  devel¬ 
oped  next  year.  The  1963  provisions  in 
this  bill  provide  a  good  foundation  upon 
which  to  build  for  a  better  program  for 
1964  and  thereafter. 

It  is  so  near  the  end  of  the  session 
that  the  alternatives  as  a  practical  mat¬ 
ter  are  probably  to  vote  for  this  or  to  go 
back  to  the  1958  act.  It  is  common 
knowledge  that  the  Senate  is  not  in  a 
mood  to  adopt  at  this  time  a  different 
approach  for  1964  than  we  have  in  this 
bill.  They  did  yield  and  make  possible 
improvements  for  1963.  Those  who  want 
a  bill  this  year  would  be  playing  loose 
and  reckless  with  our  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  to  assume  that  defeat  of  this  bill 
would  result  in  anything  better. 

The  sale  of  feed  grains  at  cheap  world 
market  prices  for  cash  last  year  in¬ 
creased  export  sales  by  over  one-third, 
which  is  over  100  million  bushels.  This 
means  a  reduction  of  over  $100  million 
in  dollar  credits  or  gold  reserves  that 
left  our  country.  Total  cash  exports 
climbed  to  over  $400  million  and  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  reducing  the  balance- 
of-payments  problem. 

This  approach  assures  a  continued 
generous  supply  of  feed  for  feed  deficit 
areas  at  a  low  price,  a  bountiful  supply  of 
raw  material  for  processors,  a  stable  low 
price  for  feed  for  meat  production,  and 
an  even  further  decrease  in  storage  costs. 
It  permits  a  livestock  feeder  to  feed  his 
own  grain  and  still  cooperate  instead  of 
making  him  deliver  his  grain  to  the  CCC 
and  buy  grain  in  order  to  secure  the 
support  price.  It  should  increase  par¬ 
ticipation  and  make  a  voluntary  program 
more  workable  and  effective.  It  should 
help  greatly  to  reduce  the  demands  for 
a  mandatory  program. 

This  bill  is  basically  like  the  bill  passed 
July  19  in  this  House  except  that  the 
changes  in  procedure  embodied  in  this 
compromise  will  reduce  involvement  by 
the  Government  in  the  market  and  re¬ 
duce  administration  costs  to  the  tax- 
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payers  by  at  least  $40  million.  It  will 
continue  a  policy  of  cheap  market  prices 
and  stable  and  plentiful  supplies  for  con¬ 
sumers. 

After  many  years  of  effort,  this  bill 
provides  for  a  new  approach  in  wheat 
price  supports.  The  long-term  wheat 
provisions  of  this  bill  will  reduce  Govern¬ 
ment  costs  while  protecting  producers’ 
incomes  and  give  them  more  freedom 
in  their  farming  operations.  They  were 
designed  to  try  to  avoid  interference  with 
feed-grain  producers.  I  hope  and  be¬ 
lieve  these  provisions  will  work  as  ex¬ 
pected.  I  shall  watch  their  operation 
very  closely,  however,  to  see  that  they  do 
not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  feed-grain 
growers  in  the  Midwest.  Feed-grain 
growers  must  in  all  fairness  acknowledge 
that  but  for  the  wheat  program,  even 
more  land  would  be  in  wheat  production 
and  raising  wheat  for  livestock  feed. 

I  am  particularly  happy  with  title  I 
which  provides  for  a  positive  voluntary 
cropland  adjustment  program  for  shift¬ 
ing  agricultural  lands  to  recreation  and 
other  nonfarm  uses. 

Some  newspaper  comment  by  urban 
writers  has  been  to  the  effect  that  this 
bill  is  little  more  than  another  palliative 
which  will  result  in  “more  of  the  vast 
commodity  surpluses  and  more  billions 
for  price  props  and  storage  fees.”  Noth¬ 
ing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
Wheat  stocks  at  the  close  of  this  mar¬ 
keting  year  will  be  225  million  bushels 
below  their  peak  level  2  years  ago.  They 
are  being  reduced,  and  Government 
storage  and  inventory  costs  are  being 
lowered  by  the  temporary  wheat  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  last  year  and  again 
this  year.  They  will  be  reduced  even 
more  rapidly  when  the  long-term  wheat 
provisions  become  operative  in  1964. 

VOLUNTARY  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM  SUCCESSFUL 
BEYOND  EXPECTATIONS 

The  voluntary  feed-grain  program 
which  is  extended  for  another  year  in 
this  legislation  is  providing  even  more 
effective  than  expected  in  reducing  Gov¬ 
ernment  surplus  stocks.  Feed  grain  car¬ 
ryover  stocks  are  being  reduced  14  per¬ 
cent  in  the  first  year  of  its  operation. 
They  increased  more  than  30  percent  in 
2  years  under  the  1958  act  which  was 
suspended  by  this  program. 

The  voluntary  feed-grain  program  has 
new  been  in  use  long  enough  to  provide 
convincing  evidence  of  its  effectiveness 
and  acceptability.  When  the  decision 
was  made  last  winter  to  recommend  a 
mandatory  program  for  feed  grains  after 
1962,  there  was  widespread  concern  that 
the  voluntary  program,  if  continued  sev¬ 
eral  years,  would  become  less  effective 
because  of  a  drop  in  participation  and 
because  of  increased  plantings  by  non¬ 
participants.  The  experience  thus  far 
with  the  1962  program  is  reassuring. 
More  producers  are  participating  in  the 
voluntary  program  in  its  second  year 
than  in  the  first  year.  They  are  also  di¬ 
verting  slightly  larger  feed-grain  acre¬ 
ages  to  conservation  uses. 

Official  Government  reports  issued  in 
July  indicate  that  the  acreage  of  corn 
for  grain  in  1962  is  2  percent  smaller 
than  in  1961,  and  that  “farmers  planted 
about  5  million  acres  less  feed  grains 


this  year  than  last,  bringing  total  feed 
grain  acreage  down  to  the  lowest  level 
in  more  than  60  years.”  These  official 
reports  indicate  that  nonparticipants 
have  not  increased  plantings  and  offset 
the  reductions  made  by  participants. 

Studies  also  have  been  completed 
which  indicate  that  cooperators  in  the 
1961  program  did  not  increase  their  fer¬ 
tilizers  on  feed  grains  as  compared  with 
noncooperators.  The  record  yields  in 
1961  were  largely  the  result  of  the  most 
favorable  growing  weather  on  record. 

Furthermore,  investigations  at  Iowa 
State  University  which  have  just  re¬ 
cently  been  completed  indicate  that  un¬ 
usually  favorable  growing  weather  has 
pushed  yields  above  the  trend  average  in 
each  of  the  years  since  1957.  It  now 
appears  that  the  weather  in  1962  will 
be  as  favorable  in  most  areas  as  in  1961, 
but  this  unusually  favorable  'weather 
will  not  continue  indefinitely.  We  must 
expect  average  weather  over  the  next 
few  years. 

The  voluntary  feed  grain  program  has 
been  outstandingly  successful  in  cutting 
Government  surplus  stocks  in  spite  of 
bumper  yields  in  1961.  A  Government 
report  issued  last  month  indicates  that 
feed  grain  stocks  will  be  reduced  12  mil¬ 
lion  tons  or  14  percent  this  year.  This 
is  almost  twice  the  reduction  in  stocks 
expected  when  the  decision  was  made  to 
recommend  a  mandatory  feed  grains 
program  beginning  in  1963. 

Feed  grain  utilization  has  been  higher 
this  year  than  expected,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  report  of  last  month  projected 
the  reduction  of  another  12  milllion  tons 
of  surplus  Government  stocks  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  second  year  of  the  program. 
It  now  appears  that  in  2  years  of  un¬ 
usually  favorable  weather  the  voluntary 
program  will  achieve  a  28-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  surplus  stocks.  Its  effective¬ 
ness  should  be  even  greater  under  aver¬ 
age  weather  conditions. 

With  the  voluntary  program  extended 
for  another  year  by  the  present  legis¬ 
lation,  we  can  expect  surplus  feed  grain 
stocks  to  be  drawn  below  50  million  tons, 
or  less  than  a  third  of  a  year’s  supply, 
at  the  close  of  the  1963  marketing  year. 
That  will  be  close  to  a  normal  carryover. 
We  need  some  carryover  to  protect 
against  consumer  shortage,  livestock 
feeder  shortages,  and  to  protect  against 
loss  of  export  markets. 

VOLUNTARY  PROGRAM  COSTS  LOWER  THAN 
EXPECTED 

This  greater  than  expected  reduction 
in  surplus  stocks  is  resulting  in  lower 
than  expected  net  Government  costs  for 
the  voluntary  program.  Although  the 
value  of  the  acreage  diversion  payments 
to  producers  in  1961  was  $782  million, 
the  net  cost  to  the  Government  of  mak¬ 
ing  these  payments  was  substantially 
less.  Since  the  acreage  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  were  financed  by  payments-in- 
kind  from  the  sale  of  CCC  surplus 
stocks — which  otherwise  would  have  no 
outlet — the  greater  the  net  reduction  in 
stocks  achieved,  the  lower  the  net  cost 
of  the  programs  to  the  Government.  In 
addition  to  adjusting  supply  to  meet  cur¬ 
rent  demand,  we  needed  the  diversion 
program  to  get  rid  of  some  of  the  ab- 
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normal  carryover  accumulated  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  warehouses  as  a  result  of  the 
1958  act. 

VOLUNTARY  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM  COSTS  LOWER 
THAN  THOSE  FOR  MANDATORY  MARKETING 
QUOTA  PROGRAMS 

When  the  proposed  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram  was  under  consideration,  I  secured 
and  distributed  statistics  showing  the 
Government  costs  as  a  percentage  of  the 
value  of  certain  basic  crops.  They 
showed  that  the  cost  of  feed  grain  pro¬ 
grams  has  been  less  than  the  cost  of 
most  programs  on  basic  crops.  Also,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  Duncan,  in  a  letter 
published  in  the  June  28  Congressional 
Record,  submitted  USDA  estimates  of 
Government  costs  of  continuing  the 
mandatory  marketing  quota  programs 
for  the  year  1963  as  a  percentage  of  the 
value  of  the  crops  produced.  These  esti¬ 
mates  compare  with  those  for  continu¬ 
ing  the  voluntary  feed  grains  program 
under  H.R.  12391  are  as  follows: 

Estimated  Government  cost  of  1963  price 
supports  as  a  percentage  of  the  value  of 


production 

Wheat: 

Provisions  of  H.R.  12391: 

No  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 

stocks _ _ 33.  0 

After  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 

stocks _  15.  0 

Cotton _ 11.0 

Rice _ 17.0 

Peanuts _  13.  5 

Tobacco--! _ . _  1.0 

Peed  grains : 

Voluntary  program,  H.R.  12391: 

No  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 

stocks _ 14.  0 

After  credit  for  sales  from  CCC 
stocks _  7.  0 


The  7 -percent  figure  is  the  important 
one  because  we  cannot  ignore  sales  made 
from  Government  stocks.  That  is  an 
important  part  of  the  program. 

These  estimates  take  into  account 
only  the  additional  costs  of  continuing 
price  supports  for  1963  and  omit  the 
storage  and  handling  charges  on  stocks 
acquired  in  earlier  years.  As  compared 
with  feed  grain  price  supports,  the  man¬ 
datory  marketing  quota  programs  for 
wheat,  cotton,  and  rice  depend  to  a 
much  greater  extent  on  subsidized  ex¬ 
ports  at  below  domestic  prices  and  sales 
for  local  currencies  under  title  I  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  for  their  success  in  stabi¬ 
lizing  producers  incomes.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  cost  of  these  activities  is  higher 
in  relation  to  the  value  of  the  crops 
produced  and  incomes  protected  than 
the  cost  of  the  acreage  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  voluntary  feed  grains 
program. 

The  value  of  the  feed  grains  produced 
each  year  is  from  $5.5  to  $6  billion — 
more  than  the  combined  value  of  the 
wheat,  cotton,  and  rice  crops  and  more 
than  $1  billion  greater  than  the  value 
of  the  wheat  and  cotton  crops.  But  feed 
grain  price  supports  also  have  stabilized 
and  prevented  substantial  fluctuation  in 
livestock  as  well  as  feed  grain  prices. 

Feed  crop,  livestock,  and  livestock 
product  sales  exceed  $20  billion  a  year. 
The  net  Government  cost  of  feed  grain 
price  supports  under  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  continued  by  H.R.  12391  will  be 
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less  than  2  percent  of  the  value  of  these 
products  sold.  No  other  mandatory 
price-support  program,  except  tobacco, 
can  equal  this  record  of  low  costs  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  value  of  the  incomes  sta- 
|  bilized. 

Economic  projections  by  the  Joint  Eco¬ 
nomic  Committee  and  the  land-grant 
colleges  indicate  that  if  feed  grain  prices 
and  market  supplies  are  stabilized  at  ap¬ 
proximately  current  levels,  incomes  of 
feed  grain  and  livestock  producers  can 
|  b,e  maintained  $3.5  to  $4  billion  higher 
than  if  the  current  program  is  discon¬ 
tinued  and  free  market  forces  take  over. 
This  represents  a  great  number  of  city 
jobs  for  producers  of  the  articles  farm¬ 
ers  purchase.  Unfortunately,  a  great 
deal  of  misunderstanding  exists  regard¬ 
ing  the  costs  and  accomplishments  of 
the  different  commodity  programs.  I 
want  to  emphasize  the  point  that  the 
net  Government  cost  of  the  voluntary 
feed  grain  program,  authorized  in  H.R. 
12391  for  1963,  is  estimated  at  7  percent 
of  the  value  of  the  feed  grains  produced, 
and  less  than  2  percent  of  the  value  of 
feed  crops,  livestock,  and  livestock  prod- 
\  uct  sales  in  1963.  This  compares  with 
r  an  estimated  net  cost  for  the  wheat  and 
cotton  programs  of  15  and  11  percent, 
respectively,  of  the  value  of  the  crops 
produced. 

LOOKING  FORWARD  TO  NEXT  YEAR 

We  who  have  a  direct  interest  in  the 
farm  problem  want  to  see  long-term 
programs  developed  which  provide  rea¬ 
sonable  prices  in  the  marketplace,  less 
direct  involvement  by  the  Government, 
less  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  and  stable, 
plentiful  supplies  for  consumers  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices. 

I  am  confident  that  further  improv- 
ments  in  the  feed  grain  program  and 
lower  Government  costs  are  possible. 

STUDY  NEEDED  OF  UTILIZATION  OF  DIVERTED 
ACRES  FOR  PASTURE 

Such  studies  as  have  come  to  my  at¬ 
tention  indicate  that  if  it  were  necessary 
to  reduce  the  Government  cost  of  the 
feed  grain  program,  this  might  be 
L  achieved  by  permitting  the  diverted 
Lr  acres  to  be  pastured.  Cattle  raisers 
would  not  be  hurt  and  the  livestock 
industry  would  benefit  from  a  program 
which  permitted  pasturing  on  the  di¬ 
verted  acres  as  compared  with  no  pro¬ 
gram  at  all.  If  producers  were  allowed 
the  option  of  pasturing  their  diverted 
acres  with  a  35-  to  40-percent  reduction 
in  diversion  payments  until  carryover 
is  down  to  normal,  the  annual  cost  of 
the  program  might  be  reduced  $100  mil¬ 
lion  or  more. 

After  carryover  is  down  to  normal, 
acreage  allotments  on  each  farm  can  be 
increased  and  acreage  not  used  for  feed 
grain  or  other  crops  can  be  pastured. 

I  hope  that  before  another  program  is 
recommended  to  Congress  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  several  of  our 
outstanding  land-grant  colleges  will 
make  a  thorough  study  of  the  economic 
aspects  of  permitting  diverted  feed  grain 
acres  to  be  pastured. 

STUDY  OF  SIMULTANEOUS  MARKETING  QUOTA 
REFERENDA  NEEDED 

As  I  have  pointed  out,  it  is  a  great 
mistake  to  assume  that  the  wheat,  cot¬ 


ton,  rice,  and  tobacco  marketing  quota 
programs  could  be  applied  equally  well 
to  feed  grains.  A  successful  mandatory 
feed  grain  program — if  one  can  be  de¬ 
veloped — would  differ  substantially  from 
the  wheat  and  cotton  programs.  It 
would  have  to  be  a  program  that  takes 
account  of  the  widely  varying  interests 
of  feed  grain  growers  who  are  engaged 
in  livestock  production  in  different  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country. 

I  hope  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  land-grant  colleges  will 
continue  to  study  the  feasibility  and  ac¬ 
ceptability  of  various  possible  perma¬ 
nent  feed  grain  supply  management  pro¬ 
grams.  One  of  the  important  aspects 
of  any  such  program  is  its  integration 
with  the  price  support  programs  for 
other  farm  commodities.  I  think  certain 
aspects  of  the  1963  program  provided  in 
this  conference  report  provide  a  good 
foundation  for  a  permanent  program. 

Feed  grains  are  now  being  produced 
on  about  13  million  acres  in  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta,  Plains  and  Western  States 
where  wheat  and  cotton  were  growing 
10  years  ago.  Feed  grains  and  livestock 
today  are  a  supplementary  source  of  in¬ 
come  for  many  wheat,  cotton,  and  tobac¬ 
co  farms  on  acreages  diverted  from  these 
cash  crops.  Where  feed  grains  are  of 
secondary  importance  to  other  cash 
crops,  the  producers,  if  voting  in  sep¬ 
arate  referendums,  may  vote  in  favor  of 
marketing  quotas  for  their  cash  crops 
and,  a  few  weeks  later,  vote  against 
marketing  quota  controls  on  their  feed 
grains. 

Studies  should  be  made  of  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  revising  the  procedures  for  hold¬ 
ing  referendums  so  that  the  referendums 
for  all  crops  are  held  at  the  same  time. 
Then  each  producer  could  be  given  the 
option  in  the  referendum  of  approving 
or  disapproving  programs  for  all  the 
basic  crops  in  surplus  supply  grown  on 
his  farm.  In  that  way  it  would  not  be 
possible,  as  at  present,  for  producers  of 
a  cash  crop  and  feed  grains  to  approve 
quotas  on  the  cash  crop  in  which  they 
have  a  major  interest,  and  disapprove  a 
program  on  the  feed  grains  which  are  of 
major  interest  to  specialized  feed  grain 
and  livestock  producers.  Thus  far,  feed 
grain  producers  really  haven’t  had  a  ref¬ 
erendum  that  gave  them  a  reasonable 
choice,  but  we  should  study  in  advance 
the  kind  of  procedures  that  should  be 
provided  if  a  referendum  is  held. 

IF  FARM  PROGRAM  COSTS  MUST  BE  REDUCED 

There  is  no  denying  the  fact  that  farm 
program  costs  have  increased  sharply 
in  recent  years.  Farm  program  costs 
need  to  be  kept  in  a  proper  perspective, 
however.  Few  consumers  realize  that  to¬ 
day  they  are  spending  a  smaller  propor¬ 
tion  of  their  income  for  food  and  for 
farm  program  costs  than  they  were 
spending  for  food  alone  10  years  ago. 
Let  me  repeat,  farm  program  costs  plus 
food  costs  today  are  less  than  food  costs 
alone  in  earlier  years  in  terms  of  con¬ 
sumer  incomes.  In  1925,  25  percent  of 
consumers’  expenditures  went  for  food 
purchases.  This  percentage  changed 
very  little  over  the  next  20  years,  after 
which  it  began  to  drop.  In  1961,  only 
21  percent  of  consumers’  expenditures 
went  for  food.  And  food  costs  plus  the 


per  capita  tax  cost  of  the  farm  program 
equalled  only  22  percent  of  total  con¬ 
sumer  expenditures.  Consumers  today 
get  a  wider  variety  of  higher  quality  food 
including  more  meats  and  animal  prod¬ 
ucts  than  10  years  ago,  yet  spend  a 
smaller  proportion  of  their  income  for 
these  foods  plus  taxes  for  the  farm  price 
support  programs  than  for  food  alone  in 
the  earlier  years. 

It  is  recognized,  however,  that  budget 
pressures  may  dictate  further  reductions 
in  farm  program  costs.  One  of  the  ways 
to  lower  costs  might  be  a  mandatory  feed 
grains  program  to  replace  the  voluntary 
program,  but  another  alternative  would 
be  to  limit  supports  on  all  crops  to  those 
who  stay  within  their  feed  grain  acreage 
allotment;  after  carryover  is  down  to 
normal,  increase  allotments  and  thus  re¬ 
duce  acreage  diversion  costs;  allow  di¬ 
verted  acres  to  be  pastured,  and  tighten 
up  on  other  aspects  of  the  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram.  This  approach  together  with  re¬ 
duced  cost  of  administration  resulting 
from  replacing  indirect  payments  with 
direct  payments  as  in  this  bill  could  serve 
the  interests  of  producers,  taxpayers, 
processors,  consumers,  and  distributors 
alike. 

Although  we  from  the  Midwest  do  not 
ask  for  unusually  favorable  treatment, 
we  do  not  want  to  be  discriminated 
against.  If  farm  program  costs  must  be 
reduced  further,  perhaps  the  fairest  way 
would  be  to  cut  costs  proportionately  on 
all  commodity  programs. 

Before  any  particular  commodity  pro¬ 
gram  is  singled  out  for  budget  cuts,  a 
comprehensive  study  should  be  made  of 
the  relative  costs  of  the  individual  com¬ 
modity  programs  as  related  to  the  value 
of  the  products,  and  as  related  to  the 
price  and  income  improvement  achieved. 
If  this  is  done,  I  am  convinced  that  it  will 
be  found  that  the  feed  grain  program 
costs  are  modest  in  relation  to  those  for 
the  other  commodities. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  farm  bill,  H.R.  12391,  is 
like  so  many  farm  bills  that  have  come 
before  the  Congress — extremely  contro¬ 
versial.  We  must  decide  whether  it  will 
do  more  good  than  harm.  In  fact,  there 
are  some  features  about  this  bill  that  I 
do  not  like. 

You  will  recall  that,  as  a  Representa¬ 
tive  from  a  great  farm  State,  I  said  the 
same  thing  about  the  original  voluntary 
feed  grain  program  when  it  first  came 
before  the  Congress  in  1961.  However, 
I  voted  for  that  original  voluntary  feed 
grain  bill,  and  I  was  one  of  four  Repub¬ 
licans  in  the  entire  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  to  do  so.  Those  four  Republican 
votes  gave  the  margin  of  victory  for  the 
voluntary  feed  grain  program,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  are  better  off  today  because  of 
having  that  program  in  effect.  At  least, 
we  did  give  it  an  opportunity  to  be  tried. 

This  bill,  while  it  leaves  much  to  be 
desired,  is  the  only  farm  bill  that  we 
farmers  can  hope  to  have  enacted  into 
law  this  year.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
will  vote  for  the  bill  and  I  hope  that  my 
colleagues  will  do  the  same. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  up  to  this 
minute  every  Member  who  has  spoken 
today  in  support  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  farm  bill,  represents  the  cot- 
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ton-,  tobacco-,  rice-,  and  peanut-produc¬ 
ing  districts,  and  every  Member  who  has 
spoken  against  the  feed  grain  provision 
in  the  bill  represents  a  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducing  district  which  is  not  a  new  situ¬ 
ation,  but  as  old  as  the  time  since  the 
South  has  controlled  the  Committees  on 
Agriculture,  both  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

Pacts  are  that  after  the  South  got 
what  they  wanted  for  their  farmers,  they 
have  cared  little,  and  done  less,  about  the 
problems  of  our  corn  hog  farmers,  and 
as  proof  of  that  statement  we  need  only 
to  look  at  the  records,  for  example,  since 
feed  grain  prices  have  thus  been  held 
down.  Records  prove  that  hog  prices 
since  1940  have  constantly  been  much 
lower  when  the  Democrats  are  in  control 
of  Congress  than  when  the  Republicans 
were  in  control  of  Congress,  and  in  his 
conference  report  on  the  farm  bill,  we 
see  again  so  very  plainly  that  should  this 
bill  become  law,  the  price  of  corn  and 
all  feed  grains  will  take  a  tumble,  hence 
I  must  oppose  the  bill  in  its  present  form. 

I  shall  support  the  Hoeven  motion 
to  substitute  the  feed  grain  section  in 
the  bill.  The  Hoeven  substitute  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  1-year  extension  of  the 
present  feed  grain  program. 

Mr.  Speaker  unless  the  Hoeven  mo¬ 
tion  prevails,  I  shall  vote  no  on  final 
passage  for  I  cannot,  I  will  not  give  my 
support  to  legislation  that  could  and  no 
doubt  would  force  corn  prices  down  to  80 
cents  per  bushel  and  possibly  less,  and 
which  would  in  turn  reduce  even  the 
present  price  of  hogs,  cattle,  sheep,  poul¬ 
try  and  eggs,  for  the  next  2  years  at 
least,  as  this  bill  provides. 

In  conclusion  let  me  say,  as  the  record 
so  clearly  proves  that,  so  long  as  the 
South  is  in  the  saddle  in  Congress,  the 
feed  grain  and  livestock  producers  will 
surely  find  themselves  in  a  price-cost 
squeeze  even  worse  than  today. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was 
with  some  reservation,  as  I  pointed  out 
at  the  time,  that  I  supported  the  farm 
bill,  H.R.  12391,  when  it  originally 
passed  the  House.  I  supported  it  be¬ 
cause  of  the  section  it  contained  dealing 
with  dairy  products.  That  section 
would  have  made  it  possible  for  upstate 
New  York  dairy  farmers,  whose  income 
-has  been  drastically  cut  as  a  result  of 
the  serious  drought  earlier  this  summer, 
to  get  some  form  of  financial  help,  since 
with  production  reduced  as  a  result  of 
the  drought  conditions,  they  would  have 
been  eligible  for  the  bonus  payments 
provided  under  the  section. 

In  fact,  as  I  mentioned  at  the  time,  if 
this  dairy  section  were  not  adopted  then 
it  seemed  clear  to  me  that  there  would 
be  no  other  relief  forthcoming  this  year 
to  our  hard-pressed  upstate  New  York 
dairy  farmers.  It  was  clear  to  me  that 
even  with  the  additional  threat  to  the 
stability  of  the  income  of  our  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  posed  by  the  recent  Supreme  Court 
decision  on  compensatory  milk  order 
payments — a  decision  I  have  been  fight¬ 
ing  hard  here  to  override  by  appropriate 
corrective  legislation — there  would  be  no 
help  to  the  income  of  our  dairy  farmers. 
Hence  I  supported  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  amazed  to  find  that 
the  conference  report  before  us  has  now 


eliminated  this  key  dairy  section  that 
could  have  helped  our  farmers.  Under 
these  circumstances  I  can  no  longer 
support  the  legislation  and  I  have  no  al¬ 
ternative  but  to  vote  against  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  as  I  shall  do. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  insert  herewith  a  letter  to  me  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dated  Sep¬ 
tember  19,  1962,  which  concurs  in  the 
response  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  to  a  question  I  propounded 
earlier  in  this  debate.  The  letter  and  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  are  heartening  news  to  Wis¬ 
consin  dairy  faimers. 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  19,  1962. 
Hon.  Robert  W.  Kastenmeier, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Kastenmeier:  This  is  ill  reply  to 
your  request  for  information  regarding  the 
effect  on  Wisconsin  producers  of  feed  grain 
legislation  proposed  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

Although  feed  grain  producers  benefited 
materially  from  the  1961  and  1962  programs, 
those  who  feed  their  crop  would  benefit  even 
more  under  the  program  proposed  by  the 
committee.  As  you  know,  most  Wisconsin 
grain  producers  feed  the  grain  they  produce. 

These  producers,  under  the  1961-62 
feed  grain  programs,  were  not  able  to  take 
full  advantage  of  the  higher  price  supports 
furnished  farmers  by  this  administration, 
since  support  was  provided  in  the  form  of 
loans  on  grain  production.  Very  little  grain 
was  placed  under  loan  in  Wisconsin.  Of  . the 
approximately  120  million  bushels  of  corn 
produced  in  1961  by  Wisconsin  farmers,  only 
2.6  million  bushels  were  placed  under  loan. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  proposed  1963  pro¬ 
gram  would  enable  each  participating  pro¬ 
ducer  to  obtain  18  cents  a  bushel  for  the 
normal  production  of  his  corn  acreage, 
whether  harvested  for  grain  or  otherwise. 
The  total  amount  of  payment  the  producers 
in  your  district  would  be  eligible  to  receive 
would  amount  to  almost  $6  million  on  an 
estimated  normal  production  of  33  million 
bushels.  With  full  participation  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin,  payments  would  be  as  high  as 
$30  million,  on  an  estimated  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  about  170  million  bushels  on  the  acre¬ 
age  remaining  after  the  20-percent  reduc¬ 
tion.  In  addition,  diversion  payments  would 
be  made  on  diverted  acreage,  as  was  the  case 
under  the  1961-62  programs. 

This  would  mean  substantially  more  farm 
income  for  these  families  than  was  obtained 
under  previous  programs — and  a  total  income 
far  in  excess  of  what  they  could  expect  if 
no  legislation  is  passed  and  we  return  to 
the  Benson  programs  of  the  1950’s. 

In  addition  to  cutting  the  income  of  your 
farm  constituents,  the  failure  of  this  bill 
to  pass  would  result  in  increasing  costs  to 
taxpayers,  in  increasing  Government  stocks, 
and  in  wiping  out  gains  made  by  the  1961- 
62  programs  provided  by  the  Congress, 
which  spectacularly  reduced  surpluses  and 
raised  farm  income. 

Market  prices  for  feed,  under  the  proposed 
legislation,  would  be  approximately  the  same 
as  those  which  prevailed  during  the  last  2 
years. 

Passage  of  this  bill  is  vital  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  economic  health  of  your  constituents 
and  to  the  interests  of  taxpayers,  consumers, 
and  farmers  throughout  the  Nation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  speculation  in  the 
past  week  as  to  what  the  price  of  wheat 
will  be  in  1964  under  the  certificate  plan 
proposed  in  the  conference  report.  I 
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contend  it  will  be  92  cents  a  bushel. 
Here  is  why. 

Section  325  of  the  conference  report 
contains  an  amendment  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which 
states  as  follows: 

(2)  if  marketing  quotas  axe  in  effect  for 
wheat,  price  support  for  wheat  not  accom¬ 
panied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  ap¬ 
propriate,  taking  into  consideration  com¬ 
petitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding 
value  of  wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains, 
and  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made 
available  for  feed  grains. 

In  other  words  the  1964  price  support 
of  noncertificate  wheat  is  tied  to  the 
price  support  for  corn  and  other  feed 
grains,  wheat’s  relative  feeding  value  in 
relation  to  the  feed  grains,  and  world 
wheat  prices. 

It  is  of  utmost  importance  then  what 
the  1964  support  for  corn  will  be  if  we 
are  to  get  any  idea  of  what  the  1964 
support  for  wheat  will  be. 

The  1964  corn  supports  will  be  set 
under  the  formula  set  forth  in  section 
305  of  the  conference  report  which 
states  that  the  1964  com  support  will 
be  from  50  to  90  percent  of  parity  “as 
the  Secretary  determines  will  not  result 
in  increasing  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks  of  corn.” 

The  conference  report  does  not  change 
existing  law  which  relates  oats,  rye,  bar¬ 
ley,  and  grain  sorghum  supports  to  corn. 

Now  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  argu¬ 
ment  about  the  legislative  intent  of  these 
words,  “not  result  in  increasing  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  stocks.” 
They  are  specifically  tailored  to  make 
the  Secretary  set  the  1964  corn  support 
at  the  floor  of  50  percent  of  parity. 
Since  full  parity  on  corn  is  now  $1.60  per 
bushel,  50  percent  is  only  80  cents  a 
bushel. 

Therefore,  with  corn  at  only  80  cents  a 
bushel  the  1964  noncertificate  wheat  sup¬ 
port  would  be  based  on  80 -cep t  corn. 

During  the  conference,  Department  of 
Agriculture  experts  told  the  conferees 
that  at  80  cents  a  bushel  for  corn, 
wheat’s  relative  value  would  be  92  cents 
a  bushel.  I  agree  with  that  analysis.  t 

Now,  there  has  up  to  this  point  been 
a  great  deal  of  misunderstanding  about 
the  noncertificate  wheat  support.  Many 
people  still  think  that  it  will  be  around 
$1.40  per  bushel. 

The  reason  for  this  view,  I  feel,  is  that 
when  the  original  administration  farm 
proposals  were  sent  to  Congress,  they 
included  a  mandatory  corn  and  feed 
grain  program  which  anticipated  a  sup¬ 
port  price  for  corn  of  around  $1.30  per 
bushel. 

With  corn  at  $1.30  per  bushel  it  was 
perfectly  logical  that  wheat  could  be 
$1.40  based  on  relative  feeding  value,  the 
corn  support,  and  world  prices. 

Congress,  however,  altered  the  results 
of  this  formula  drastically  when  it  re¬ 
jected  the  feed  grain  control  bill.  Now 
that  the  conferees  have  legislated  80- 
cent  corn  for  1964  there  cannot  be  $1.40 
noncertificate  wheat  under  the  formula 
set  forth  in  the  bill.  It  will  be  only  92 
cents  a  bushel  the  way  the  conference 
report  reads. 

Look  at  it  this  way,  if  noncertificate 
wheat  which  as  we  all  know  is  supposed 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


19009 


to  go  into  feed  channels  for  livestock 
were  $1.40  per  bushel,  who  in  the  world 
would  feed  it  with  corn  available  at  80 
cents  a  bushel? 

Conversely  if  corn  were  raised  to  $1.30 
per  bushel  in  order  to  maintain  the 
proper  relation  between  wheat  and  corn 
feed  values,  how  could  the  Secretary,  to 
say  nothing  about  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  justify  a  price  support 
program  for  corn  at  $1.30  per  bushel  with 
unlimited  production  and  no  controls 
whatever? 

The  relation  between  corn  prices  and 
feed  wheat  prices  is  fixed,  not  only  by 
acts  of  Congress,  but  mainly  by  market 
conditions. 

The  way  the  conference  report  is  now, 

I  can  see  no  other  result  than  92  cent 
noncertificate  wheat  in  1964. 

This  would,  of  course,  be  disastrous 
for  the  feed  grain-livestock  economy  of 
our  Nation  while  at  the  same  time  giving 
consumers  no  benefit  at  all  since  the  food 
and  export  portions  of  the  wheat  crop 
would  have  to  be  accompanied  by  certifi¬ 
cates  bringing  that  price  to  $2  per 
bushel. 

It  is  unfair  to  the  corn  farmer,  the 
wheat  farmer,  the  consumer,  and  the 
taxpayer  and  is  but  one  more  reason 
why  this  conference  report  should  be 
rejected. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  two  alternatives,  as  the 
House  votes  on  the  farm  bill,  H.R.  12391, 
and  our  decision  may  be  the  most  im¬ 
portant  we  shall  make  in  this  Congress. 
Our  votes  carry  a  tremendous  impact 
not  only  upon  fanners  but  also  upon  the 
total  economy  of  our  country,  particu¬ 
larly  upon  taxpayers. 

I  vote  to  reduce  farm  surpluses,  bring 
down  the  costs  to  taxpayers,  and  con¬ 
tinue  to  improve  farm  income. 

The  choice  is  as  simple  as  that.  It 
would  seem  to  be  a  very  easy  choice. 
But  the  choice  is  not  easy,  because  the 
legislation  is  opposed  violently  by  peo¬ 
ple  who  profit  from  piled-up  surpluses. 
You  no  doubt  have  been  told  that  the 
bill  inaugurates  the  Brannan  plan  com¬ 
pensatory  payments.  Of  course,  this  is 
not  true.  The  bill  continues  the  pay-  i 
ment -in-kind  principle  which  we  have 
used  in  the  last  2  years.  We  simply  use 
part  of  the  huge  surpluses  previously 
accumulated  to  pay  fanners  to  reduce 
their  surplus  production.  We  say  to  the 
corn  or  wheat  farmer  that  if  he  will  re¬ 
duce  his  production  he  will  be  paid  some¬ 
thing  in  corn  or  wheat  out  of  Govern¬ 
ment  stores,  to  make  up  his  loss  of 
income  so  that  he  will  not  be  penalized  by 
cooperating  in  the  surplus  reducing  pro¬ 
gram.  I  cannot  think  of  a  better  use  for 
the  surpluses.  Is  it  not  better  that  they 
be  employed  to  reduce  further  surpluses, 
than  to  remain  in  warehouses  and  rot? 

Moreover,  you  are  told  that  the  wheat 
program  in  the  bill  is  a  bread  tax.  The 
bill  does  not  raise  by  1  cent  the  price 
millers  pay  for  wheat.  Distortion  of  fact 
is  part  and  parcel  of  a  desperate  effort 
by  selfish  interests  to  defeat  the  bill. 

I  take  my  stand  for  responsibility  in 
farm  programs,  and  end  to  wasteful  ex¬ 
penditures  on  farm  surpluses,  and  for 
continued  improvement  in  farm  income. 

I  refuse  to  vote  to  reopen  the  flood¬ 
gates  for  new  avalanches  of  surplus  pro¬ 


duction  of  wheat,  corn  and  other  feed 
grains,  at  a  cost  of  many  more  billions 
of  dollars  to  taxpayers.  I  refuse  to  re¬ 
activate  the  1958  act — sponsored  by  then 
Secretary  Benson — under  which  the 
Government  actually  encouraged  sur¬ 
plus  of  corn  by  providing  attractive  price 
supports  on  unlimited  output.  I  refuse 
to  bring  millions  of  acres  of  Wheatland 
back  into  production,  piling  up  new  sur¬ 
pluses.  Not  only  would  taxpayers  be 
called  upon  to  spend  new  billions  on  new 
surpluses,  but  farm  income  again  would 
be  lowered. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
listening  to  the  arguments  of  those  on 
opposite  sides  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port  on  H.R.  12391,  I  am  reminded  of 
the  story  of  the  old  lady  who  used  to 
bake  two  pies  a  day,  one  a  mince  pie 
and  the  other  an  apple  pie,  and  each 
having  a  top  crust.  In  order  to  identify 
them  she  used  to  cut  the  initials  “T.M.” 
into  both  crusts,  and  when  asked  what 
that  stood  for  replied  that  this  marked 
the  pies  as  being  “  ’Tis  mince”  on  the 
one  hand,  and  “  ’Tain’t  mince”  on  the 
other. 

In  the  same  fashion,  the  proponents 
of  this  conference  report  believe  and 
urge  that  this  is  now  every  bit  as  good 
a  piece  of  legislation  as  the  opponents 
thereof  believe  and  urge  it  to  be  bad. 
And,  thus,  we  find  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  one  corner  and  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  in  the  other, 
with  the  National  Grange  somewhere  in 
between,  not  happy  with  the  result  but 
urging  that  we  must  now  choose — and 
I  quote — “realistically  between  the  al¬ 
ternatives  actually  available  to  us  at 
the  moment.” 

All  of  us,  I  am  sure,  conscientiously 
try  to  do  just  that,  but  with  respect  to 
these  alternatives  the  master  of  the 
Grange  then  goes  on  to  also  urge  us — 
and  again  I  quote — “to  take  careful  ac¬ 
count  of  the  direction  established  and 
of  the  opportunities  for  further  improv¬ 
ing  that  course  in  our  legislative 
structure  in  the  future.” 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  wish  to 
see  this  Congress  go  home  without  mak¬ 
ing  some  progress  toward  a  solution  of 
our  vexing  farm  problem.  However,  as 
the  master  of  the  Grange  suggested,  I 
have  taken  account  of  the  direction 
established  by  this  so-called  alternative 
to  no  farm  bill  this  year,  and  it  is  my 
considered  judgment  that  it  once  again 
directs  us  toward  the  full  regimentation 
of  the  American  farmer — a  course  which 
I,  for  one,  have  not  been  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  and  which  I  do  not  believe  is  in 
the  long-range  interest  of  this  Nation. 

Under  the  circumstances,  then,  I  have 
no  alternative  but  to  vote  against  the 
conference  report,  even  if  that  should 
mean  I  have  thus  helped  to  kill  farm 
legislation  this  session,  as  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  warned  me.  There 
are  times,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  no  prog¬ 
ress  is  better  than  questionable  so-called 
progress,  and  I  believe  that  this  is  one 
of  those  times. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
quite  obvious  that  no  one  Member  has 
time  to  discuss  fully  the  pros  and  cons 
of  this  conference  report  on  H.R.  12391. 

It  cannot  be  emphasized  too  much  that 
for  too  long,  from  year  to  year,  we  have 


been  endeavoring  to  bring  out  a  farm 
bill  that  would  do  justice  to  the  farmers, 
the  consumers,  and  the  too  frequently 
forgotten  taxpayers.  We  must  remem¬ 
ber  also  that  this  conference  report  is  the 
best  that  the  House  and  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  been  able  to  agree  upon. 
After  listening  to  debate  on  farm  legis¬ 
lation  from  year  to  year,  particularly 
as  it  relates  to  wheat,  corn,  and  other 
feed  grains,  I  am  satisfied  beyond  a 
shadow  of  a  doubt  that  no  Congress  will 
ever  be  able  to  come  forth  with  a  piece 
of  farm  legislation  even  reasonably  satis¬ 
factory  to  all  farmers  or  to  all  Members 
of  the  Congress.  While  few  of  us  have 
had  time  to  examine  in  detail  this  report 
and  the  full  impact  expected  from  its 
enactment,  and  while  it  may  leave  much 
to.be  desired,  I  am  confident  that  it  con¬ 
tains  far  more  good  for  the  farmers  of 
this  Nation,  the  taxpayers,  the  consum¬ 
ers  and  all  others  who  may  be  affected  by 
it  than  it  does  evil. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  taxpayers 
in  particular,  the  situation  is  desperate. 
For  too  long  the  Congress  has  ignored 
the  burden  which  previous  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  has  placed  upon  the  taxpayers,  and 
I  have  in  mind  in  particular  the  1958 
Benson  farm  program,  as  amended, 
which  was  in  effect  on  feed  grains  in 
1959  and  1960,  and  those  features  of  it 
which  the  Congress  has  still  be  unable 
to  completely  eliminate. 

The  emergency  feed  grain  program 
enacted  more  than  a  year  ago,  while  far 
from  perfect,  its  extension  in  1962,  and 
the  1962  wheat  program,  compared  with 
the  previous  Benson  programs,  have 
been  outstanding  success.  The  1961 
feed  grain  program  alone  reduced  Gov¬ 
ernment  stocks  by  400  million  bushels  of 
corn  and  reduced  the  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  by  over  $213  million  in  storage 
and  interest  charges.  I  think  we  are 
justified  in  concluding  that  these  pro¬ 
grams  contributed  to  the  net  farm  in¬ 
come  in  1961  of  $1  billion  more  than  in 
any  year  since  1953. 

I  understand  that  a  motion  will  be 
made  to  recommit  this  conference  report 
on  H.R.  12391,  with  instructions  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  reverting  to  the 
1958  act,  as  amended,  and  as  sponsored 
by  Secretary  Benson. 

Our  vote  on  the  proposed  motion  to 
recommit  represents  a  distinct  choice  be¬ 
tween  a  reactivation  of  the  Benson  pro¬ 
gram — which  will  encourage  uncon¬ 
trolled  and  unlimited  production  for 
storage  at  tremendous  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers — and  the  program  contained  in 
this  conference  report  designed,  among 
other  things,  to  help  reduce  surplus 
grain  stocks  and  burdensome  storage 
costs. 

If  the  motion  to  recommit  prevails,  the 
producers  of  America  will  again  have  no 
alternative  except  a  program  calling  for 
price  supports  without  production  con¬ 
trols.  This  kind  of  program  was  in  ef¬ 
fect  on  feed  grains  in  1959  and  1960,  and 
it  resulted  in  the  largest  production  of 
feed  grains  in  all  our  history.  To  reacti¬ 
vate  this  program  will  reopen  the  flood¬ 
gates  for  new  avalanches  of  surplus  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat,  corn  and  other  feed 
grains  at  a  cost  of  billions  more  to  the 
taxpayers.  Such  action  also  would  bring 
millions  of  acres  of  wheatland  back  into 
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production,  piling  up  new  surpluses. 
Not  only  would  the  taxpayers  of  America 
have  to  spend  additional  billions  on  new 
surpluses,  but  the  farmers’  income  would 
again  be  lowered. 

I  hope  that  some  day  all  the  Members 
of  this  House  will  find  the  time  to  read 
and  study  carefully  two  significant  re¬ 
ports  adopted  unanimously  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations.  One 
is  House  Report  No.  2219  of  the  2nd  Ses¬ 
sion  of  the  86th  Congress,  entitled  “Price 
Support  and  Production  Adjustment  Ac¬ 
tivities.”  The  other  is  House  Report  No. 
2220  of  the  same  Congress,  entitled 
“Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Grain 
Storage  Activities.”  Both  of  these  re¬ 
ports  were  the  consummation  of  an  ex¬ 
haustive  study  made  by  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Inter- Governmental  Relations. 
Those  reports  deal  with  much  of  the 
subject  matter  of  our  debate  today. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  Secretary 
Benson  consistently  refused  to  impose 
or  support  effective  measures  to  keep 
production  in  line  with  demand.  Under 
his  policies,  feed  grain  production  in¬ 
creased  from  108  million  tons  in  1953 
to  155  million  tons  in  1960.  The  cost 
of  storing  and  handling  surplus  grain 
rose  from  less  than  $75  million  in  fiscal 

1952  to  more  than  $500  million  in  fiscal 
1960.  Can  anyone  rightly  deny .  that  a 
major  reason  for  the  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  in  storage  costs  was  the  increase 
in  inventories  resulting  from  the  Benson 
administration  program  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  with  unlimited  production?  As  I 

*  have  already  pointed  out,  removal  of 
acreage  allotments  on  corn  resulted  in 
the  two  largest  crops  in  all  history.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  a  bill  to  permit  reduction 
of  wheat  acreage  was  vetoed  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower. 

The  clearest  example  of  the  failure  of 
the  Benson  program,  which  this  motion 
to  recommit  would  revert  the  country  to, 
is  grain  sorghum.  Grain  sorghum  pro¬ 
duction  is  concentrated  in  two  States — 
Kansas  and  Texas.  The  Benson  pro¬ 
gram  of  price  supports  and  no  produc¬ 
tion  controls  was  in  effect  for  grain  sor¬ 
ghums  throughout  the  Benson  tenure  in 
office.  As  a  result,  surplus  stocks  of  grain 
sorghum  increased  from  less  than  a  mil¬ 
lion  hundredweight  in  1952  to  nearly 
270  million  hundredweight  in  1959. 
And  get  this — storage  payments  to  com¬ 
mercial  warehousemen  for  grain  sor¬ 
ghum  increased  from  $138,000  in  fiscal 

1953  to  $94  million  in  fiscal  1960. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  Govern¬ 
ment  inventories  of  surplus  agriculture 
commodities  were  valued  at  $1.1  billion 
on  December  31,  1952.  By  December  31, 
1959,  under  the  Benson  program,  which 
the  proposed  motion  to  recommit  will 
return  us  to,  these  inventories  had  in¬ 
creased  to  $7.5  billion  in  value.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  prices  received  by  farmers,  which 
averaged  around  100  percent  of  parity 
during  1952,  dropped  under  the  Benson 
philosophy  to  80  percent  of  parity,  while 
retail  prices  paid  by  consumers  increased. 
Realized  net  farm  income  totaled  $105 
billion  during  the  7  years  from  1946 
through  1952.  Realized  net  farm  income 
was  less  than  $85  million  during  the  7 
years  from  1953  through  1959 — a  loss  of 
more  than  $20  billion. 


Constructive  legislation  passed  and 
considered  by  the  Congress  during  the 
previous  administration  was  blocked 
with  vetoes  and  threats  of  vetoes,  while 
legislation  calling  for  low  price  supports 
and  unlimited  production  was  being  ad¬ 
vocated. 

Under  Secretary  Freeman,  and  during 
this  administration,  an  emergency  feed 
grain  program  was  enacted  by  this  Con¬ 
gress  and  put  into  effect  in  1961,  which 
program,  as  has  already  been  pointed 
out,  reduced  feed  grain  production  more 
than  400  million  bushels — the  first  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  since  1953.  And  as  a 
result  Government  inventories  of  grain 
have  declined  and  storage  costs  have 
been  substantially  reduced. 

The  choice,  therefore,  before  this 
House  today  is  very  simple.  We  can 
reject  the  motion  to  recommit  and  go  on 
to  adopt  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12391  and  continue  programs  designed 
to  help  the  farmers,  while  at  the  same 
time  reducing  Government  storage  and 
handling  costs  to  the  taxpayers.  Such 
action  will  be  standing  for  responsibility 
in  farm  programs  and  calling  an  end 
to  wasteful  expenditures  on  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  and  for  continued  improvement 
in  the  farm  income.  Or  we  can  approve 
the  motion  to  recommit  and  go  back  to 
a  shameful  program  which  will  inevi¬ 
tably  result  in  larger  Government  grain 
inventories,  a  continued  expansion  of 
private  and  possibly  Government  storage 
facilities,  and  greater  storage  and  han¬ 
dling  charges. 

As  I  have  stated,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  does  not  make  me  completely  happy. 
It  will  not  make  all  of  my  own  constit¬ 
uents,  farmers,  and  others,  happy,  but 
it  is  a  tremendous  step  in  the  proper  di¬ 
rection.  In  view  of  all  I  know  about  the 
costs  of  the  Benson  programs  and  the 
billions  of  dollars  of  taxpayers’  money 
which  has  been  spend  in  the  past  just 
to  store  and  handle  surplus  grains,  there 
is  only  one  choice  for  me,  and  that  is 
the  choice  against  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit,  and  in  favor  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

Mi-.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  provisions  of  the  farm  bill 
contained  in  this  conference  report  offer 
the  best  possible  compromise  that  could 
be  devised  to  cope  with  a  growing  na¬ 
tional  problem. 

While  I  am  not  in  complete  agree¬ 
ment  with  every  part  of  this  bill,  I  do 
feel  that  it  is  the  best  possible  compro¬ 
mise  that  we  can  agree  on  in  this  87th 
Congress.  Defeat  of  this  measure  would 
mean  a  reversion  to  the  so-called  Benson 
program  which  would  reopen  the  flood¬ 
gates  for  a  new  avalanche  of  surpluses 
in  wheat,  corn,  and  other  feed  grains, 
and  cost  our  taxpayers  additional  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars. 

I  was  especially  pleased  to  notice  that 
measures  restricting  the  amount  of  grain 
farmers  could  grow  for  their  livestock 
have  been  significantly  eased  in  the  final 
conference  report.  This  question  was  of 
special  concern  to  Pennsylvania  farmers. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  increase 
farm  income,  lower  the  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  taxpayer,  and  reduce 
vast  Government  surpluses. 


September  20 

I  have  been  impressed  by  the  support 
of  the  conference  report  by  Hershel  D. 
Newson,  master  of  the  National  Grange, 
and  J.  Collins  McSparren,  master  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Grange.  Farm  organiza¬ 
tions  of  the  State  and  Nation  are  di¬ 
vided  on  the  issue. 

When  the  original  administration  bill 
was  before  the  House  of  Representatives 
last  July,  I  supported  committee  amend¬ 
ments  to  ease  or  remove  restrictions, 
meeting  objections  raised  by  many  Berks 
County  farmers. 

When  amendments  which  I  helped  to 
have  approved  were  adopted  by  the 
House,  I  felt  obligated  to  support  the 
amended  bill  at  that  time. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  those 
of  us  representing  the  Middle  West,  it 
appears  there  is  a  conspiracy,  conscious 
or  unconscious,  to  discredit  all  phases 
of  the  wheat-producing  industry.  There 
appear  to  be  several  reasons  for  this 
development,  most  of  them  from  outside 
of  the  industry,  and  largely  from  people 
who  do  not  understand  the  industry 
nor  the  problems  related  to  it. 

It  is  understandable  that  the  general 
public  would  develop  some  resentment 
against  the  stocks  of  wheat  that  are  pres¬ 
ently  within  our  warehouses.  They  are 
almost  daily  reminded  of  these  stocks 
and  usually  with  an  accompanying  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  cost  of  retaining  such  a 
sizable  inventory.  I  will  come  back  to 
this  point  a  little  later. 

Probably  a  more  dramatic  criticism 
of  the  industry  has  developed  because 
of  the  recent  scandals  involving  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  now  Amer¬ 
ica’s  most  famous  farmer,  Billie  Sol 
Estes.  I  have  not  been  able  to  read 
every  word  of  testimony  taken  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  and  the  special  McClellan  inves¬ 
tigating  committee,  but  the  press 
coverage  clearly  indicates  the  irregulari¬ 
ties  and  fraud  connected  with  the  Estes 
empire  did  not  involve  the  grain  storage 
segment  of  his  operation.  There  was  an 
assignment  of  rental  payments  to  cer¬ 
tain  of  his  creditors.  This  is  somewhat 
unusual,  but  has  never  been  challenged 
as  being  unethical  or  illegal  by  the  many 
critics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  of  Mr.  Estes.  The  average  reader 
or  observer,  however,  is  inclined,  and 
understandably  so,  to  draw  an  unfavor¬ 
able  conclusion  from  all  of  the  Estes  op¬ 
erations;  and  since  there  was  a  ware¬ 
house  business  as  a  part  of  the  operation, 
there  has  been  a  tendency  to  condemn 
the  entire  wheat-producing  industry 
along  with  the  Estes  favors  and  other 
unethical  practices. 

In  order  to  understand  the  operation 
of  the  warehouse  industry  and  how  it 
became  intermingled  with  our  Nation’s 
agriculture,  it  is  necessary  to  review  a 
few  historical  developments.  The  vast 
warehouse  industry,  of  course,  is  a  spawn 
of  Government  control  and  regulation. 
As  long  as  there  were  no  price  supports 
and  a  takeover  agreement  with  co- 
operators,  there  was  no  responsibility  on 
the  part  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  or  any  other  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  be  concerned  with  grain 
storage,  other  than  the  normal  concern 
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of  the  Department  with  all  matters  re¬ 
lating  to  farming. 

Previous  to  the  price  support  program, 
the  capacity  of  the  warehouse  industry 
was  a  matter  of  judgment  within  the 
industry  itself.  They  relied  upon  his¬ 
torical  movements  of  grain,  points  of 
logical  concentration,  transportation 
rate  differentials,  and  simple  economics 
as  to  whether  an  investment  in  a  termi¬ 
nal  warehouse  could  be  justified.  After 
the  takeover  agreements  as  a  stipulation 
to  price  supports  became  a  significant 
aspect  in  the  production  of  wheat  and 
feed  grains,  then  of  course  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  through  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  found  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  have  such  warehouse  space 
available  as  would  accommodate  the 
volume  of  grain  assigned  to  it  by  farm¬ 
ers  in  repayment  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  loans  they  had  taken  out  of  their 
crops. 

In  the  very  early  stages  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  late  1930’s,  there  was  an  in¬ 
clination  on  the  part  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  provide  its  own 
warehouse  space.  This  subjected  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  a  consider¬ 
able  amount  of  criticism,  and  justifiably 
so.  Not  only  did  it  represent  a  further 
unwarranted  intervention  of  Govern¬ 
ment  into  the  business  community,  but  it 
also  was  construed  as  unfair  competition 
with  existing  warehouse  space. 

There  was  not  a  significant  amount 
of  Commodity  Credit-owned  storage  un¬ 
til  after  World  War  II.  After  the  de¬ 
mand  for  food,  created  by  virtual  absence 
of  agricultural  production  in  Europe  dur¬ 
ing  the  war,  was  filled  in  1947  and  1948, 
there  began  to  emerge  a  need  for  greater 
warehouse  space  to  house  the  production 
of  an  agriculture  greatly  stimulated  by 
the  war  effort.  It  should  be  recalled  at 
this  time  that  there  were  no  controls  on 
agricultural  production  at  all.  Quite  to 
the  contrary,  there  was  still  a  chain  re¬ 
action  from  the  many  incentives  and 
augmentations  that  were  offered  to  ag¬ 
riculture  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
provide  the  necessary  food  for  a  war-torn 
world. 

The  magnitude  of  the  warehouse  in¬ 
dustry  as  we  know  it  today  began  to 
appear  during  the  Korean  war,  in  the 
early  1950’s.  It  was  apparent  by  1952 
that  wheat  production  was  reaching  a 
proportion  that  could  not  be  consumed 
or  longer  exported.  Since  it  was  an  elec¬ 
tion  year,  however,  Congress  was  most 
reluctant  to  impose  any  strict  produc¬ 
tion  controls  that  year.  The  1953  crop 
was  the  first  one  to  really  alarm  the 
analysists  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  necessitated  some  immediate 
planning  as  to  the  relationship  of  the 
storage  industry  to  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion. 

I  think  most  Members  will  recall  at 
about  that  time  an  accelerated  depre¬ 
ciation  schedule  for  tax  purposes  was 
approved  by  Congress  in  order  to  stimu¬ 
late  private  enterprise  into  quickly  pro¬ 
viding  the  necessary  supplemental  stor¬ 
age.  This  original  authority  was  passed 
in  1953  and  allowed  to  expire  in  1956. 
Simultaneously,  there  was  a  guarantee 
by  the  Federal  Government  that  the 
warehouses  would  be  fully  utilized  by  the 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation  on  a 
year-to-year  basis.  This  guarantee  was 
permitted  to  expire  on  August  20,  1954. 

Since  that  time,  there  have  been  no 
economic  incentives  for  an  expanding 
warehouse  industry,  other  than  the 
judgment  of  the  individuals  who  were 
willing  to  invest  their  capital  without 
guarantees  as  to  its  utilization.  There 
is  one  exception  to  this,  in  that  co-ops 
are  authorized  to  borrow  from  a  bank  of 
cooperatives  at  a  rate  of  interest  cheaper 
than  the  commercial  rate. 

There  has  been  much  written  and 
spoken,  particularly  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  as  to  the  burdensome  surplus  of 
wheat  that  is  owned  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Again,  it  becomes 
a  matter  of  definition  as  to  what  quan¬ 
tity  constitutes  a  surplus  or  a  reasonable 
carryover.  Previous  to  the  harvest  of  the 
1962  crop,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  had  on  hand  1,345  million  bushels. 
This  constitutes  less  than  the  total  dis¬ 
appearance  of  wheat  for  the  fiscal  year 
of  1962.  This  disappearance  was  about 
equally  divided  between  domestic  uses 
and  exports. 

It  can  be  logically  argued  that  our  ex¬ 
ports  could  be  curtailed  at  any  point  to 
preserve  this  stock  of  wheat  for  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  in  the  case  of  a  disaster 
or  a  poor  crop.  But  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  the  supply  of  wheat  that  has 
been  described  as  burdensome,  costly,  un¬ 
reasonable,  and  in  other  disparaging 
terms,  could  not  supply  this  country’s 
needs  for  2  years. 

I  am  not  proposing  that  a  greater  stock 
of  wheat  should  be  stored.  I  am  attempt¬ 
ing  to  point  out,  however,  that  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  wheat  in  proportion  to  an  estab¬ 
lished  demand  is  not  as  disproportionate 
as  has  been  so  frequently  alleged.  The 
United  States  is  the  only  country  in  the 
world  at  this  time  that  has  any  reserve 
of  wheat  stocks.  Both  Canada  and  Ar¬ 
gentina,  our  two  principal  competitors, 
have  diminished  their  reserves  to  a  mini¬ 
mum  that  is  considered  essential  for 
their  own  stability  and  security. 

The  warehouse  industry  over  the  coun¬ 
try  is  not  without  fault.  I  have,  at 
times,  been  critical  publically  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  for  their  pricing  policy,  but  es¬ 
pecially  in  view  of  the  stated  cost  of  stor¬ 
ing  grain  in  government-owned  bins. 
In  recent  years,  the  annual  storage  rate 
has  actually  declined.  The  adjustment 
was  certainly  in  the  public  interest,  as 
the  efficient  warehouse  operator  was  still 
able  to  realize  a  reasonable  rate  of  earn¬ 
ings  on  his  investment. 

From  this  point  on,  which  was  approx¬ 
imately  1960,  the  warehouse  industry 
and  related  associations  have  worked 
closely  with  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  improving  the  sanitary  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  grain  is  stored,  as  well 
as  to  expedite  movements  at  the  lowest 
possible  cost  to  the  taxpayer. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  these  remarks 
to  seek  any  special  favors  for  the  ware¬ 
house  industry,  but  to  point  out  that  in 
many  cases  they  are  businessmen  who 
have  risked  capital  with  the  expectation 
of  receiving  a  reasonable  return.  Only 
a  very  few  have  become  financial  giants. 
Some  have  become  successful  and  others 


have  been  failures.  As  long  as  there  is 
to  be  a  profit  incentive  in  our  business 
community,  this  will  always  be  the  case. 
These  warehouses  are  not  all  multimil- 
lion-dollar  plants,  as  has  so  frequently 
been  inferred.  There  are  many  ware¬ 
houses  of  modest  capacities  in  some  of 
our  Midwestern  communities.  In  many 
cases,  they  are  owned  by  cooperative  or¬ 
ganizations.  They  serve  as  a  business 
center  for  the  community,  not  only  to 
provide  warehouse  space  to  farmers  in 
that  immediate  trade  territory,  but  the 
same  operation  also  provides  a  local 
market  for  grains  produced  beyond  the 
need  of  the  farmers  in  the  area.  In 
many  cases,  it  also  supplies  the  basic 
needs  to  the  farmers  as  well.  In  fair¬ 
ness  to  grain  warehousemen,  I  believe 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  grain  stor¬ 
age  facilities  are,  for  the  most  part,  sin¬ 
gle  purpose  structures  and  as  such  must 
be  regarded  as  a  high  risk  investment. 
Warehousemen  could  not  justify  invest¬ 
ing  in  facilities  to  provide  storage  space 
for  a  large  temporary  stock  of  grain 
while  capacity  existed  for  more  space 
than  needed  for  normal  crops  and  carry¬ 
over  unless  a  better  than  average  return 
on  investment  could  be  expected  under 
favorable  conditions. 

Some  of  these  warehouses  are  licensed 
under  Federal  authority  and  some  are 
licensed  by  a  State  agency.  On  the  basis 
of  the  latest  figures  that  are  available, 
there  are  approximately  1,109  ware¬ 
houses  in  my  State  of  Kansas  that  are 
licensed  and  bonded  under  State  au¬ 
thority.  Also  in  Kansas  there  are  ap¬ 
proximately  100  warehouses  that  are 
licensed,  bonded,  and  inspected  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  It  is  only 
natural  that  the  bulk  of  the  warehouse 
space  would  be  located  in  the  grain- 
producing  States  and  further  at  a  loca¬ 
tion  within  the  States  that  would  be 
most  accessible  to  a  railroad  connection 
to  a  port  city  or  at  a  location  that  could 
be  served  by  water  carriers. 

Licensed  warehouses  are  further 
classified  as  between  country  elevators 
and  a  reconcentration  warehouse.  The 
function  of  the  country  elevator  is 
pretty  well  defined  by  its  title.  It  can 
perform  one  or  more  of  three  functions. 
It  always  provides  a  cash  market  for 
an  acceptable  quality  of  grain  for  the 
producer,  or  it  may  receive  and  reconsign 
the  grain  for  storage  at  a  terminal  eleva¬ 
tor.  The  terminal  elevator  is  usually 
one  of  sizable  capacity,  some  as  large 
as  7  million  bushels.  The  terminal 
elevator  is  usually  designated  as  a  point 
of  reconcentration,  or  class  9  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  All  grain 
must  pass  through  a  class  9  or  recon¬ 
centration  elevator  before  it  can  be  of¬ 
ficially  graded  as  to  weights  and  stand¬ 
ards.  In  other  words,  before  wheat  can 
be  consigned  for  export  or  made  avail¬ 
able  to  fill  an  order  from  a  domestic  mill, 
it  must  have  passed  through  a  recon¬ 
centration  elevator  in  order  to  be  eva¬ 
luated  according  to  Government  weights 
and  standards  that  are  known  and  which 
provide  reliable  specifications  for  the 
grain  trade. 

From  this  brief  history  of  the  ware¬ 
house  business  and  from  the  recent  dis¬ 
closures  of  Government  warehouse  poli- 
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cies  that  have  been  brought  to  light  by 
virtue  of  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  investiga¬ 
tion,  I  think  there  are  several  obvious 
conclusions  as  to  policy  matters  in  con¬ 
formity  to  the  public  interest. 

First,  it  should  continue  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  keep 
grain  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stored  as  close  as  possible 
to  the  source  of  production.  This  has 
proven  to  be  a  practical  judgment  over 
the  years.  There  are  several  reasons  for 
this  determination.  It  can  be  moved  to 
different  ports  or  terminals  to  the  Great 
Lakes  area  or  to  the  Gulf  ports,  depend¬ 
ing  upon  the  circumstances  accompany¬ 
ing  the  sale  or  other  transfer.  Since 
Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Colorado,  Nebraska, 
and  Texas  raise  most  of  this  grain,  it  is 
only  logical  to  conclude  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  grain  should  largely  be 
stored  in  this  area  rather  than  to  move 
immediately  to  a  warehouse  far  removed 
from  the  point  of  production. 

A  further  reason  is  that  it  affords  con¬ 
siderable  savings  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation — Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture — as  it  can  then  eventually  move 
in  the  direction  of  the  ultimate  sale.  If 
it  is  prematurely  moved  away  from  the 
point  of  production,  additional  handling 
charges  must  be  paid  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  as  well  as  a  possible 
adverse  charge  on  freight. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Uniform  Grain 
Storage  Agreement,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  cannot  move  grain 
directly  from  country  warehouses  in 
Kansas,  Nebraska,  or  Colorado  to  either 
country  or  terminal  warehouses  in  an 
area  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Kansas  City  office,  without  first  having 
it  unloaded  at  a  terminal  elevator — code 
9  elevator — in  the  Kansas  City  com¬ 
modity  area  for  the  purpose  of  obtain¬ 
ing  official  weights  and  grades.  This  cost 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
money  in  the  way  of  elevation  charges — 
2l/2  cents  per  bushel — plus  costs  of  ob¬ 
taining  weights,  grades  and  proteins. 

A  further  conclusion  as  to  permanent 
policy  to  govern  the  warehousing  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  wheat  is  that  there 
should  not  be  discrimination  between 
the  types  of  facilities  for  commercial 
storage.  In  other  words,  as  long  as  a 
warehouse  owner  has  an  acceptable  rec¬ 
ord  and  provides  sufficient  bond  to  store 
Commodity  Credit  wheat  in  flat  storage, 
such  construction  should  not  be  dis¬ 
criminated  against  in  favor  of  a  silo  type 
of  elevator.  Some  warehouse  owners  of 
a  silo-type  facility  have  not  demon¬ 
strated  their  capacity  of  keeping  grain 
in  resalable  condition,  and  therefore  it 
should  not  be  arbitrarily  concluded  that 
flat  storage  is  undesirable  merely  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  of  that  type. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  state 
again  that  there  is  a  mistaken  impres¬ 
sion  that  all  warehouses  are  operated  by 
big  business,  and  that  they  have  earned 
vast  fortunes  for  their  owners.  For  in¬ 
stance,  of  the  approximately  1,100  State- 
licensed  warehouses  in  Kansas,  approxi¬ 
mately  150  had  a  capacity  of  less  than 
25,000  bushels.  This  would  be  less  than 
the  amount  of  wheat  raised  by  many  in¬ 
dividual  farmers.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  are  only  85  that  have  a  capacity 


in  excess  of  1  million  bushels.  Approxi¬ 
mately  100  have  a  capacity  of  250,000 
bushels,  which  I  believe  would  be  less 
than  the  average  size  for  a  Kansas 
elevator. 

I  would  like  to  include  a  short  table 
which  shows  on  the  basis  of  3  repre¬ 
sentative  years  the  increase  of  storage 
capacity  in  the  leading  grain-producing 
States.  It  will  be  noted  from  this  table 
that  the  largest  percentage  of  inci’ease  in 
the  last  year  has  been  in  the  State  of 
Texas,  not  in  the  heavy  producing  area 
of  Kansas.  Just  in  the  last  year,  the 
Texas  capacity  has  increased  20  percent, 
and  the  Kansas  capacity  only  9.8 
percent. 

Since  Kansas  produces  more  wheat 
than  any  other  State  in  the  Union,  I 
would  hope  that  the  increased  storage 
space,  if  any,  would  not  occur  in  other 
States  but  in  the  State  that  is  the  largest 
wheat  producer. 

As  I  stated  in  the  beginning,  the  ware¬ 
house  industry  has  developed  to  its 
present  size  in  a  relatively  short  period 
of  time.  The  performance  of  every  in¬ 
dividual  operator  has  not  been  all  that 
is  expected  of  a  responsible  businessman. 
On  the  whole,  however,  I  think  that 
these  owners  have  provided  a  needed 
facility  for  the  farmer,  which  in  turn 
serves  every  consumer  in  the  United 
States.  Despite  the  cost  of  storing  this 
vital  food,  it  does  remain  always  avail¬ 
able,  not  only  for  every  consumer  in  the 
United  States,  but  for  our  friends  abroad. 
The  burden  of  the  cost  of  storing  our 
stocks  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  has  been 
grossly  exaggerated.  In  total  number 
of  dollars,  it  appears  to  be  an  expensive 
operation;  but  when  the  cost  is  viewed 
from  the  standpoint  of  those  who  di¬ 
rectly  share  the  benefits,  it  is  little  in¬ 
deed.  For  instance,  the  Grain  and  Feed 
Dealers  National  Association  has  com¬ 
puted  the  cost  to  the  average  family  with 
an  income  of  $8,000  to  be  32  cents  a 
month,  or  less  than  $4  a  year  for  the 
storage  cost  in  commercial  warehouses. 
For  a  family  with  an  average  income  of 
$6,000,  the  same  monthly  cost  would  be 
about  1914  cents. 

As  we  observe  the  increasing  shortage 
of  food  in  the  Iron  Curtain  countries, 
the  storage  capacity  that  keeps  this 
food  always  available  to  us  can  become 
one  of  the  greatest  potential  weapons 
in  our  arsenal. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  the 
Record  to  show  that  I  have  some  reser¬ 
vations  in  regard  to  the  pending  meas¬ 
ure.  I  consider  the  measure  as  a  com¬ 
promise  stop-gap  proposal  designed  to 
reduce  the  vast  stocks  of  Government- 
held  surplus  grain.  I  hope  the  claims 
are  correct  that  the  bill  will  be  helpful 
to  agriculture  and  cost  the  Government 
less  than  the  alternatives  that  are  pos¬ 
sible  under  the  circumstances. 

The  payment-in-kind  provision  has 
been  compared  to  the  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  plan.  There  is  some  relationship 
to  the  compensatory  payment  plan,  but 
there  are  very  marked  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  payment  in  kind  from  farm 
surplus  stocks  proposal  and  the  com¬ 
pensatory  payment  plan  for  agriculture 
as  generally  understood.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  direct  compensatory  payment 
plan  is  practical. 
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All  will  agree  that  the  measure  before 
us  is  far  from  perfect.  Yet  we  hesitate 
to  take  no  action  in  the  face  of  huge 
surpluses  now  in  storage  at  Government 
expense.  The  stop-gap  proposal  is  by  no 
means  the  final  answer  to  our  feed  grain 
problems.  I  feel  that  the  next  Congress 
will  have  to  take  action  toward  a  more 
satisfactory  long-range  program. 

I  know  we  would  all  agree  that  there 
are  no  quick  and  easy  answers  to  our 
farm  problems  and  there  is  ample  room 
for  honest  differences  of  opinion  among 
farmers  and  nonfarmers  alike.  We  must 
continue  to  strive  to  improve  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
view  of  the  remarks  which  have  been 
made  on  the  floor  today  about  the  effect 
this  proposed  wheat  certificate  program 
will  have  on  the  15-acre  farmer,  I  believe 
it  is  desirable  for  me  to  point  out  the 
facts  in  the  case  to  the  Members. 

The  exemption  from  marketing  quota 
penalty  provisions,  contained  in  the 
present  law  for  these  growers  planting 
under  15-acres  was  first  written  into  the 
law  in  1939.  At  that  time  representa¬ 
tives  from  these  so-called  15-acre  areas 
made  a  strong  appeal  that  these  little 
farmers  growing  a  small  patch  of  wheat 
should  be  exempted  from  quotas  in  order- 
that  they  might  produce  a  little  feed  for 
their  chickens. 

From  this  modest  beginning,  the  15- 
acre  grower  has  become  one  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  causes  of  our  present  wheat  sur¬ 
plus.  In  1954  when  allotments  were  first 
reestablished  after  the  war  years,  there 
were  approximately  1,200,000  farm  op¬ 
erators  with  wheat  history.  About  700,- 
000  of  these  operators  were  commercial 
producers  and  the  other  500,000  were 
those  planting  15 -acres  or  less.  In  spite 
of  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  total 
number  of  farms  in  the  United  States 
brought  about  by  the  cost-price  squeeze 
in  the  past  several  years,  the  number  of 
farms  with  wheat  history  in  1961  had  in¬ 
creased  to  over  1,800,000  with  only  about 
600,000  commercial  producers  and  more 
than  1,200,000  so-called  15-acre  produc¬ 
ers.  In  other  words,  over  half  a  million 
farmers  got  into  the  wheat  business 
through  the  route  of  this  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion. 

The  effect  of  this  increase  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  farms  planting  wheat  in  excess  of 
the  allotment  has  been  progressively 
worse  on  the  total  wheat  carryover.  In 
1954,  according  to  the  official  figures  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  pro¬ 
duction  of  these  small  farms  in  excess  of 
the  allotment  was  about  58  million 
bushels.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  this 
58  million  bushels  of  production  was  in 
excess  of  those  farmers’  fair  share  of  the 
total  production  in  that  year.  This  ex¬ 
cess  production  increased  each  year  on 
these  15-acre  farms.  In  1955  it  was  65 
million  bushels,  in  1956  it  was  85  million 
bushels,  in  1957  it  was  94  million  bushels, 
and  in  1958  it  was  135  million  bushels. 
Each  year  since  1958  it  has  been  well  over 
100  million  bushels. 

If  we  had  applied  the  same  limitations 
to  these  15-acre  farmers  when  we  estab¬ 
lished  allotments  that  we  applied  to 
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every  other  farmer  in  the  country,  our 
carryover  instead  of  being  about  1,400 
million  bushels,  would  be  only  700  million 
bushels. 

It  is  also  an  interesting  fact  that  with 
the  imposition  of  acreage  allotments  in 
1954  and  continuing  to  the  present  time, 
the  acreage  of  wheat  in  those  States  con¬ 
taining  the  bulk  of  the  commercial 
wheat  farms  has  decreased  about  35  per¬ 
cent,  but  the  total  acreage  in  the  area 
east  of  the  Mississippi  River  where  the 
15-acre  farms  are  .concentrated  has  re¬ 
mained  practically  constant  since  1939. 

Now  this  bill  that  we  are  considering 
today  recognizes  that  the  15-acre  grow¬ 
ers  have  been  permitted  under  the  law 
to  exceed  their  allotment  and  continue 
to  grow  the  same  amount  of  wheat 
whether  or  not  allotments  were  in  effect. 
We  are  not  proposing  to  cut  these  grow¬ 
ers  back  to  the  acreage  that  would  have 
been  their  fair  share  when  allotments 
were  first  put  into  effect.  What  we  are 
doing  is  to  recognize  that  these  farmers 
have  been  growing  this  quantity  of  wheat 
and  in  effect  we  are  saying,  “All  right, 
we  forgive  you  for  adding  this  700  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  to  our  surplus,  but  we  are 
asking  that  you  cooperate  to  the  same 
extent  that  all  other  wheat  growers  are 
being  asked  to  do,  if  you  want  to  sell 
your  wheat  for  food  or  export.” 

But  even  so,  we  are  giving  the  15-acre 
grower  the  option  of  making  their  fair 
share  of  the  required  reduction  or  of  con¬ 
tinuing  to  grow  the  same  amount  of 
wheat  they  have  been  growing.  The 
only  requirement  is  that  if  they  don’t 
make  the  reduction  they  will  not  get  the 
guaranteed  higher  price  for  their 
product. 

We  have  tried  to  be  as  fair  with  these 
15-acre  farmers  as  we  possibly  can. 
We  have  leaned  over  backwards  to  help 
them  maintain  their  farm  income  even 
at  the  expense  of  the  commercial  wheat 
producer. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  required  re¬ 
duction  on  these  15-acre  farms  would 
create  a  shortage  of  Soft  Red  Winter 
wheat.  I  think  a  look  at  the  record  for 
1962  would  prove  the  fallacy  of  this 
statement.  In  this  past  year  when 
nearly  40  percent  of  the  wheat  acres  in 
the  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  area  were  re¬ 
tired  in  cooperation  with  the  emergency 
wheat  program,  we  still  had  a  sufficient 
production  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  to 
meet  all  of  our  domestic  and  foreign 
commitments.  Under  the  proposed  plan 
the  reduction  certainly  would  not  be  any 
greater  than  we  had  in  this  area  on  a 
voluntary  basis  in  1962. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  our  majority 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert], 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  issue 
here,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  altogether 
what  will  happen  if  we  adopt  this  con¬ 
ference  report,  but  what  will  happen  if 
we  do  not  adopt  this  conference  report. 

If  we  do  not  adopt  this  conference  re¬ 
port  we  are  coming  back  next  spring  just 
exactly  as  we  have  been  coming  back 
every  spring  since  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  the  House  with  statutes  on  the  books 


that  are  outmoded,  that  are  costly,  that 
are  unworkable,  that  pile  up  millions  and 
billions  of  bushels  of  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  in  our  Government  warehouses  at 
staggering  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  asked  what 
would  be  the  cost  of  the  programs  under 
this  bill.  One  thing  is  certain,  we  know 
it  will  be  less  than  the  cost  of  the  present 
wheat  program  and  that  it  will  be  less 
than  the  cost  of  the  present  feed  grain 
program.  Under  the  1958  act  the 
Government  must  support  the  price  of 
feed  grains  at  65  percent  of  parity  based 
on  unlimited  production.  We  have  been 
growing  from  250  million  to  300  million 
bushels  more  feed  grains  than  we  can 
use.  You  can  figure  up  the  cost  of  that; . 
it  is  about  $300  million  a  year  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  as  an  initial  cost.  The  same  is 
true  of  the  wheat  program.  The  tax¬ 
payer  as  well  as  the  farmer  is  interested 
in  this  program.  We  cannot  have  an 
effective  farm  program  unless  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  it  with  respect  to  producers, 
consumers,  and  taxpayers,  and  every¬ 
body  concerned  makes  sense.  I  hope 
the  conference  report  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am. 

The  .  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
qualifies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Hoeven  moves  to  recommit  tire  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  bill,  H.R.  12391,  to  the 
committee  of  conference  with  instructions 
to  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House : 

1.  To  disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment 
as  amended  by  the  committee  of  conference 
establishing  a  certificate  wheat  program  in 
1964  and  subsequent  years  as  set  forth  in 
sections  310  through  325  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

2.  To  .disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment 
as  amended  by  the  committee  of  conference 
establishing  a  corn  and  feed  grain  price  sup¬ 
port  program  for  1964  and  subsequent  years 
as  set  forth  in  section  306  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

3.  To  disagree  to  sections  310  through  313 
of  the  House  bill  as  amended  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  establishing  a  1963  wheat 
program. 

4.  To  disagree  to  sections  301  through  304 
of  the  House  bill  as  amended  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  establishing  a  1963  feed 
grain  program. 

5.  To  disagree  to  any  provisions  changing 
existing  law  or  establishing  new  programs 
for  wheat  and  feed  grains  in  1964  and  sub¬ 
sequent  years. 

6.  To  agree  to  such  provisions  of  sections 
310  through  313  of  the  House  bill  as  are  ap¬ 
propriate  to  extend  for  1  year  a  voluntary 
wheat  program  consistent  with  the  provisions 
of  the  1962  wheat  program  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
title  B  of  title  X  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  referendum  held  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended. 

7.  To  agree  to  such  provisions  of  sections 
301  through  304  of  the  House  bill  as  are  ap¬ 
propriate  to  extend  for  1  year  without  fur¬ 
ther  amendment  the  1962  feed  grain  program 
set  forth  in  subtitle  C  of  title  I  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961,  as  amended. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
st&t6  it 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
in  order  to  offer  a  substitute  motion  in 
the  form  of  a  simple  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  conference  report? 

The  SPEAKER.  Not  after  the  previ¬ 
ous  question  has  been  ordered. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Has  the  previous 
question  been  ordered? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  previous  ques¬ 
tion  has  been  ordered. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
is  voted  down,  would  it  then  be  in  order 
for  the  House  conferees  to  return  to 
conference  upon  the  making  of  a  proper 
motion? 

The  SPEAKER.  If  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  is  defeated,  then  the  question 
comes  on  adoption  of  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  If  the  motion  to 
adopt  the  conference  report  is  defeated, 
would  it  be  in  order  for  the  conferees 
to  return  to  conference  on  an  appro¬ 
priate  motion? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  would  be  in  order 
for  some  Member  to  offer  a  motion  that 
the  House  insist  on  its  position  and  ask 
for  a  further  conference. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Could  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  offer  that  motion? 

The  SPEAKER.  That  would  depend 
upon  recognition  of  the  Chair. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoeven)  there 
were — ayes  104,  noes  165. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected.  _  ■ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  202,  nays  197,  not  voting  36, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  235] 

YEAS— 202 


Abbitt 

Boland 

Corman 

Addabbo 

Bolling 

Daddarlo 

Albert 

Bonner 

Daniels 

Alexander 

Boykin 

Davis,  John  W. 

Alford 

Brademas 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Andersen, 

Breeding 

Dawson 

Minn. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

-  Delaney 

Andrews 

Burke,  Ky. 

Denton 

Anfuso 

Burke,  Mass. 

Dingell 

Ashley 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Donohue 

Ashmore 

Cannon 

Downing 

Aspinall 

Carey 

Doyle 

Bailey 

Celler 

.  Dulskl 

Barrett 

Chelf 

Elliott 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Coad 

Everett 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Cohelan 

Evins 

Blatnik 

Cook 

Fallon 

Boggs 

Cooley 

Farbstein 

10014 


Fascell 

Flood 

Flynt 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Friedel 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Giaimo 

Gilbert 

Gonzalez 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green.  Oreg. 

Green.  Pa. 

Griffiths 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Hansen 

Harding 

Hardy 

Harrison,  Va. 

Hays 

Healey 

Hechler 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Holifield 

Holland 

Huddleston 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Inouye 

Jennings 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones.  Mo. 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Kelly 

Keogh 

Kilgore 

King,  Calif. 

King,  Utah 

Kirwan 

Kitchin 

Kluczynski 


Abernethy 

Adair 

Alger 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Arends 

Ashbrook 

Auchincloss 

Avery 

Ayres 

Baker 

Baldwin 

Baring 

Barry 

Bates 

Battin 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Beermann 

Belcher 

Bell 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Berry 

Betts 

Bolton 

Bow 

Bray 

Brewster 

Bromwell 

Broomfield 

Brown 

Broyhill 

Bruce 

Burleson 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Casey 

Cederberg 

Chamberlain 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfield 

Church 

Clancy 

Clark 

Collier 

Colmer 

Conte 

Corbett 

Cramer 

Cunningham 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Dague 

Dent 

Derounian 

Derwinski 
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Kornegay 

Kowalski 

Landrum 

Lane 

Lankford 

Lennon 

Lesinski 

Libonati 

Loser 

McDowell 

McFall 

McMillan 

Macdonald 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Marshall 

Matthews 

Miller,  Clem 

Miller, 

George  P. 
Mills 
Montoya 
Moorhead,  Pa. 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Olsen 

O’Neill 

Passman 

Perkins 

Peterson 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Poage 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Rains 

Randall 

NAYS— 197 
Devine 
Dole 

Dominick 

Dorn 

Dowdy 

Durno 

Dwyer 

Ellsworth 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Findley 

Fisher 

Fogarty 

Ford 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Fulton 

Garland 

Gavin 

Glenn 

Goodell 

Goodling 

Grant 

Griffin 

Gross 

Gubser 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Haley 

Hall 

Halleck 

Halpern 

Harris 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Harsha 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Herlong 

Hiestand 

Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Horan 

Hosmer 

Jarman 

Jensen 

Johansen 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Jonas 

Judd 

Kearns 

Keith 

Kilburn 

King,  N.Y. 

Knox 

Kunkel 

Kyi 


Reuss 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Rodino 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowski 

Roush 

Rutherford 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Santangelo 

Scott 

Selden 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 
Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Taylor 

Thomas 

Thompson,  La. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thornberry 

Toll 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Ullman 

Vanik 

Walter 

Watts 

Weaver 

Whitener 

Wickersham 

Willis 

Yates 

Young 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Schweiker 

Stafford 

Waggonner 

Schwengel 

Staggers 

Wallhauser 

Scranton 

Stratton 

Westland 

Seely-Brown 

Taber 

Wharton 

Shipley 

Teague,  Calif. 

Whitten 

Short 

Teague,  Tex. 

Widnall 

Shriver 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Williams 

Sibal 

Tupper 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Siler 

Utt 

Winstead 

Smith,  Calif. 

Van  Pelt 

Wright 

Springer 

Van  Zandt 

Younger 

NOT  VOTING— 

36 

Bass,  N.H. 

Hull 

Rivers,  Alasls 

Blitch 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rogers,  Colo 

Buckley 

McDonough 

St.  Germain 

Curtin 

McSween 

Saund 

Davis, 

Martin,  Mass. 

Sikes 

Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lindsay 
Lipscomb 
McCulloch 
Mclntire 
McVey 
MacGregor! 
Mack 
Mailliard 
Martixr,  Nebr. 
Mason 
Mathias 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Michel 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 
Minshall 
Monagan 
Moore 
Moorehead, 
Ohio 
Morse 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
Norblad 
Nygaard 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Pelly 
Pike 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Quie 
Ray 
Reece 
Reifel 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Riehlman 

Robison 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Roudebush 

Rousselot 

St.  George 

Saylor 

Schadeberg 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Schneebeli 


James  C.  Moeller  Spence 

Diggs  Norrell  Tollefson 

Dooley  O’Brien,  Ill.  Vinson 

Edmondson  O'Konski  Weis 

Finnegan  Patman  Whalley 

Fino  Pilcher  Wilson,  Calif. 

Hebert  Powell 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Riley 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Hull  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Moeller  for,  with  Mrs.  Riley  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  against. 

Mr.  Patman  for,  with  Mrs.  Weis  against. 

Mr.  Powell  for,  with  Mr.  McDonough 
against. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman 
of  Michigan  against. 

Mr.  Sikes  for,  with  Mr.  Curtin  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  against. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  Hlinois  for,  with  Mr.  John¬ 
son  of  Maryland  against. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado  for,  with  Mr.  Wilson 
of  California  against. 

Mr.  Edmondson  for,  with  Mr.  Whalley 
against. 

Mr.  McSween  for,  with  Mr.  Dooley  against. 

Mr.  Diggs  for,  with  Mr.  Fino  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  St.  Germain  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New 
Hampshire. 

Mi-.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  O’Konski. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mem¬ 
bers  on  the  Republican  side  have  not  yet 
been  recorded.  It  seems  to  me  that  it 
would  be.  in  order  that  they  be  recog¬ 
nized. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  record 
the  names  of  the  Members  who  qualify 
on  this  vote. 

Mr.  MERROW  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  RUTHERFORD  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  am 
I  recorded? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
a  point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  Members  are  asking  how  they 
are  recorded  for  obvious  purposes  of 
delay. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  cannot 
look  into  the  minds  of  Members  and 
determine  their  motives. 

Mr.  CAREY  changed  his  vote  from 
‘’nay”  to  “yea.” 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


September  20 1 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THIj 
SENATE 

further  message  from  the  Senate  fay 
Mr.\  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks, 
noumced  that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  amendments  of  the  House  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  11151)  entitled  “An  act  making 
appropriations  for  the  legislative  branch 
for  tha  fiscal  year  ending  June  30/  1963, 
and  foi\  other  purposes.” 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Senite  agrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  numbered  4q  to  the 
above  entitled  bill. 


H.R.  7328\  A  BILL  FOR  /THE  RE¬ 
LIEF  OF  THE  ESTATE  OF  LOUIS 
J.  SIMRSON,  DECEASED— VETO 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE!  UNITED  STATES— )H. 
DOC.  NO.  d59) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  befbre  the  House 
the  following!  veto  message  from  the 
President  of  th$  United  Stjates : 

To  the  House  dt  Representatives : 

I  return  herewith,  without  my  ap¬ 
proval,  H.R.  7333,  for  phe  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Louis  j\  Simpson,  deceased. 

Mr.  Simpson,  a\GS-il  supervisory  ap¬ 
praiser  at  the  Veterans’  Administration 
regional  office,  San  /Antonio,  Tex.,  re¬ 
tired  under  disability  on  September  30, 
1958,  thereupon  dpafiving  a  civil  service 
annuity.  He  was  rehired  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  day  by  the  /same  regional  office, 
on  a  contractual  basis,  to  perform  es¬ 
sentially  the  same  outies  as  he  had  while 
a  direct  employee/  However,  his  annuity 
payments  were  not  deducted  from  the 
amounts  payable/ under  the  contracts,  as 
required  by  section  13(b)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  ActVn  the  case  of  re¬ 
tired  employees  who  are  reemployed  by 
the  U-S.  Government.  \These  amounts 
.  -weTe" not  deducted  by  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  regional  office  because  of 
a  belief  that  Mr.  Simpson!  was  providing 
services  as  an  independent  contractor. 
The  General  Accounting! Office  deter¬ 
mined,  hoover,  that  the\contract  be¬ 
tween  Mr.  Simpson  and  the\ Government 
established/  an  employer-employee  rela¬ 
tionship  and  that  his  compensation 
should  have  been  reduced  iw  $2,442.16, 
the  amount  of  his  annuity  fon  the  period 
in  questipn.  H.R.  7328  would Velieve  the 
estate  of  Mr.  Simpson  from  the  liability 
to  repay  the  United  States  this  sum. 

Since  provisions  of  general!  law  bar 
receipt f  of  full  salary  and  annuity  from 
the  Government  at  the  same  tjme,  any 
departure  from  this  general  practice 
shouLfci  be  clearly  distinguishable  and 
justiciable  if  inequity  and  discrimina¬ 
tion/  are  to  be  avoided.  I  find  no  such 
disl/nguishing  factors  in  this  case. 

oth  Mr.  Simpson  and  Mrs.  Simpson 
hope  died.  There  are  no  survivingthil- 
dnen.  The  bill  would,  therefore,  Aene- 
fi /  only  collateral  heirs  or  legatees 
In  all  the  circumstances,  I  believe  ^is- 
pproval  of  the  bill  is  warranted. 

John  F.  Kennedy! 
The  White  House,  September  20, 19b 
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^ble  3. — Acreage,  production,  and  gross  crop  value  of  selected  crops  on  lands  serviced  by 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects,  1960 


Crops 


Barley . 

Com _ 

Oats _ 

Rice _ 

Rye - 

Sorghum . . . 

Wheat... . . . ... 

Upland  cotton: 

Lint _ 

Seed . . 

Subtotal,  8  crops. 

Total,  all  crops _ 

Less  multicropped _ 

Total  harvested  cropland. 
Cropland  not  harvested  and  soilbuilding. 

Acres  irrigated _ 

Additional  revenues 3 _ 

Total  gross  crop  value. 


Irrigated  lands 


Acres 


627, 497 
367, 277 
185, 470 
6,405 
2,024 
107, 970 
418,  589 

502, 301 


2, 117, 533 


7, 304, 021 
656, 710 


6,  747, 311 
152, 400 


\6, 899,  711 


Percent 
of  total 


7.65 
6.32 
2.  69 
.09 
.03 
1.6C 
6.07 

7.28 


30.69 


1 105. 86 
8.07 


97.  79 
2.  21 


100.  00 


Production 


Tons 


731, 323 
785,020 
165, 303 
11,591 
1,640 
164, 933 
631, 128 

243, 616 
405, 016 


3, 139, 570 
33, 162,088 


Percent 
of  total 


2.205 
2. 367 
.499 
.035 
.005 
.497 
1.903 

.735 

1.221 


9.467 
100.  000 


Gross  crop  value 


Dollars 


30, 173, 497 
30, 923, 101 
7, 491, 621 
975, 020 
66,  739 
6,  900,  651 
34, 457, 533 

153, 472, 134 
20, 047, 145 


284,507,441 


1,129,816, 883 


27, 711,810 


1, 157, 528, 693 


Percent* 
of  total 


2. 61 
2. 67 
.65 
.08 
.01 
.60 
2.98 

13.26 

1.73 


24.  59 


97.  61 


2.39 


100.00 


1  Exceeds  100  percent  due  to  acres  multicropped. 

3  Includes  payments  received  from  Federal  and  comniercial  agencies. 

Source:  Report  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  1961. 


Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time,  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

All  time  has  been  yielded  back.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Miller]  .  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon]  , 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Missis-/ 
sippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  frm; 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  me  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Russell],  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  JFMr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyomin@/[Mr.  Hickey],  and 
the  Senator  from/Missouri  [Mr.  Long] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  tile  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Ml  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the- Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey],  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the 
gnator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil- 


Anderson 

Bartlett 

Bennett 

Bible 

Burdick 

Byrd,  Va. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Carlson 

Carroll 

Case 

Church 

Cooper 

Curtis 

Dodd 

Ellender 

Engle 

Ervin 

Fong 

Hart 

Hartke 

Hayden 


Aiken 
Beall 
Bottun 
Bush 
But/ 
Cannon 
C^pehart 
aavez 
/Clark 


NAYS— 61 
Hill 

Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan,  N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kerr 

Long,  Hawaii  y 
Long,  La. 
Magnusony 
Mansfield 
McCartt 
McCleb 
McGe 
McNamara 
M/calf 
Snroney 
lorse 
'Moss 

NOT  VOTING- 

Eastland 

Fulbright 

Goldwater 

Gore 

Gruening 

Hickey 

Hruska 

Kefauver 

Kuchel 


Mundt 
Muskie 
Neubergfer 
Pastor 
Pear/m 
Pel; 

R/ndolph 
Jcott 
Imathers 
Smith,  Mass. 
Smith,  Maine 
Sparkman 
S  tennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Yarborough 
Young,  N.  Dak. 
Young,  Ohio 


-26 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Morton 

Murphy 

Robertson 

Russell 

Wiley 

Williams,  N.J. 


vms],  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[r.  Kefauver]  would  each  vote/iiay.” 
DIRKSEN.  I  announce  /that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  /Aiken]  is 
absentXon  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  SoutlyDakota  [Mr. 
BoTTUM]\the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart ]  p.  the  Senator/from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Kf orton  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshh'e  [Mr.  Murphy]  are 
necessarily  absei 

The  Senator /Ikrom  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  is  det/meck  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Beall],  thor  Senator  srom  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Bush],  the  SenatoY from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Buzxer],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Goldwater],  and  the'Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  ai\ necessarily 
absent. 

)n  this  vote,  the  Senator  frdm  Mary- 
ind  [Mr.  Beall]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  AikenL  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  Ircm 
Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
ator  from  Vermont  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne1 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Bottum],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  .is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  13, 
nays  61,  as  follows: 

[No.  272  Leg.] 

YEAS— 13 

Allott  Hickenlooper  Saltonstall 

Boggs  Keating  Tower 

Cotton  Miller  Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen  Prouty 

Douglas  Proxmire 


So  Mr.  Miller’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  move  that  the  motion 
to  reconsider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  fMrs. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
be  offered,  the  question  is  on  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  11164)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading  and  was  read  the  third 
time. 


■  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Madam  President,  I 
would  like  to  query  the  majority  leader 
about  the  program  for  tomorrow,  and  I 
would  like  to  inquire  particularly  about 
the  consideration  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  farm  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 
it  is  contemplated  that  the  Senate  will 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Baker  project  bill  at  the  conclusion  of 
,  consideration  of  the  Quincy  project  bill. 
Then  it  is  anticipated  that  a  number  of 
unobjected-to  items  on  the  calendar  will 
be  passed;  that  the  Senate  will  meet  at 
11  o’clock  tomorrow  morning,  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]  ;  and  that  the  pending 
business  then,  under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  will  be  the  aquarium 
bill.  We  would  like  to  take  up  then  the 
foreign  service  buildings  measure,  and 
perhaps  the  school  lunch  legislation,  and 
one  or  two  other  measures,  and  then  go 
over  to  Monday. 

It  had  been  practically  agreed  to  on 
this  side  that  the  conference  report  on 
the  farm  bill  would  be  taken  up  Monday, 
but,  on  inquiry,  I  find  that  Senators  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  will  be  missing 
part  of  Monday  because  of  certain  events 
over  which  they  have  no  control.  What 
I  would  like  to  do  now,  instead,  if  the 
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minority  leader  and  the  Senate  are  will¬ 
ing.  as  an  accommodation  to  Members 
of  the  Senate  on  both  sides,  is  to  sched¬ 
ule  the  conference  report  on  the  farm 
bill  for  Tuesday,  in  the  hope  that  if  the 
Senate  should  convene  at  9  or  10  o’clock 
on  Tuesday  morning,  it  could  agree  to 
vote  at  1  or  2  o’clock  in  the  afternoon. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Madam  President,  I 
am  sure  that  if  a  time  certain  could  be 
set  for  a  vote  on  the  conference  report 
we  could  come  to  an  agreement,  but  it 
would  have  to  come  later.  I  assume  it 
would  have  to  be  some  time  around  4 
o’clock  to  accommodate  Senators  who 
have  an  interest  in  the  bill  and  want  to 
be  present.  _ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Four  o’clock  is  a 
little  late.  We  might  make  it  3  o’clock, 
since  some  interested  Senators  have  to 
leave  and  might  not  be  back  before  then. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Madam  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  I  suggest  3  o’clock. 
Some  Senators  will  have  to  leave  by 
train  or  plane. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  there  is  no  objec¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  Senators  who  sat  in 
conference,  we  could  set  the  time  for 
voting  at  3  o’clock. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent — and  this  is  a 
little  out  of  order,  but  it  has  to  be  done — 
that  the  Senate  meet  at  10  o’clock  on 
Tuesday  next,  and  that  it  agree  to  vote 
on  the  conference  report  on  the  farm 
bill  at  not  later  than  3  o’clock  that  after¬ 
noon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection - - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Madam  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  like 
to  ask  if  that  request  could  be  rephrased 
so  that  the  vote  will  take  place  at  3 
o’clock. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  shall  be  delighted  ( 
to  make  it  that  definite. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection - 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  also  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  usual  call  of  the 
roll  be  omitted  prior  to  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  not 
required  on  a  conference  report. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  only  suggest  that 
we  have  an  understanding  that  on  the 
conference  report  the  time  be  equally 
divided  between  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  fair. 
Madam  President,  in  addition,  the  time 
is  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  or  anyone  they  designate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request?  The  Chair  hears  none  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement,  as 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
follows : 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That  effective  on  Tuesday  Sep¬ 
tember  25,  1962,  after  the  reading  of  the 
Journal,  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12391,  the  farm  bill,  and  that  a  vote  be  taken 


thereon  at  3  o’clock,  with  the  time  being 
equally  divided  and  controlled,  respectively, 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  thereof,  or  someone  desig¬ 
nated  by  them. 


September  20 


QUINCY  COLUMBIA  BASIN 
IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
iof  the  bill  (H.R.  11164)  to  approve  an 
amendatory  repayment  contract  nego¬ 
tiated  with  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basin 
Irrigation  District,  authorize  similar 
contracts  with  any  of  the  Columbia 
Basin  irrigation-  districts,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill  has  been 
had.  I  ask  for  final  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pill  having  been  read  the  third  time, 
je  question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 
fhe  bill  (H.R.  11164)  was  passed. 
JACKSON.  Madam  President,  I 
moves,  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bilLwas  passed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  move  t\  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  matron  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  3162  is  indefinitely 
postponed. 

ORDER  Oft  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Madam  President,  I 
tried  to  ascertain  whether  there  would 
be  any  more  yea-and-nay  votes  this  eve¬ 
ning.  My  understanding^ is  that  there 
will  be  one  amendment  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Allott],  but  I  do  not  think  h\will  insist/ 
on  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  No;  I  will  not  Insist  < 
a  yea-and-nay  vote. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Madam  PresiWnt, 
are  we  to  understand  that  there  wilKbe 
no  yea-and-nay  votes  tonight? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President 
let  the  bill  be  laid  before  the/Senate ' 
first. 

BAKER  FEDERAL  RECLAMATION 
PROJECT,  OREGON 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  now  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1957, 
H.R.  575. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
now  will  be  stated  by/title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
575)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  the  upper  division  of  the  Baker  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamatioii  project,  Oregon,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator/from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island.  The  Senator 
from  Ithode  Island  wanted  to  know 
whether  there  would  be  any  yea-and- 
nay  /otes  tonight. 

iv.  PASTORE.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  informed  the  Senate  that, 
even  though  he  has  an  amendment,  he 
will  not  insist  on  a  yea-and-nay  vot/ 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  believe 
there  are  any  other  major  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  T/ie  bill 
is  open  to  -amendment. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Madam  President,  I 
wish  to  make  a  brief  statement  on  the 
pending  bill. 

The  pending  bill  would  authorize  the 
construction  and  operation/of  a  multi¬ 
purpose  reclamation  and  flood  control 
project,  with  fish  and  / wildlife  and 
recreational  benefits,  m  northeastern 
Oregon  known  as  the/Baker  Federal 
reclamation  project.  Some  18,000  acres 
of  land  in  the  Bake/  Valley  would  be 
irrigated.  In  addmon,  the  present 
dangerous  situation^  in  the  valley  with 
reference  to  floods  .on  the  Powder  River, 
which  periodicall/  threaten  the  city  of 
Baker  and  the  v/lley,  would  be  brought 
under  control. 

The  estima^d  cost  of  the  upper  di¬ 
vision,  Bake/  project,  is  $6,168,000. 
This  cost  i a  allocated  to  the  various 
functions  a follows:  Irrigation,  $4,354,- 
600;  flood/control,  $1,056,400;  fish  and 
wildlife,  /  $632,000;  and  recreation, 
$125,000/ 

The  payment  capacity  studies  of  the 
Burea/f  of  Reclamation  indicate  that  the 
irrigators  can  repay  $1,127,500  of  the 
amount  allocated  to  irrigation  over  a 
50-year  period  following  a  10-year  de¬ 
velopment  period.  The  remaining 
,227,100  of  the  cost  allocated  to  irri- 

ation,  but  in  excess  of  the  irrigators’ 
repayment  ability,  would  be  returned  to 
the  reclamation  fund  during  the  50-year 
repayment  period  from  the  disposition 
of  power  marketed  through  the  McNary 
Dam. 

The  committee  considered  this  matter 
very  carefully.  The  House  had  lengthy 
debate  on  it.  The  measure  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  a  substan¬ 
tial  margin.  I  trust  the  Senate  will  ap- 

rove  the  pending  bill. 

e  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Madam  President, 
there  >eems  to  be  some  misunderstand¬ 
ing  as  to  amendments.  I  do  not  intend 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  I  in¬ 
tend  to  spCak  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

I  have  always  been  a  strong  believer 
in  the  valuesSpf  Federal  reclamation.  I 
have  continually  cast  my  vote  in  support 
of  sound  reclamation  projects.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  theseV reclamation  projects 
which  have  been  Carefully  studied  and 
screened  by  Congresk  either  have  repaid, 
or  will  in  the  future  repay,  to  the  Federal 
Treasury  many  times  over  the  amount  of 
their  original  cost.  Thk  benefits  from 
these  projects  are  both  oirect  and  in¬ 
direct,  tangible  and  intangible. 

However,  proposals  for  projects  unfor¬ 
tunately  do  come  before  Congress  from 
time  to  time  that  have  not  been  wisely 
conceived  and  thoroughly  analysed  and 
which  are  not  justifiable  from  a  financial 
or  engineering  standpoint.  It  is  inc 
bent  upon  those  of  us  who  support  recla¬ 
mation  to  be  constantly  on  the  alert 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Mansfield  defended  AS& conrfhittees  against  recent  criticism.  Sens. 
Pearson  and  Mundt  criticized  conference  rWort  on  farm  bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  commend¬ 
ed  USDA  on  its  centennial  anniversary.  Sens.  Neuberger  inserted  article  on  Oregon 
Dunes  National  Seashore  controversy.  S^n.  Mfcrndt  urged  aid  for  lumber  industry. 
Senate  passed  school  lunch  fund  apportionment  x>ill .  Sen.  Humphrey  expressed  concern 
over  House  reductions  in  foreign  aid/appropriatLon  bill.  Sen.  Monroney  inserted 
article  urging  user  charges  on  inspection  services  at  airports.  Rep.  Dole  criti¬ 
cized  debate  on  farm  bill  conference  report.  Rep.  \Saylor  criticized  committee 
Action  on  wilderness  bill.  Rep./ Derwinski  criticized  cotton  program. 


HOUSE 

1*  PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES';  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conferWce  report  on  S.  1037, 
to  amend  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  as  follows:  Clarifies 
provisions  dealina^with  the  eligibility  for  license,  or  forXemployment  by 
licensees,  of  pe/sons  guilty  of  specified  acts  and  persons  arfiliated  with  them; 
authorizes  an  increase  of  license  fees  from  $25  per  year  to  such  higher  rate 
not  above  $50/as  may  prove  necessary;  eliminates  the  Export  AppiC  and  Pear  Act 
from  the  acfrs  administered  with  license  fees  received  under  the  Perishable 
Agricultural.  Commodities  Act,  and  authorizes  appropriations  to  carrV  out  the 
Export  Apple  and  Pear  Act;  regulates  the  use  of  trade  names  by  licensees  to 
prevent /deception;  provides  that  opportunity  for  an  oral  hearing  need  not  be 
provided  in  reparation  cases  unless  the  amount  in  dispute  exceeds  $l,500\(in- 
steadr  of  $500)  ;  makes  it  clear  that  in  an  appeal  from  a  reparation  order  bond 
mus/t  be  filed  within  30  days  after  entry  of  the  order  and  provides  that  the\bond 
shall  be  in  cash,  negotiable  securities,  or  the  undertaking  of  a  recognized 
■urety  company,  and  defers  license  suspension  in  case  of  appeal  until  all  judO 
cial  appeals  have  ended.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp. 


2 


2.  WILDERNESS.  Rep.  Saylor  criticized  Rep.  Aspinall's  defense  of  the  actio/  of  tl 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  on  the  wilderness  bill.  pp.  19431-2 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Dole  criticized  the  debate  on  the  conference  report  on 
H.  R.  12391,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  saying,  "It  is 


regrettable  the  Wheat  Subcommittee  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  not  permit  an  exchange  of  questions  and  answers."  pp.  19107-8 


pp.  19107-8 


4.  A 

5.  O 


i 

6.  P 


7.  T. 

8.  M 


9.  M 


10.  C 

11.  ] 

12.  I 

13.  ' 


17.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  defended  the  ASC  farmer 


criticism  "as  a  result  \f  developments  in  a  few  locations  of  the  country,"  and 
commended  Secretary  Freeman  "for  his  untiring  ef forty  to  improve  the  farm  pro- 
grams  that  are  of  such  vitfrl  importance  to  all  of  opr  citizens."  pp.  19171-2 


/ 


-  3  - 

14.  DRUGS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  dj 
no\  actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  11581,  to  assure  the  safety,  effi/ 
cy,\md  reliability  of  drugs,  p.  D879 

15.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Boggs  announced  that  S.  320,  to  amend  the  provisions 

of  the  ^iterstate  Commerce  Act  concerning  registration  of  State  certificates 
whereby  ^common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle  may  engage  in  interstate  ana  foreign 
commerce  within  a  State;  and  S.  1123,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938,  to  exnend  the  child  labor  provisions  thereof  to  certain  children  em¬ 
ployed  in  agriculture,  will  be  considered  on  Tues. ,  and  the  balapfce  of  the  week, 
p.  19126 

16.  ADJOURNED  until  M^j. ,  Sept.  24  p.  19143 

SENATE 


ttees  against  recent 


r\ 

> 


18. 


Sen.  Pearson  criticized  the  conference  report  on  the  farm  bill,  contending 

that  it  "combines  not  only  the  Freeman- Cochrane  theories  of  acreage  limitations 
and  marketing  controls,  but  also  invokes  the  old  Branrtam  compensatory  payment 
plan."  Sen.  Mundt  commended  Sen.  Pearson's  remarks  and  stated  that  the  bill  as 
reported  out  of  conference  "heralds  the  collapse  of  the  whole  price  support 
concept  in  agriculture."  p.  19213, _ _ _ 

Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  vork\of  this  Department  on  its  centennial 

anniversary  and  inserted  several  commendatory  articles,  pp.  19247-9 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Passed  as  reported  H.  Ry/\1665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  tzne  States  under  the  school  lunch  program 
(pp.  19173-5).  As  passed  the  bill  amends  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  as 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash\assistance  funds  to  States  to  base 
it  on  the  number  of  lunches  servea  in  the  preceding  year  and  a  slightly  modi¬ 
fied  assistance  need  factor  (instead  of  on  the\number  of  children  aged  5  to  17 
and  the  assistance  need  factor/,  provide  for  a  \-jear  transition  to  the  new 
formula  (25  percent  of  the  funds  being  apportioned  on  the  new  formula  the  first 
year,  50  percent  the  seconc^year,  and  75  percent  on  the  new  formula  the  third 
year) ,  change  the  formula  for  division  of  State  apportionments  between  public 
and  private  schools  to  base  it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  instead  of  the 
number  of  students,  and/provide  for  special  assistance^  to  certain  schools  to 
help  them  serve  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 

19.  USER  CHARGES;  INSPECTION  SERVICES.  Sen.  Monroney  inserted\an  article  critical 

of  Federal  agencies  for  not  paying  for  space  used  at  airports  for  inspection 
services  including  the  quarantine  services  by  this  Department^.  pp.  19177-8 

20.  FORESTRY.  Sen./Neuberger  inserted  an  article,  "Dispute  Centers  \>n  Oregon  Dunes 

-  Stabilization  Plan  Raises  Fears  of  Conservationists,"  including  criticism  of 
the  Forest  Service  for  planting  beach  grass  to  stabilize  sand  dunes  in  areas 
of  the  Ore/on  Coast,  pp.  19165-6 

Sen.  Mundt  and  others  expressed  concern  over  conditions  in  the  domestic 
timber  rtidustry  and  urged  that  steps  be  taken  to  aid  and  protect  the  industry, 
pp.  19214-20 


O' 


21.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Humphrey  expressed  concern  over  reductions  by  the  HouseNin 

thy  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill,  appealed  to  his  colleagues  "to  maintains  the 
Program  we  have  initiated,  and  not  to  relax  one  bit,"  and  inserted  the  PresiV 


\ 


4  - 


V  dent's  address  to  the  World  Bank  and  Fund.  pp.  19249-51 

Sen.  Proxmire  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R,  13 


\  he  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  for  1963.  p.  19150 

\  sen.  Bush  inserted  an  address  by  Eugene  R.  Black  discussing  the  activities 
of  the  World  Bank  in  assisting  less  developed  countries,  pp.  19154-7 


22.  TOBACCbs,  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  article  commending  a  CBS  television  pro¬ 

gram  on\the  relation  of  cigarette  smoking  to  lung  cancer,  p.  19166, 

23.  AREA  REDEV^OPMENT.  Sen.  Mansfield  commended  the  Area  Redevelopment  program  in 

providing  assistance  to  organized  Indian  reservation  groups  to  improve  their 
economic  conditions.  pp.  19172-3 


24.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Seri, 
inserted  several 


Dirksen  commended  the  Chicago  Internatior 
commendatory  articles,  pp.  19199-200 


il  Trade  Fair  and 


25.  RYUKYU  ISLANDS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10937,  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  the  economic  and  Social  development  of  the  Ryukyu,/  Islands,  pp.  19204-5 


26.  BUILDINGS.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  11880,  to  Authorize  additional  appr/^j 
priations  for  the  acquisition  of  sites  and  buildings  in  foreign  countries  for 
U.  S.  personnel,  including  foreign  agricultural/attaches,  p.  19210 


27.  WILDLIFE.  Began  consideration  dl  H.  J.  Res.  489,  to  provide  protection  for  the 
golden  eagle,  but  after  some  discussion  the/ bill  was  withdrawn  for  considera¬ 
tion  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Mansfield,  pry;  19205-6 


28.  TAXATION.  Passed  over,  at  the  request:  of  Sen.  Mansfield,  H.  R.  5260,  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  suspension  of  the  tax  on  the<  first  domestic  processing  of  coconut  oil 
palm  oil,  palm  kernel  oil,  and  f atty/ acids ,  salts,  and  combination  of  mixtures 
thereof,  p.  19207 


29.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon. ,  Sept.  24. 


19256 


IS  IN  APPENDIX 


30.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  /emarks  of  Sen.  Mundt  inserting  a  constituent's 


c 


letter  discussing  defects/ in  the  foreign  aid  progrdm  and  stating  that  one 
"serious  defect  is  our  ifeglect  of  agriculture  and,  of^  agricultural  research 
in  the  countries  we  desire  to  help."  pp.  A6989-90 

Various  insertion^  favoring  and  opposing  the  reductions  made  by  the  House 
in  appropriations  f/r  the  foreign  aid  program,  pp.  A69SKX,  A6993,  A7003,  A7017 


31.  TEXTILES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hemphill  inserting  a^ 
problems  of  the/ textile  industry,  p.  A6997 


article  discussir 


32. 


FARM  PROGRAMS"  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hagen  favoring  the  "Establishment 
of  lower  support  levels,  which  will  require  only  occasional  or  otherwise  re¬ 
duced  regimentation,  ...  "  and  inserting  a  letter  opposing  a  compensatory 
payment/type  program  for  cotton.  pp.  A7011-2 


33.  WILDERNESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Saylor  inserting  proposed  amen* 
for/a  substitute  wilderness  bill  as  advocated  by  the  Citizens  Committee 
Natural  Resources,  pp.  A7023-5 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  House  me\at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Re\Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Psalm  19:  14:  Let  rfee  words  of  my 
mouth  and  the  meditations  of  my  heart 
he  acceptable  in  Thy  siglu\0  Lord,  my 
strength  and  my  redeemer. 

Most  merciful  and  graciou\God,  in 
this  fellowship  of  prayer  with  our  col¬ 
leagues  and  comrades,  we  are  renting 
and  reaffirming  our  faith  that  Thousart 
our  companion  and  counselor  in  all  tl 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  each  net 
day. 

As  Thou  dost  look  into  the  chambers 
and  corners  of  our  minds  and  hearts. 
Thou  seest  so  much  that  is  bleak  and 
barren,  dim  and  dismal,  and  which  fills 
us  with  sorrow  and  shame. 

Grant  that  Thy  spirit  of  light  and 
loveliness  may  take  complete  possession 
of  our  inner  life,  emancipating  it  from 
all  darkness  and  lifting  it  to  its  own 
radiant  and  luminous  level. 

Endue  us  with  a  dynamic  that  will 
inspire  us  to  be  courageous  enough  to 
pursue  the  true  spiritual  values  and 
equal  to  the  high  vocation  of  making 
them  regnant  in  the  life  of  all  mankind. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATS 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an/founced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed?  without 
amendment,  bills,  a  joint  resolution,  and 
a  concurrent  resolution  of/the  House  of 
the  following  titles: 

H.R.  575.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  co/fstruct,  operate,  and. 
maintain  the  upper/aivision  of  the  Baker 
Federal  reclamation?  project,  Oregon,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

H.R.  1304.  An/act  for  the  relief  of  Jung 
Hae; 

H.R.  2604,An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pietro 
Dattoli; 

H.R.  5^12.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
additional  claimants  against  the  United 
Statps  who  suffered  personal  injuries,  prop¬ 
erty  damage,  or  other  loss  as  a  result  of  the 


explosion  of  a  munitions  truck  between 
Smithfield  and  Selma,  N.C.,  on  March  7,  1942; 

H.R.  5320.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
Knobbe; 

H.R.  6016.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
Thomas  Dendy; 

H.R.  6998.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anthony 
Pirotta; 

H.R.  6999.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Henry 
Massari; 

H.R.  7123.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Takako  Coughlin; 

H.R.  7438.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna 
Caporossi  Crisconl; 

H.R.  7704.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chyung 
Jang  Bak; 

I.R.  8626.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Wil^fid 
M. 'Cheshire; 

H.R.  9578.  An  act  for  the  relief  oJ/Annie 
Yasuk\Bower; 

H.R.  99^7.  An  act  for  relief  of  yfhthony  E. 
O’Sorio; 

HB.  9603.\An  act  for  relief/bf  Lt.  Comdr. 
Joseph  P.  Maimix; 

H.R.  9893.  Anxct  for  th/' relief  of  Tadeusz 
Sochacki; 

H.R.  9995.  An  actN^q/the  relief  of  Dwight 
W.  Clarahan; 

H.R.  10678.  An  a^t  fo\the  relief  of  Angelo 
A.  Russo; 

HR.  10720.  A 6  act  for  the  relief  of  Rex- 
ford  R.  Cheoyman,  of  Williamsburg,  Va.; 

H.R.  12416.  An  act  to  authcN^e  the  sale, 
without  Regard  to  the  6-month  Waiting  pe¬ 
riod  prescribed,  of  chestnut  extractNproposed 
to  be/disposed  of  pursuant  to  the  Strategic 
ancj/Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act; 

I.J.  Res.  730.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
Che  President  to  proclaim  May  15  of  eac 
year  as  Peace  Officers  Memorial  Day  and  theS 
calendar  week  of  each  year  during  which 
such  May  15  occurs  as  Police  Week;  and 

H.  Con.  Res.  509.  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  the  express  approval  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  pursuant  to  section  3(e)  of  the  Strate¬ 
gic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act 
(50  U.S.C.  98b(e)),  for  the  disposition  of 
certain  materials  from  the  national  stock¬ 
pile. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

HR.  7326.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  E.  La 
Ree  Smoot  Carpenter;  and 

HR.  12708.  An  act  to  increase  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  municipal  court  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  in  civil  actions,  to  change 
the  names  of  the  court,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  lulls  and  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  foliowing  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrenpe  of  the  House  is  re¬ 
quested  : 

S.  2949.  Aniact  to  amend  sections  1821  and 
1825  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  to  in¬ 
crease  tli?  per  diem,  mileage,  and  subsistence 
allowance  of  witnesses,  and  for  other  pur- 
pose§? 

3227.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Young  Wai; 
5.  3455.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Melynda 
tim  Zehr  (Chun  Yoon  Nyu)  and  Michelle 
Su  Zehr  (Lim  Myung  Im) ; 

S.  3502.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Maria 
Nowakowski  Chandler; 

S.3557.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Betty 
Sandra  Fagann;  and 

S.J.  Res.  223.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  period  January  13,  1963,  to  January  19, 
1963,  as  International  Printing  Week. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  concurs  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  No.  1  to  the  bill  (H.R.  1960)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  amend  chapter  85  of 
title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  district 
courts,  and  for  other  purposes.” 


H.R.  12391 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Journal  today.) 

^  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  yester¬ 
day,  September  20,  in  an  effort  to  clarify 
important  points  during  debate  on  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  12391,  I  re¬ 
peatedly  requested  recognition  from  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding] 
while  he  had  the  floor.  After  requesting 
my  colleague  from  Kansas  to  yield  five 
successive  times  he  finally  recognized  me, 
but  would  not  answer  questions. 

It  is  regrettable  the  Wheat  Subcommit¬ 
tee  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  would  not  permit  an  ex¬ 
change  of  questions  and  answers.  Wheat 
producers  in  Kansas  and  elsewhere  are 
concerned  about  certain  provisions  of  the 
1964  wheat  program  as  contained  in  the 
conference  report.  It  was  surprising  in 
reading  the  printed  Record  of  proceed¬ 
ings  for  September  20  that  my  colleague 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breed- 
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THi  PLIGHT  OP  THE  TIMBER 
\  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Madam  President,  I 
wish  to  mention  something  about  the 
plight  whicn\  confronts  the  timber  in¬ 
dustry  of  America  today.  Over  the  past 
several  months  Ve  have  heard  a  great 
deal  of  discussioh  by  Members  of  this 
body  about  the  plight  of  our  various 
American  industries\which  are  in  eco¬ 
nomic  difficulties  bemuse  of  imports 
from  foreign  producers\  Just  today  the 
Senate  completed  consideration  of  leg¬ 
islation  on  expansion  of  the  Trade 
Agreements  Act  granting  broad  author¬ 
ities  to  the  executive  branch  Nr  negotia¬ 
tions  for  promoting  trade  wHh  other 
countries.  > 

Some  time  ago,  gack  on  May  15,  16, 
and  17  of  this  year  we  discussed  onthe 
floor  of  the  Senate,  Madam  President, 
legislation  dealing  with  the  amendment 
to  section  204  of  the  Agriculture  Act  o: 
1956.  This  bill  was  known  as  H.R.  10788 
to  permit  and  implement  the  negotiated 
agreements  between  this  nation  and  19 
other  nations  relative  to  the  protection 
of  the  cotton  and  cotton  textile  indus¬ 
tries.  At  that  time  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.R.  10788  which  would  have 
provided  that  this  agreement  could  not 
go  into  effect  until  such  agreements  had 
been  negotiated  for  other  designated 
agriculture  products.  One  of  those  prod¬ 
ucts  is  lumber  and  the  timber  industry 
which  is  in  a  very  depressed  condition 
in  the  United  States  today. 

I  was  disappointed  that  some  Sena¬ 
tors  who  come  from  timber-producing 
States  voted  against  my  amendment  at 
that  time  to  bring  timber  under  the  man¬ 
tle  of  this  type  of  protection. 

I  am  happy,  however,  that  most  Sen¬ 
ators  who  have  large  timber  interests 
in  their  areas  and  who  have  timber  pro¬ 
ducers  in  their  States,  voted  in  support 
of  my  amendment,  which  would  have 
provided  for  timber,  lumber,  and  the 
lumbering  industry  the  identical  protec¬ 
tion  which  it  was  hoped  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  textiles  by  the  action  which 
was  taken. 

I  wish  I  could  believe  that  the  bill 
which  the  Senate  passed  this  week — t] 
Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962 — contains 
provisions  which  will  provide  for  Pro¬ 
tective  measures  for  this  great  segment 
of  our  agriculture  industry.  I  fear  that 
it  does  not.  I  fear  that  agriculture  and 
my  great  area  of  our  Nation /nay  be  in 
for  some  increasingly  difficult  times  be¬ 
cause  of  the  action  of  the  Senate. 

I  have  noted  with  i mu-easing  alarm 
in  recent  months  that  ine  Nation’s  for¬ 
est,  the  people  who /fork  in  them,  the 
people  who  are  dependent  on  them,  and 
the  communities  /''hose  economy  stems 
from  their  bomdious  gifts,  have  ex¬ 
pended  a  grea/deal  of  effort  in  trying 
to  improve  ttys  economic  status  of  forest- 
based  enterprises.  Last  week  I  was  re¬ 
minded  of/a  statement  made  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  in  Salem,  Oreg.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember^,  I960,  in  which  he  said  to  a 
timber-based  community: 

IMs  time  for  a  fresh  and  imaginative  pro¬ 
gram  to  resolve  the  problem  of  our  Nation’s 
iber  industry  and  in  1961  we  are  going  to 
put  such  a  program  into  action. 


This  was  an  excellent  statement  of  in¬ 
tention.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  an¬ 
ticipation  of  its  implementation  has 
been  so  unrewarding.  Here  we  are  in 
late  1962  and  as  yet  no  definitive  action 
which  will  bring  economic  relief  to  the 
timber  industry  has  been  taken  in  any 
fashion  whatsoever. 

Before  discussing  further  the  imme¬ 
diate  and  serious  obstacles  in  the  path  of 
a  healthy  forest  economy  of  our  country 
today  I  believe  it  would  be  most  helpful  to 
put  in  context  just  how  important  this 
activity  is  to  our  Nation.  Over  the 
years,  since  the  founding  of  our  country, 
the  lumber  industry  has  been  the  back¬ 
bone  of  the  forest  economy.  Lumber  has 
made  the  most  significant  contributions 
to  our  American  way  of  life  of  any  of  the 
forest  products,  although  nature’s  gift  to 
us  through  the  forest  includes  much  more 
than  lumber.  The  list  of  specific  prod¬ 
ucts  could  be  endless;  the  poles  that  sup¬ 
port  our  lines  of  communication  across 
he  continent,  the  books  we  read,  the 
agazines  that 'supply  us  with  current 
information  and  the  daily  newspapers 
thalv  keep  us  so  well  informed  on  thi 
man^subjects  of  current  interest  to  w 
and  mfee  the  furniture  we  sit  upon /the 
celluloseXin  the  garments  we  wear;  the 
rosins  and.  the  resins  and  the  ghfe  and 
the  paint  \hat  we  depend  upon,  the 
pencils  thaK  I  use  to  jot  down  my 
thoughts  on  this  subject  and,  if  one 
might  use  the  term,  the  handles  for  the 
tools  that  torment  those  who  are 
gardeners  on  the  weekend.  And — prob¬ 
ably  most  importantof  all,  the  homes 
that  prQvide  shelter  f/K  millions  of  Amer 
icans  today. 

However,  I  believe  I  ca'n  document  the 
case  I  advocate/today  forvprotection  of 
the  great  lumber  industry  orAmerica  and 
it  can  be  most  accurately  portrayed,  if 
I  confine  my  observations  to  tne  lumber 
manufacturing  industry — for  \n  this 
single  basic  industry  are  illustrated  all 
the  heartaches  and  the  perils  which 
beset/the  forest  industry  as  a  whole. 

The  lumber  industry  is  America’s  oldest 
industry.  The  original  forests  of  thi 
nited  States  covered  822  million  acres 
or  more  than  40  percent  of  our  land  area. 
There  obviously  is  no  record  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  volume  of  timber  but  it  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  as  being  between  5  and  8  trillion 
board  feet.  Vast  forests  provided  lum¬ 
ber  for  the  very  first  needs  of  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  Massachusetts  colonists — 
shelter  against  the  elements  and  stock¬ 
ades  for  protection  against  the  hostile 
savages.  Within  a  few  years  after  the 
first  settlements,  sawmills  began  to  ap¬ 
pear  up  and  down  the  Atlantic  seaboard. 
Even  before  the  first  reported  sawmill 
was  built  at  Berwick,  Maine,  in  1631,  the 
settlers  in  this  new  land  began  to  clear 
areas  for  farms  for  the  sites  of  their 
barns  and  of  their  homes.  Timbers  for 
bridges  and  roads  were  hewn  from  the 
virgin  forests.  Frequently,  in  the  colo¬ 
nial  days,  the  objectives  of  the  wood 
cutter  were  first  to  clear  the  land  and 
only  secondarily  to  obtain  fuel  and  build¬ 
ing  materials.  The  lumber  industry  de¬ 
veloped  hand  in  hand  with  agriculture, 
furnishing  the  first  crude  instruments 
basic  to  cultivation  of  the  virgin  land. 
Lumber  manufacture  was  primarily — 


even  as  it  remains  today  in  large  mes 
ure — local  industry.  The  lumber 
and  the  pioneering  settler  were  one,6nd 
the  same. 

As  the  centers  of  population  and  com¬ 
merce  and  industry  moved  westward,  so 
did  the  lumber  industry.  New  York 
timber  succeeded  the  seacoapt  stands  as 
the  center  of  production.  Then  to 
Pennsylvania,  along  the/ Susquehanna 
and  Ohio  Rivers,  and  up  into  Michigan, 
Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota  and  South 
Dakota.  From  the  Lmce  States  the  west¬ 
ward  migration  of /the  lumber  industry 
split  around  the'  last  decade  of  the 
19th  century,  y  part  moving  into  my 
home  State,  into  the  Rocky  Mountain 
area  and  the/Pacific  Northwest,  but  the 
greater  pa/  moving  toward  the  vast  vir¬ 
gin  stand/  3f  the  Southern  States. 

It  wa/  inevitable  that  the  early  lum¬ 
ber  industry  was  exploitive  in  character. 
As  fast  as  land  was  cut  over,  settlers 
moved — clearing,  cultivating,  and  build- 
in/.  The  order  of  the  day  was  for  the 
iberman  to  harvest  the  timber  and 
rto  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  advancing 
tide  of  settlers.  Present-day  critics  of 
the  history  of  the  lumber  industry  give 
relatively  little  consideration  to  the  con¬ 
tributions  it  made  to  the  rapid  growth 
and  settlement  of  America.  Forests, 
even  as  soil,  game,  and  water,  were  ex¬ 
ploited.  Fortunately,  trees  are  a  renew¬ 
able  resource.  In  fact,  our  forests  are 
America’s  greatest  and  only  renewable 
resource.  There  has  been  a  great  awak¬ 
ening  to  this  fact,  which  began  at  the 
turn  of  this  century  under  the  farsighted 
leadership  of  men  such  as  Gifford  Pin- 
chot  and  President  Theodore  Roosevelt. 
The  American  lumber  industry  has 
played  a  dominant  role  in  assuring  the 
future  of  our  Nation’s  timber  resources. 
Economic  facts  of  life  have  necessitated 
the  replacement  of  trees  as  they  are  cut 
in  order  to  assure  a  continued  operation. 
The  privately  owned  forest  products  in¬ 
dustries  are  in  virtually  every  State  of 
our  Union. 

We  sometimes  get  a  distorted  view  of 
an  industry  because  of  our  lack  of  close¬ 
ness  to  it.  The  forest  industries,  operat- 
ig  as  they  do,  in  isolated  areas  suffer 
>re  from  this  distortion  perhaps  than 
m<yt  industries.  This  is  an  industry  of 
very\small  units.  It  is  probably  impos¬ 
sible  to  count  all  of  the  sawmills  operat¬ 
ing  in  this  country  at  any  given  time. 
HoweverMt  is  estimated  that  there  may 
be  as  many  as  65,000  sawmills  producing 
lumber  forNhe  multitudinous  needs  of 
the  Americah  consumer.  As  distin¬ 
guished  from  highly  concentrated  indus¬ 
tries  which  are  the  major  source  of  com¬ 
petition  to  lumbers  the  index  of  concen¬ 
tration  in  the  lumber  industry  is  the  low¬ 
est  of  any  major  industry.  The  three 
largest  lumber  companies  account  for 
less  than  7  percent  of  the  Nation’s  total 
lumber  product. 

The  lumber  industry  is  aNhighly  com¬ 
petitive  industry.  There  is  steong  com¬ 
petition  not  only  betweenX  different 
species  of  wood  and  different  producing 
regions,  but  also  between  similar'opera- 
tions  in  the  same  area.  Because  of  the 
necessity  of  operating  close  to  the  so\rce 
of  its  raw  material,  segments  of  the  It 
ber  industry  are  found  in  virtually  ever 


CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  information  onlyj 

,  -  should  not  be  quoted 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  j  or  cited) 

Issued  Sept  25,  1962 
For  actions  of  Sept  24,  1962 

87th-2d,  No.  17: 


Foreign  aid . y;...26 

Foreign  trade. 20 

Forestry . J, . ..  11,27 

Labeling . . A . 28 

Legislative  proposals. ..  30 

Lumber. ....  .X . 2,12,25 

Marketing.  . . 28 

National  parks. ......  11 ,27 

Patent  s  •  /• ............. ..16 

Pay  increase . 9 

Personnel . . .6,9 

Postal  rates . 9 

Retirement . 9 

irplus  property. .... .5 , 19 

■'Trademarks . . . 15 

Transportation . 12 

Virgin  Islands . 17 

Watersheds . 14 


^  CONTENTS 

Agricultural  appropri¬ 
ations . 8 

Appropriations. . .3,8,13,29 

ASC  committees . 1,24 

Conservation . 22 

Cuba . 18,20 


)ecentralization. . . . 7 

Drugs . 4 

Employment . 6 

Expenditures . 2' 

Farm  program . .20 

Feed  grain . ,4  10 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  requested  further  co^ferende  with  House  on  agricultural  appro¬ 

priation  bill.  Sen.  Proxmire  criticized  cbmfbrence  report  on  farm  bill.  Senate 
committee  reported  pay  bill.  Sen.  Morse  inerted  his  speech  expressing  concern  over 
lumber  imports.  Rep,  Norblad  criticized  Tumbe^  imports.  .  Rep.  Matthews  commended 
ASC  committeemen. 
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1.  ASC  COMMITTEES.  Rep.  Matthews  commended  the  ASC  committeemen  saying,  "Congress 

should  give  a.  general/round  of  applause  for  America's  farmer-elected  ASC 
committeemen- -the  frontline  men  of  this  Nation's  great  agricultural  complex." 
pp.  19411-2 

2.  LUMBER.  Rep.  No/blad  criticized  the  importation  of  Canadian  lum&^r  and  urged 
action  to  limit  such  imports,  p.  19411 

3.  INDEPENDENT/OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Further  conferees  we  re  ^pointed 

on  certaisi  Senate  amendments  to  this  bill,  H.  R.  12711.  Senate  conferees  have 
already /been  appointed,  p.  19355 

4.  DRUGS*/  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  on  Sept.  22  (Hur- 
ine/adjournment  of  the  House)  with  amendment  H.  R.  11581,  the  proposed  Drug  aqd 

Atory  Inspection  Amendments  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  2464).  Received  on  Sept.  24  a 
Supplemental  report  on  this  bill  (H.  Rept.  2464,  pt.  2),  p.  19417 
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5.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  11378,  to  amend  the  Federal  Propej 


and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  permit  donations  of  surpluj 
property  to  schools  for  the  mentally  retarded,  schools  for  the  physically 
handicapped,  radio  and  television  stations  licensed  by  the  FCC  as  educational 
radio  or  educational  television  stations,  and  public  libraries,  p.  194^3 


6.  PERSONNEL,  Rep.  Beckworth  inserted  correspondence  and  articles  regarding 
summer  employment  by  Federal  agencies  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  area/and  urged 
enactment  of  legislation  to  extend  the  apportionment  requirement /in  the  Civil 


Service  Act  to  temporary  summer  employment,  pp.  19412-5 


7.  DECENTRALIZATION.  \  The  Government  Operations  Committee  approved  a  report, 
’’Criteria  for  Decentralizing  Federal  Activities  from  the  Nation’s  Capital.” 
p.  D884 


SENATE 


8.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  trtie  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12648,  and  insisted  on  certain  amendments  in  disagreement  (p, 
19315).  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  provide 
that  not  to  exceed  $225,000  shallxoe  transferred  by  the  Secretary  from  other 
appropriations  available  to  the  Department  for  the  expenses  of  the  Office  of 
Internal  Audit  and  Inspection  (p.  1^315)  ./insisted  on  the  Senate  amendments 
1,19,44,47,48,49,50,51,52,53,  and  54  (Seq/Digest  168  for  a  summary  of  these 
amendments)  (p.  19315).  By  a  vote  of  77^:0  0,  insisted  on  amendments  2  (relat¬ 
ing  to  research  and  demonstration  on /the  'production  and  utilization  of  agri¬ 
cultural  products)  and  6  (relating  to  construction  of  ARS  research  facilities) 
(pp«  19315-7),  Requested  a  further  conference  with  the  House  on  the  items  in 
disagreement,  and  conferees  were/appointed  (p.  19317) 


9.  PERSONNEL;  POSTAL  RATES.  The  /Post  Office  and  CivilXService  Committee  reported 
with  amendment  H.  R.  7927,  tne  Federal  pay  and  postCl-rate  increase  bill  (S, 

Rept.  2120) (p. 19262) .  The^'Daily  Digest”  includes  thC\  following  statement  re¬ 
garding  the  bill  as  repo/ted:  \ 

The  bill,  as  approyed  by  the  committee,  would  provide\an  estimated 
$603  million  annual  additional  revenue  from  postal  rate  inC^eases,  derived  frc/  , 
(1)  increased  first/class  postal  rate  to  5  cents.  (2)  increased  airmail  rata  v 


(1)  increased  first/class  postal  rate  to  5  cents,  (2)  increased  airmail  rate  ^ 
to  8  cents,  (3)  ipr  second-class  mail,  three  annual  4-percent  increases  in  edi¬ 
torial  content,  And  three  annual  10-percent  increases  in  advertising  content, 
and  (4)  increases  in  third-  and  fourth-class  mail.  X 

’’With  regard  to  Federal  employees’  pay  increases,  the  bill  woulck(l)  provide 
upon  enactment  an  average  of  5.5-percent  increase  for  classified  workers  and  an 
additions/^.  1-percent  increase  on  January  1,  1964,  (2)  provide  upon  enactment 
an  average  of  8.6-percent  increase  for  postal  workers,  and  an  additionalNz, 6- 
percen/  increase  on  January  1,  1964,  and  (3)  provide  upon  enactment  a  7-pefceent 
increase  for  legislative  employees. 


(  '  Also>  committee  adopted  an  amendment  which  would  include  in  the  bill  the 

2937,  to  provide  increases  in  civil  service  retirement  annuities.” 

ip.  D883) 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Proxmire  discussed  the  farm  bill  as  reported  out  of  con¬ 
ference,  expressed  reservations  over  the  feed-grain  provisions,  urged  the 
Secretary  to  undertake  wide-ranging  studies  of  alternative  feed  grain  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  years  following  1963,”  and  contended  that  the  bill  ’’would  result 
n  a  cost  twice  as  high  for  the  taxpayers  as  the  cost  would  have  been  under  the 
Dill  which  previously  was  passed  by  the  Senate.”  pp.  19324-6 
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V(e)  The  Commission  shall  solicit  the  co¬ 
operation  of  colleges,  universities,  and  other 
institutions  of  higher  education  in  encour¬ 
aging  #he  study  and  understanding  of  the 
Constitution  by  suitable  recognition  through 
scholarships  or  otherwise  of  promising  stu¬ 
dents  whoNhsplay  an  interest  in  it. 

‘‘(f)  The  Commission  shall  solicit  the  co¬ 
operation  of,  and  make  its  assistance  avail¬ 
able  to,  civic,  patriotic,  and  religious  organi¬ 
zations  undertaking  any  activities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  anniversary. 

‘‘(g)  The  Commission  shall  endeavor  to 
promote  worldwide  Understanding  of  the 
United  States  Constitution  by  encouraging, 
and  if  practicable  assisting  in,  student  ex¬ 
change  programs  and  anysother  means  by 
which  citizens  of  foreign  countries  may  be 
afforded  opportunities  to  leasm  about  our 
constitutional  processes.  \ 

“(h)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
cept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  such 
gifts  of  money  or  other  property  as  in  its 
Judgment  may  be  appropriate  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  shall  ba.  ac¬ 
countable  therefor  in  the  same  manneKas 
for  appropriated  funds  or  property  purchased 
with  appropriated  funds.  \ 

“proclamations  by  the  president 
"Sec.  7.  The  President  is  hereby  authorized 
and  requested  to  issue  proclamations — 

“(1)  designating  September  17,  1962,  as 
Constitution  Day  and  calling  upon  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  to  observe  such  day 
with  special  ceremonies  and  other  activities 
in  celebration  of  the  one  hundred  and 
seventy-fifth  anniversary  of  the  formation 
of  the  Constitution; 

“(2)  designating  December  15,  1962,  as 
Bill  of  Rights  Day  and  calling  upon  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  to  observe  such  day 
with  appropriate  ceremonies  and  activities; 
and 

“(3)  designating  the  period  from  Septem¬ 
ber  17,  1962,  to  July  4,  1963,  inclusive,  as  a 
period  dedicated  to  a  renewal  of  national 
awareness  of  the  priceless  heritage  which  the 
Constitution  represents,  and  calling  upon 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  engage  in 
such  educational  and  inspirational  activities 
as  will  deepen  their  understanding  of  the 
Constitution  and  strengthen  their  devotion 
to  it. 

“DISTRIBUTION  OP  COPIES  OF  THE 
CONSTITUTION 

“Sec.  8.  The  Attorney  General,  acting 
through  the  Immigration  and  Naturaliza- . 
tion  Service,  is  hereby  authorized  and  dj/ 
rected  to  make  available  a  suitable  copy/of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States/and 
the  amendments  thereto  to  each  person  en¬ 
tering  the  United  States  during  the  one-year 
period  which  begins  on  Septembei/17,  1962. 

“DISPOSAL  OP  PROPERTY  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

"Sec.  9.  (a)  After  the  Comm/sion  has  dis¬ 
charged  all  its  functions  pursuant  to  this 
Act  except  for  those  under/this  section  and 
section  10,  it  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  such  of  i/s  records  and  other 
property  as  in  his  judgment  are  appropriate 
for  permanent  presentation  or  display  in  the 
Independence  National  Historical  Park. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transfer  the 
remainder  of  it/records  and  property  to  the 
Administrator/6f  General  Services,  who  shall 
hold  and  dispose  of  such  records  and  prop¬ 
erty  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949. 

/iTNAL  REPORT  OP  COMMISSION 

“Sbc.  10.  The  Commission  shall  make  a  fi- 
nal/Teport  of  its  activities  to  the  Congress 
oar  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  second  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  upon 
/the  filing  of  such  report,  the  Commission 
shall  cease  to  exist. 


"EXPENDITURES  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

“Sec.  11.  All  expenditures  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  be  made  from  donated  funds 
only.” 

Sec.  7.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Joint 
resolution  shall  affect  the  validity  of  actions 
heretofore  lawfully  taken  under  authority  of 
the  joint  resolution  of  July  14,  1960  (Public 
Law  86-650) . 

And  on  page  7,  strike  out  lines  1 
through  2,  inclusive. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  discussed  this  subject  with 
the  ranking  membership  on  both  sides  in 
the  committee  handling  the  bill,  and 
they  have  no  objection. 

Therefore,  I  move  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
cur  in  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


ADMITTANCE  OF  THE  VESSEL  “CITY 
\  OF  NEW  ORLEANS”  TO  AMERICAN' 
^REGISTRY  / 

Mk  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Preside)/;,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceedNto  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
1747,  Senate  bill  3115,  to  authorize  the 
admittance,  of  the  vessel  C/cy  of  New 
Orleans  to  American  registry  and  to  be 
used  in  the  coastwise  trade. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  \  / 

There  being  no  Objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consioer  the  bill  (S.  3115) 
to  authorize  the  admittance  of  the  vessel, 
City  of  New  Orleans,  to\Unerican  regis¬ 
try  and  to  peraiit  the  useKof  such  vessel 
in  the  coastwise  trade.  \ 


ORDERT  OF  BUSINESS— THE  CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT  ON  THE'-FARM 
B^LL  \ 

/Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  it  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Chair  that  there  is  in 
effect  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
under  which  the  Senate  will  convene  at 
10  a.m.  on  Tuesday,  and  that  at  3  p.m. 
will  vote  on  the  question  of  agreeing  to 
the  conference  report  on  the  farm  bill 
(H.R.  12391)? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


CANYONLANDS  NATIONAL  PARK 

AND  RECREATION  AREA,  UTAH 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  we  in  Con¬ 
gress  are  often  accused  of  doing  futile 
and  irrational  things.  The  action  taken 
today  by  my  senior  colleague,  Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett,  would  seem  to  confirm  this  criti¬ 
cism.  I  refer,  of  course,  to  his  action 
in  introducing  S.  3744,  to  create  a  Can- 
yonlands  National  Park  and  Recreation 
Area  in  southeastern  Utah.  No  act  could 
be  more  meaningless  at  this  time.  Con¬ 


gress  is  in  its  last  few  days  of  the  current/ 
session,  and  all  bills  that  have  not  been 
enacted  into  law  at  the  close  of  our  ses¬ 
sion  will  automatically  lapse  and  be  of 
no  effect.  Moreover,  the  Senate /inter¬ 
ior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted 
several  weeks  ago  to  report  favorably  S. 
2387,  to  establish  a  Canyo/ilands  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  The  committee  report  was 
formally  filed  in  the  Senate  today.  This 
Canyonlands  National /Park  bill  covers 
exactly  the  same  are#  described  in  the 
Bennett  bill,  and  has  been  before  the 
Senate  for  nearly /two  years’  time.  Ex¬ 
tensive  public  hearings  were  held  on  the 
Moss  bill,  S.  2^87,  to  establish  Canyon¬ 
lands  National  Park  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah/LMr.  Bennett]  appeared  as 
a  witness  before  the  committee  at  these 
hearings/  Not  only  this,  but  when  pub¬ 
lic  he^mgs  were  held  in  three  different 
cities' in  Utah,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Np.  Bennett]  ,  at  the  invitation  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  sat  with 
/he  committee  members  and  heard  all  of 
the  witnesses,  and  was  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  ask  questions  and  make  state¬ 
ments  for  the  record.  All  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  which  he  now  includes  in  his  bill, 
introduced  today,  were  suggested  by  him 
to  the  Senate  Interior  Committee. 
These  were  considered  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  were  rejected  before  action  was 
taken  on  the  canyonlands  bill,  S.  2387. 

The  only  possible  motive  that  I  can 
ascribe  for  the  introduction  of  the  bill 
by  Senator  Bennett  at  this  time,  when  it 
cannot  possible  be  considered,  and  when 
its  provisions  have  already  been  rejected 
by  the  Interior  Committee,  is  an  attempt 
to  gain  publicity  for  his  political  cam¬ 
paign  in  Utah. 

His  latest  effort  to  oppose  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  Canyonlands  National  Park 
in  Utah  will  not  succeed.  His  stead¬ 
fast  and  unreasoning  opposition  may 
have  caused  some  delay;  but,  in  the  long 
rim,  the  people  of  Utah  will  secure  a 
national  park  in  the  wonderland  area 
of  southeastern  Utah.  Canyonlands  will 
be  a  welcome  addition  to  the  the  national 
spark  system,  and  will  also  bring  great 
economic  stimulus  to  the  economy  of 
Utah. 

Thp  tactics  of  the  senior  Senator  have 
been  to  proclaim  support  of  a  Canyon¬ 
lands  National  Park,  and  then  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  use  every  possible  means  to  de¬ 
lay  and  defeat  the  Moss  bill  which  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress.  I  am  sure  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  thXsenate  will  recognize  the 
tactics  being  ufed  against  Canyonlands 
National  Park,  and  will  not  be  misled. 
No  area  in  the  united  States  is  more 
qualified  for  national  park  status  than 
the  territory  described  in  the  Canyon¬ 
lands  National  Park  bilK  I  will  continue 
my  fight  for  this  legislation  until  our 
national  park  is  a  reality.  \ 


TRIBUTES  TO  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER  AND  THE  MINORITY 
LEADER  \ 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  hoped  that  within  the  next  2  week# 
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Congress  will  complete  its  legislative 
agenda  and  will  adjourn.  In  the  closing 
hours  there  will  be  laudatory  speeches  to 
the  leaders  of  the  Senate,  to  the  officers 
of  the  Sfenate,  and  to  the  employees  of 
the  Senate— and  very  properly  so. 

Today,  I  yvant  to  pay  my  respects  to 
the  majority*,  leader  and  the  minority 
leader  of  the  Senate.  I  speak  first  of  the 
minority  leader ', '•■because  he  is  a  member 
of  my  own  political  party.  I  shall  speak 
briefly,  and  not  dwell  at-  length,  because 
my  feeling  is  very  sifpply  summed  up  by 
saying  that  he  is  the  b^st  minority  lead¬ 
er  during  the  14  yearsSit  has  been  my 
privilege  to  serve  in  the  Senate. 

Considering  the  high\  caliber  of 
minority  leaders  in  the  pa^t  14  years, 
what  higher  praise  could  I  egress  than 
this? 

As  a  member  of  the  opposition  polit¬ 
ical  party,  I  want  to  pay  special  tribute 
to  the  majority  leader,  the  very  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Montana. 
Without  a  doubt  he  is  the  most  con¬ 
siderate  and  patient  and  kind  man  evei 
to  serve  as  majority  leader. 

I  have  never  seen  anyone  in  the  Senate 
take  the  abuse  that  he  has  taken  in 
this  year’s  session.  Yet,  he  never  lost 
his  temper;  he  never  resorted  to  vindic¬ 
tiveness  or  to  retaliation.  Instead,  with 
consummate  patience,  he  repeatedly 
turned  his  cheek  and  took  constant 
abuse,  while  refusing  the  temptation  to 
strike  back. 

If  I  were  ever  to  write  a  book  on  pro¬ 
files  in  courage,  I  would  certainly  place 
Mike  Mansfield  in  the  select  list,  for  it 
takes  tremendous  courage  to  keep  your 
silence — to  hold  your  tongue — when  you 
are  being  pilloried  day  after  day  with/ 
shocking  intensity.  / 

And  we  of  the  Senate  know  why  Mn^E 
Mansfield  took  such  abuse  so  silefftly 
without  rancor  and  without  retaliation. 
We  knew  why  externally  he  remained' 
calm  and  courteous  and  considerate  and 
patient,  while  we  strongly  suspected  that 
internally  he  was  suffering  v(/ry,  very 
deep  hurt. 

We  knew  that  he  was  not  ohly  placing 
the  harmony  of  his  own  political  party 
ahead  of  his  own  individual  feelings,  that 
he  was  willing  to  be  so  unfairly  treated 
without  fighting  back,  tc/do  so  for  his 
party. 

We  knew  that  he  wafe  doing  it  for  a 
greater  and  more  nobje  reason:  because 
he  was  placing  the  welfare  of  his  coun¬ 
try  and  the  welfare  *5f  the  Senate  ahead 
of  his  own  individq&l  position  and  feel¬ 
ings. 

In  doing  so  ho'  truly  and  inspiringly 
exemplified  leadership  at  its  very  best, 
for  he  was  actfng  not  just  as  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  of  the  Senate,  not  just  as 
the  Democratic  leader  of  the  Senate,  but 
as  the  lead e/  of  the  Senate,  without  the 
restrictive  virefix  of  majority. 

And  oner  of  the  proudest  moments  of 
this  session  of  the  Senate  was  when  our 
great  minority  leader  arose  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  flood-  and  in  a  tremendous  tribute  to 
Mike  AIansfield  devastatingly  defended 
him  Against  the  detractors  in  his  own 
Democratic  Party.  If  there  was  ever  a 
ificent  display  of  nonpartisanship 
■  Senate  it  was  on  that  occasion. 

Mr.  MORSE  subsequently  said :  Mr. 
President,  I  listened  with  great  interest. 


but  not  with  any  agreement,  to  the/ 
speech  made  a  few  minutes  ago  by  tl 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]. /I 
sent  a  notice  to  her  that  I  would  msuie 
a  brief  reply  to  her  address.  I  am  ^ure 
that  the  majority  leader  will  be  delighted 
and  highly  flattered  and  pleased  tp  be  so 
warmly  complimented  and  praised  by 
such  a  delightful,  charming,  ana  lovely 
lady.  But  the  Senator  from  jSGlaine,  of 
course,  commented  upon  what/,  after  all, 
is  a  family  quarrel  on  this  /side  of  the 
aisle,  and  usually  when  outsiders  in¬ 
volve  themselves  in  family  quarrels,  they 
please  only  one  side  of  the’  family. 

Of  course,  I  can  well  understand  how 
the  Republicans  would/be  pleased  with 
many  of  the  courses  /of  action  of  the 
Democratic  leadership  during  the  pres¬ 
ent  session  of  Congi-ess,  for  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  that 
course  of  action  will  be  very  helpful  to 
them  in  their  campaigns  to  elect  Re¬ 
publicans  in  November.  But  those  of  us 
who  disagree  with  the  course  of  action 
of  the  Democratic  leadership  on  many 
\matters  do  not  think  that  some  of  the 
lurse  of  action  followed  by  our  Demo¬ 
cratic  leadership  will  be  helpful  in  elect- 
ing\  Democrats.  Therefore,  having 
listened  /to  the  speech  of  the  Senator 
from  Maine,  I  wish  to  file  this  caveat  of 
disagreement.  I  point  out  that  we  on 
the  Democratic  side  are  capable  of 
handling  ofcn-  own  family  quarrels.  We 
hope  that  imdue  course  of  time  we  may 
fiqd  a  basis  fox  readjustment  and  recon- 
cfiation.  But,  as  far  as  those  of  us  who 
link  that  the  'Democratic  leadership 
las  made  some  veW  serious  mistakes  at 
the  present  session  of  the  Congress  by  its 
coalition  policies  with,  the  Republicans, 
I  wish  to  say  that  we  will  not  have 
our  views  changed  byVomplimentary 
speeches  about  the  leadership  coming 
from  the  Republican  side  ohthe  aisle. 

SHARP  COST  INCREASES  IN  FEED 

GRAIN  SECTION  OF  FARM  CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
tomoiTow  at  3  o’clock  the  Senate  will 
vote  on  the  farm  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12391. 

I  am  particularly  happy  that  my 
amendment  to  make  feed  available  from 
CCC  stocks  in  case  contamination  of 
local  feed  supplies  by  radioactive  fallout 
occurs,  was  retained  by  the  conference 
committee. 

This  amendment  might  mean  a  great 
deal  to  the  dairy  farmers  in  some 
localities  at  a  time  when  they  were  in 
serious  trouble. 

I  have  serious  reservations,  however, 
with  respect  to  the  feed-grain  provisions 
for  1963  and  for  later  years.  The  feed- 
grain  provisions  in  this  bill  will  protect 
and  maintain  feed-grain-livestock  pro¬ 
ducers’  incomes  in  1963  and  will  pre¬ 
vent  the  further  buildup  in  stocks  which 
would  occur  if  we  returned  to  the  1958 
legislation,  with  supports  at  65  percent 
of  parity  on  unlimited  production. 

The  feed-grain  provisions  for  1963  are 
far  less  satisfactory,  however,  than  a 
continuation  of  the  1962  program  with 
amendments  which  I  proposed  when  the 
bill  was  debated  in  the  Senate. 


September 


The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
brought  back  a  conference  report  which 
will  cost  the  Government  more  and 
which  will  result  in  less  adjustment  in 
feed-grain  acreages  than  would  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  a  simple  extension  of  the 
current  voluntary  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  offered  amendments 
which,  if  adopted,  would  have  tightened 
up  the  administration  of  the  current 
voluntary  feed-grain  program.  They 
would  have  tended  to  increase  acreage 
diversion,  by  requiring  participation  in  it 
to  be  eligible  for  soybeans  price  supports, 
for  example.  If  adopted  they  would 
have  reduced  the  Government  cost  of 
the  current  voluntary  program  by  sev¬ 
eral  million  dollars  and  made  it  more 
effective. 

Now,  however,  in  the  closing  days  of 
the  session  we  are  presented  with  a  con¬ 
ference  report  which  will  increase  the 
cost  of  the  voluntary  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  by  much  more  and  result  in  sub¬ 
stantially  less  diversion  of  feed  grain 
acreages. 

Mr.  Shuman,  president  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  charges 
that  the  direct  payment  featuers  in  this 
conference  report  “would  double  the  $900 
million  spent  under  the  1962  program  for 
feed  grains.’’  This  may  be  an  overstate¬ 
ment.  It  may  not  be  as  bad  as  that, 
but  it  is  bad  enough. 

Both  the  grain  trade  which  promoted 
the  use  of  direct  payments  for  feed 
grains  and  the  storage  industry  should 
be  highly  pleased.  Since  the  minimum 
resale  price  of*  feed  grains  represented 
by  payment-in-kind  certificates  cannot 
be  sold  at  less  than  the  loan  rate,  it  is 
doubtful  that  CCC  will  be  able  to  sell 
any  grains  except  those  out  of  condition. 
And  with  smaller  acreage  diversions  on 
the  participating  farms  under  the  eco¬ 
nomic  incentives  of  this  program,  it  is 
doubtful  that  the  1963  program  will  re-, 
suit  in  any  reduction  in  carryover  stocks. 

According  to  my  information,  after  al¬ 
lowing  for  the  cost  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  operations  in  taking  over 
about  600  million  bushels  of  1962  corn  at 
$1.20  per  bushel  under  the  loan,  and 
selling  an  equivalent  amount  at  $1  a 
bushel,  the  1963  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  will  cost  much  more  than  a 
simple  extension  of  the  1962  program. 
Even  more  serious,  whereas  the  intended 
diversions  of  corn,  grain  sorghum,  and 
barley  under  the  1962  program  total  32.7 
million  acres,  the  diversions  in  1963 
under  the  provisions  of  the  conference 
report  are  likely  to  be  much  less. 

Mr.  President,  if,  for  example,  9  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  acres  which  were  diverted 
to  conservation  practices  in  1962  are 
planted  to  feed  grains  in  1963 — which  is 
entirely  possible  under  this  program — 
production  will  be  400  to  500  million 
bushels  higher  than  otherwise.  Unless 
yields  fall  below  1961-62  levels,  carry¬ 
over  stocks  will  not  be  reduced  by  the 
1963  program. 

Assuming  a  net  reduction  in  CCC 
stocks  under  the  1962  program  of  425 
million  bushels  of  corn  equivalent — as 
is  estimated  for  the  1961  program — the 
net  cost  to  the  Government  of  the  1962 
program  totals  little  more  than  half  the 
projected  cost  of  the  1963  program. 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


19325 


Needless  to  say,  I  am  upset  by  these 'de¬ 
velopments.  I  had  hoped  that  we  could 
lower  the  cost  of  the  voluntary  program 
and  that  after  1  more  year  feed  grain 
stocks  would  be  down  to  desirable  levels. 
Now,  unless  the  weather  is  unfavorable 
next  year,  carryover  stocks  will  continue 
to  be  excessive. 

WIDE-HANGING  STUDIES  OF  ALTERNATIVE  FEED 
GRAIN  PRICE-SUPPORT  PROGRAMS  NEEDED 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  a  number  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  will  join  with  me 
in  urging  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  undertake  wide-ranging  studies  of  al¬ 
ternative  feed  grain  programs  for  the 
years  following  1963.  As  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  knows,  I  am  unhappy 
with  the  provisions  in  this  conference  re¬ 
port  for  feed  grains  after  1963.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  given  author¬ 
ity  to  set  feed  grain  price  supports  within 
the  range  of  50  to  90  percent  of  parity, 
but  at  such  a  level  as  will  not  result  in 
a  buildup  in  stocks.  This  is  entirely  in¬ 
adequate.  It  is  my  understanding,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
will  make  recommendations  to  the  next 
Congress  for  a  long-term  feed  grains 
program  to  be  effective  beginning  in  1964. 

Next  year  our  feet  will  be  to  the  fire. 
Those  of  us  who  want  to  maintain  in¬ 
come  for  dairy,  beef,  and  hog  farmers 
will  be  in  a  far  different  position  than 
we  were  this  year,  because  the  alterna¬ 
tive  to  doing  nothing  will  be  50-percent 
price  supports,  which  means  a  further 
cruel  income  drop  for  our  farmers.  It 
means  50  percent  of  parity  price  sup¬ 
ports  without  controls,  which  means 
devastation,  not  only  for  the  feed  grain 
farmers,  but  for  the  dairy  and  beef 
farmers,  too. 

As  a  basis  for  these  recommendations 
I  want  to  urge  that  careful  studies  be 
undertaken  of  a  wide  range  of  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  1961-62  voluntary  feed  grain 
programs  as  well  as  studies  of  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  provisions  for  1963. 

I  have  heard  nothing  from  the  staffs, 
or  the  experts,  except  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  will  insist  on  putting  into  effect 
mandatory  controls  for  1964.  It  is  go¬ 
ing  to  use  the  provisions  in  the  bill  to 
get  them,  and  we  will  not  be  able  to 
fight  for  the  maintenance  of  the  present 
program  on  any  basis,  regardless  of  the 
merits  of  the  voluntary  program; 

FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM  SHOULD  BE  FAR  DIFFERENT 
THAN  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

We  must  all  recognize  the  very  great 
.difference  between  the  cotton  program, 
or  the  tobacco  program,  or  the  wheat 
program,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  feed 
grain  program  on  the  other.  Eighty  to 
eighty-five  percent  of  the  farmers  who 
grow  feed  grains  feed  them  on  the  farm. 
For  that  reason,  controls  are  extremely 
difficult  to  establish  and  maintain. 

In  my  view,  a  long-term  feed  grains 
program  should  have  as  its  goal  the 
balancing  of  supplies  with  disappear¬ 
ance  at  prevailing  or  moderately  higher 
market  prices  and  at  no  greater  cost  to 
the  Government  than  the  1961-62  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  think  we  were  in  sight  of  achieving 
that  end.  I  think  if  the  bill  which  passed 
the  Senate  this  year  had  been  accepted 
in  conference,  we  would  have  had  a  sur¬ 
plus  so  low  that  balanced  production  and 


consumption  would  be  possible.  We 
would  not  have  had  to  worry  about  man¬ 
datory  controls.  We  would  not  have  had 
to  worry  about  50-percent  price  supports. 
But  the  conference  report  changed  the 
situation  drastically,  and  the  result 
means  that  we  are  not  going  to  get  the 
kind  of  diversion  we  had  last  year  and 
this  year.  As  a  result,  next  year,  those 
who  favor  mandatory  controls  will  have 
a  great  advantage. 

Mr.  President,  somehow  there  seems  to 
be  a  phobia  on  the  part  of  some  power¬ 
ful  people  that,  merely  because  there 
are  mandatory  programs  for  cotton  and 
for  tobacco,  therefore  everyone  must  be 
put  under  exactly  the  same  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram,  regardless  of  how  inapplicable  it 
may  be.  This  is  a  most  unfortunate  situ¬ 
ation.  This  attitude  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  caused  it  great  difficulty  this 
year.  Those  who  have  reflected  upon 
it  have  recognized  that  we  who  oppose 
the  mandatory  controls  for  the  feed 
grain  farmers  have  been  proved  correct 
on  the  basis  of  what  happened  in  the  tur¬ 
key  referendum  and  in  the  wheat  ref¬ 
erendum.  It  is  mortally  certain  that  if 
a  mandatory  feed  grain  control  program 
had  passed  the  Congress  this  year  the 
farmers  would  have  rejected  it  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote,  whereas  it  would  have  re¬ 
quired  a  two-thirds  vote  to  accept  it. 
The  result  of  this  rejection  would  have 
been  chaos  on  the  farms. 

I  should  like  to  document  this  point  a 
little  bit  more  before  I  conclude. 

BASIC  DATA  UTILIZED  IN  MAKING  ESTIMATES  OF 

COSTS  AND  ACREAGE  DIVERSION  COMPARISONS 

UNDER  PROPOSED  1963  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Total  base  acreage,  base  acreage  on 
participating  farms  and  intended  acre¬ 
age  to  be  diverted  in  1962  for  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley  are  shown  in  tables 
13,  14,  and  15  of  the  feed  situation, 
USDA,  May  1962,  which  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record. 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Com 

Grain 

sor¬ 

ghum 

Barley 

Total 

Total  base  acreage 
(million  acres) _ 

86.3 

20.9 

16.0 

123.2 

Base  acreage  on  par¬ 
ticipating  farms 
(percent)  _ 

58.5 

74.0 

50.0 

Percent  of  base  on 
participating 
farms  to  be  di¬ 
verted _ 

45.3 

43.3 

39.3 

Total  acres  to  be  di¬ 
verted  (million) _ 

22.9 

6.7 

3.1 

32.7 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  reasons  for  the  high  percentage 
diversion  on  the  participating  farms  is 
the  provision  that  small  producers  may 
divert  their  entire  acreage,  up  to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  25  acres. 

The  conference  report  provides  that 
for  1963  feed  grain  producers  who  divert 
at  least  20  percent  of  their  base  feed 
grain  acres  may  receive  an  acreage  di¬ 
version  payment  equal  to  50  percent  of 
the  value  of  the  crops  produced  with  the 
loan  level  at  $1.02  per  bushel  for  corn 
and  corresponding  loan  levels  for  other 
feed  grains.  Participating  producers 


would  also  receive  18  cents  a  bushel  for 
corn,  about  15  cents  a  bushel  for  grain 
sorghum  and  13  cents  a  bushel  for  barley 
on  the  normal  production  on  the  remain¬ 
ing  base  acreage.  Although  producers 
would  receive  diversion  payments  at  the 
50 -percent  rate  for  diverting  up  to  50 
percent  of  the  base  acreages,  there  would 
be  no  economic  incentive  to  divert  more 
than  the  minimum  20  percent  required 
to  be  eligible  for  the  price  support  loans, 
price  support  payments  and  acreage  di¬ 
version  payments. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  the  di¬ 
version  sought  will  not  be  achieved  by 
the  conference  proposal. 

SMALL  FARMER  DIVERSION  DISCOURAGED  BY 
CONFEREES 

The  small  farmer,  the  farmer  with  25 
acres,  will  have  far  less  incentive  to  re¬ 
duce  acreage  below  50  percent,  whereas 
it  was  feasible  to  take  out  of  production 
the  entire  acreage  under  the  provision 
passed  by  Congress  last  year. 

Since  the  economic  incentives  for  di¬ 
verting  a  minimum  of  20  percent  of  the 
feed  grain  base  acres  is  substantially 
higher  under  the  1963  provisions,  a  rea¬ 
sonable  estimate  is  that  75  percent  of 
the  corn  and  barley  and  85  percent  of 
the  grain  sorghum  base  acreage  would 
participate  in  the  1963  program.  Allow¬ 
ing  for  the  diversion  of  a  substantial 
number  of  entire  base  acreages  of  less 
than  25  acres  it  is  estimated  that  25 
percent  of  the  base  acreage  on  all  par¬ 
ticipating  farms  would  be  diverted.  If 
this  occurs — I  think  it  is  optimistic — 
acreage  diversions  in  1963  would  com¬ 
pare  with  intended  diversions  in  1962. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  showing  the  com¬ 
parison  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Intend¬ 
ed  di¬ 
version 

Esti¬ 

mated 

diver¬ 

sion 

Differ¬ 

ence 

Com _  _ million  acres.  _ 

me 

22.9 

6.7 

196S 

16.2 

4.4 

-6.7 

-2,3 

Grain  sorghum.: _ do _ 

Barley _ do _ 

3.1 

3.1 

0 

Total _ do _ 

32.7 

23.7 

-9.0 

CONFERENCE  RECOMMENDATIONS  DOUBLE  COST 
OF  FEED  GRAIN  SECTIONS  OF  PROGRAM 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  show  why  I  think  the  conference 
report  on  the  bill  would  result  in  a  cost 
twice  as  high  for  the  taxpayers  as  the 
cost  would  have  been  under  the  bill  which 
previously  was  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  cost  of  acreage  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  1962  program  have  been 
estimated  by  USDA  at  $900  million.  In 
addition,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  take  over  600  million  bushels — 
corn  equivalent — of  1962  feed  grains  at 
$1.20  per  bushel  while  selling  an  equal 
amount  at  $1  per  bushel,  resulting  in  a 
net  additional  cost  of  $120  million.  The 
combined  acreage  diversion  payments 
and  CCC  losses  on  loans  at  $1.20  per 
bushel  for  com  for  the  1962  program  will 
approximate  $1,020  million. 
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The  net  cost  after  allowing  for  net 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stock  re¬ 
ductions  of  425  million  bushels,  for  which 
there  would  be  compensation,  would  be 
reduced  to  about  $595  million.  That  is 
why  I  say  the  program  is  working  well. 
The  cost  is  moderate  in  terms  of  costs  in 
the  past.  The  program  is  reducing  the 
surpluses. 

Under  the  1963  provisions  with  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  program  and  acreage  diver¬ 
sion  payments  as  estimated  above,  acre¬ 
age  diversion  payments  would  be  $550 
million,  price  support  payments  would  be 
$573  million,  resulting  in  total  payments 
of  $1,123  million,  or  $103  million  higher 
than  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  1962 
program. 

But  that  would  be  only  the  beginning. 
With  9  million  additional  acres  planted 
to  corn  and  gi’ain  sorghums  an  additional 
400  to  500  million  bushels  of  feed  grains 
might  be  produced  compared  to  the  re¬ 
sult  if  the  1962  pi'ovision  had  been  con¬ 
tinued. 

If  yields  in  1963  ai’e  as  high  as  in 
1961-62,  there  would  be  no  net  reduction 
in  CCC  stocks  of  feed  grains,  and  the  net 
cost  of  the  program  would  approximate 
$1,123  million,  or  almost  double  the  net 
cost  of  the  1962  program,  more  than  half 
a  billion  dollai’s  higher. 

The  farmei's  would  be  no  better  off, 
and  the  taxpayers  would  be  $600  million 
worse  off.  The  pressui'e  would  be  on  us 
next  year,  when  the  Congress  considered 
the  bill,  both  in  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  in  the  Senate, 
to  proceed  with  a  mandatory  program, 
which  the  fanners  do  not  want  and  which 
probably  they  would  vote  down.  The 
pi'essure  would  be  on  us  to  adopt  that 
kind  of  program,  and  it  would  be  a  very 
heavy  pressure  indeed.” 

Mr.  President,  the  difficulty  is  that  the 
farmer  under  the  conference  proposal 
would  get  almost  as  much  payment  for 
diverting  20  percent  of  his  land  under 
the  new  proposal  as  he  was  paid  for  di¬ 
verting  40  percent  under  the  old  propo¬ 
sal.  With  thr  kind  of  payment,  we 
would  not  get  the  reduction  in  acreage 
needed  to  l'educe  production. 

Now  the  payment  this  year  under  pres- 
eixt  law  is  $1.20  a  bushel  for  cooperators, 
for  those  who  divert  acres,  plus  50  per- 
cent  of  $1.20  on  normal  production  of 
the  first  20  percent  of  diverted  acres, 
or  60  cents.  Then,  in  addition,  it  is  60 
percent  of  $1.20  on  normal  production  of 
the  next  20  percent  of  diverted  acres,  or 
72  cents.  Therefore,  the  farmer  now 
has  an  incentive  to  divert  not  20  per¬ 
cent  but  40  pei'cent  of  the  acres,  because 
he  gets  72  cents  per  bushel  for  produc- 
tion  on  the  second  20  percent  of  acres 
diverted. 

Furthermore,  the  small  farmer  could 
divert  his  entire  production.  Many  of 
them  have  done  so.  The  statistics  which 
I  have  put  into  the  Record  show  a  result 
with  respect  to  corn  of  more  than  45 
pei’cent  of  the  base  acreage  diverted. 
That  is  a  tremendous  diversion.  The 
program  has  been  a  great  success. 

INCENTIVE  FOR  DIVERSION  GONE  IN  CONFERENCE 

Under  the  new  program  these  incen¬ 
tives  vanish.  The  complier  who  diverted 
only  20  percent  of  the  acreage  still  would 
get  an  effective  $1.20  a  bushel — including 
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an  18 -cent  cash  payment — while  the 
noncomplier  would  get  $1.02  a  bushel. 
There  would  be  a  difference,  though. 
There  would  be  no  extra  payment  over 
the  50  percent  for  diverting  more  than 
20  percent  of  the  acreage. 

In  addition,  the  base  upon  which  the 
50  percent  would  be  figured  would  be 
$1.02,  and  not  $1.20,  so  the  payment 
would  be  51  cents,  half  of  $1.02„and  not 
72  cents. 

Furthermore,  after  the  reduction  of  20 
percent,  the  cooperators  would  get  18 
cents  a  bushel  on  all  production;  hence, 
there  would  be  only  a  33  cent  incentive 
for  not  producing,  compared  to  a  72  cent 
incentive  under  the  old  program.  That 
is  why  I  think  my  estimate  that  there 
would  be  a  25-percent  diversion  instead 
of  a  45 -percent  diversion  is  realistic. 

Under  the  new  plan  the  total  payments 
would  be  almost  as  good— benefits  over 
90  percent  as  high — for  diverting  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  acreage,  as  under  the  old  plan 
for  a  40 -percent  diversion  of  acreage. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  say  that  this  is 
an  exceedingly  difficult  vote  for  me  to 
cast,  because  I  think  that  one  can  make 
some  argument  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  possibly  would  provide  a  better  in¬ 
come  for  feed  grain  farmers,  for  one 
year,  but  the  situation  in  1963  would  be 
almost  impossible  for  those  of  us  who 
want  to  represent  the  dairy  farmers 
honestly  and  well  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 
We  would  be  placed  in  the  position  that 
if  we  did  not  act  the  farmers  would  get 
50-percent  price  supports  for  feed  grains 
with  no  controls  voluntary  or  mandatory. 
This  would  result  in  a  terrific  overpro¬ 
duction  of  milk  and  a  terrific  overpro¬ 
duction  of  hogs  at  very  low  prices,  per¬ 
haps  9  or  10  cents — but  if  we  do  act  the 
administration  would  be  in  a  position, 
with  a  veto  power,  to  require  that  we 
take  the  mandatory  controls  the  admin¬ 
istration  wants. 

■ - -f  -V - 

CHRONOLOGY  OF  U.S.  RELATIONS 

WITH yCUBA  FROM  1957  TO  1962 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  early  this 
year,  /  asked  the  Department  of  Stars 
to  prepare  for  me  a  chronology  of  U.S. 
relations  with  Cuba  from  the  time  we 
suspended  arms  shipments  to  its  Fascist 
^government  to  the  time  when  the  Com¬ 
munist  government  of  Cuba  openly  em¬ 
braced  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  and  became 
an  ally  of  it. 

I  had  asked  the  Department  of  State 
to  prepare  this  chronology  because  I  have 
often  been  disturbed  by  the  misguided 
opinion  frequently  heard  in  this  country 
that  Fidel  Castro  turned  to  communism 
because,  in  effect,  the  United  States 
was  not  nice  enough  to  him. 

For  myself,  I  think  it  would  be  hard 
to  find  any  new  government  which  has 
come  to  power  in  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  in  this  century  with  more  interest, 
support,  and  sympathy  from  the  United 
States  than  which  the  Castro  govern¬ 
ment  enjoyed.  In  my  opinion,  there 
was  at  the  time  an  enthusiasm  for  Cas¬ 
tro  in  the  United  States  that  was  itself 
totally  blind  to  the  excesses  the  revolu¬ 
tion  committed  against  its  own  people. 
I  well  recall  the  abuse  I  received  myself 
from  segments  of  the  press  when  I  called 


for  an  end  to  the  bloodbath  of  mass 
executions  that  marked  the  early  months 
of  that  new  government.  / 

How  anyone  could  find  more  to  admi/e 
in  summary  execution  and  murder  per¬ 
petrated  by  Castro  and  his  cohorts ^than 
the  same  crimes  committed  by  Batista 
and  his  cohorts  is  beyond  mv/under- 
standing.  / 

Nonetheless,  we  offered  the  hand  of 
friendship  to  Castro  from  th£  beginning, 
including  the  offer  of  financial  assist¬ 
ance.  Moreover,  our  purgnases  of  Cuban 
sugar  were  continued  for  some  time  after 
“Che”  Guevara  declared  that  American 
purchases  of  Cubary  sugar  have  meant 
slavery  for  the  people  of  Cuba. 

I  am  pleased  ha  place  this  chronology 
of  events  in  the  Congressional  Record 
as  testimony  or  the  good  faith  effort  the 
United  States  put  forth  for  many  months 
to  main  tan/  friendly  relations  with  Cas¬ 
tro  even JL n  the  face  of  many  provoca¬ 
tions.  Yask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
this  chronology,  with  its  covering  letter 
and /nemorandum,  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 

/There  being  no  objection,  the  chronol¬ 
ogy,  letter,  and  memorandum  were  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  20,  1962. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I  refer  to  your  let¬ 
ter  of  February  20,  1962,  and  to  my  interim 
reply  of  March.  6,  1962,  concerning  a  chro¬ 
nology  of  the  important  events  in  our  rela¬ 
tions  with  Cuba  since  1957. 

Enclosed  is  a  “Chronolgy  of  Important 
Events  in  United  States-Cuban  Relations, 
1957-1962,"  which  responds  to  the  points 
raised  in  your  letter. 

With  regard  to  your  inquiry  as  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  whereabouts  of  two  Cuban  citizens,  Mr. 
Manuel  Antonio  de  Varona  is  now  located  at 
1034  Michigan  Avenue,  Miami,  Fla.,  and 
Mr.  Ramon  Prendes  is  at  624  SW.  14th  Ave- 
,nue,  Apt.  11,  Miami,  Fla.  Both  are  now  in 
opposition  to  the  present  Communist  regime 
in  Cuba. 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  fur¬ 
ther  assistance  to  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frederick  G.  Dutton, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

\  Enclosure:  Chronology  of  United  States- 
Ohiban  relations. 

Chronology  of  Important  Events  in  United 
TBtates-Cuban  Relations,  1957-62 

\  SUMMARY 

The  attached  chronology  for  the  period 
1957-62  reisords,  on  the  one  hand,  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  attempts  to  get  along  with  the 
Castro  regime,  in  Cuba,  and  on  the  other, 
that  regime’s  'hostility  toward  the  United 
States  and  betrayal  of  the  Cuban  revolution 
to  international  communism. 

As  early  as  1957  Dhe  U.S.  Government  ex¬ 
pressed  its  concern  over  political  unrest  in 
Cuba.  In  1958  we  s^pended  arms  ship¬ 
ments  to  the  Batista  government  which,  in 
disregard  of  an  agreement  with  the  United 
States,  had  used  them  to  apmbat  the  revo¬ 
lutionary  movement  headed  lay  Fidel  Castro. 
When  the  Castro  regime  cami  to  power  in 
1959,  the  United  States  looked  tipon  it  with 
sympathy,  recognized  it  almost  immediately, 
and  welcomed  its  promises  of  political  free¬ 
dom  and  social  justice  for  the  CubaX  people. 
We  made  clear  our  willingness  to  eliscuss 
Cuba’s  economic  needs.  Despite  our  concern 
at  the  Cuban  regime’s  mounting  hostility'io- 
ward  the  United  States  and  its  growing  Com- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agreed  to  conference  Ihepdrt  on  farm  bill.  Senate  began  consider¬ 
ation  of  pay  bill.  Senate  passed  bill  to  revise  formula  for  distribution  of  ex¬ 
tension  work  funds.  Sen.  Russell  defended  establishment  of  peanut  research  labora¬ 
tory  in  Ga.  Senate  passed  bill  to  assist  states  in  forest  research.  Sen.  Boggs 
inserted  speech  on  agricultural  research  accomplishments.  Conferees  agreed  to  file 
report  on  tax  bill.  Sens.  Dodd  and  Wiley  inserted  articles  on  food  situation  in 
^'vnmunist  China.  Both  Houses  agree/  to  conference  Report  on  independent  offices 
4>ropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Both  Hodges  received  and  agreed 
to  the  further  conference  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  I2\ll,  and  acted  on 
amendments  in  disagreement  (H.  Rept.  2466) (pp.  19421-3,  T9446,  19472-5). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  to  appropriate  $88,000,000  for  expei\ses  necessary  for 
studies,  research,  surveys,  and  marking  to  develop  measures 'and  plans  for 
civil  defense  instead  of  $10,000,000  for  research  as  proposed\by  the  House  and 
(r  shelter,  research,  and  development,  and  construction  as  pro- 
Senate.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President 


$93,800,000 
posed  by  th« 


2.  DRUGS.  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 

11581,  /or  the  proposed  Drug  and  Factory  Inspection  Amendments  of  199^.  pp, 

19432-j^,  19446  . 

A/  reported,  the  bill  amends  "the  anticancer  clause  of  the  food  additives 
amcmiment  and  the  color  additive  amendment  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
C/smetic  Act  by  making  this  clause  inapplicable  to  chemicals  such  as  veterri 
(ry  drugs  when  used  in  feed  for  food-producing  animals  if  the  Secretary  find^ 


(1)  that  under  the  conditions  of  use  and  feeding  specified  in  the  proposed  /  -1 
labeling  and  reasonably  certain  to  be  followed  in  practice,  such  additive/ 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  animals  for  which  such  feed  is  intended,  avid 

(2)  that  no  residue  of  the  additive  will  be  found  (by  methods  of  examination 
prescribed  or  approved  by  the  Secretary  by  regulations)  in  any  edible  /portion  , 
of  the  animal  after  slaughter  or  in  any  food  such  as  milk  or  eggs  yielded  by 

or  derived  from  the  living  animal."  / 

3. 

WATERSHEDS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  plan  for*  works  of  im¬ 
provement  relating  to  the  following  watershed:  Big  Creek,  Tex./  to  Agriculture 
Committee,  pp,  1*445,  19481  / 

Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
relating  to  the  following  watershed:  Boulder  Lake,  Wyo. ;  tat  Public  Works 
Committee,  pp.  19445^-6,  19481  / 

4. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Judiciary  vCommittee  "Tabled 

S.  J.  Res.  211,  providing  for  the  establishment  of  an  dnnual  National  School 
Lunch  Week."  p.  D891  \y  / 

5. 

\  / 

TRANSPORTATION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  oiyS.  320,  to  amend  the  Inter-^s 
state  Commerce  Act  concerningXregistration  of  State  certificates  whereby  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle^ may  engage  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
within  a  State,  pp.  19433-8  \  / 

6. 

TERRITORIES.  Concurred  in  the  Senatk  amendment  to  H.  R.  10937,  to  amend  the  act 
providing  for  the  economic  and  social  development  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  jp.  19419 

7. 

FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Ichord,  Mo.,  criticizing  the  foreign  aid  program  and  insert¬ 
ing  an  address  by  Mr.  Justice  Douglas/  pb.  19439-40 

8. 

/  \  1 

NATIONAL  GOALS.  Rep.  Halpern  urged /enactments  of  legislation  to  establish  a 

permanent  National  Council  on  U.  9 Goals,  pto.  19442-3 

/  \ 

/  SENATE  \ 

9. 

FARM  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  52  to  41,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
12391,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  19447-72,  19475-80).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President.  See  Digest  167  for  a  summary  of  the  bill. 

10. 

EXTENSION  WORK.  Passed  Without  amendment  H.  R.  12589,  t\  modify  the  formula  for 

apportionment  of  Federal  Extension  Service  funds  so  that y  percent  of  any  in¬ 
crease  in  appropriations  over  the  1962  level  would  go  to  the  Federal  Extension 
Service  for  administration  and  coordination  of  cooperative  extension  work  and 
the  remaining  96  percent  of  any  increase  would  go  to  the  States  with  20  percent 
distributed  equally,  40  percent  on  the  basis  of  farm  population,  and  40  percent 
on  the  basis  of/rural  population.  Also,  the  bill  provides  for  quarterly,  in¬ 
stead  of  semiannual,  payment  of  extension  funds  to  the  States.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  pi>  the  President,  pp.  19528-9  \ 

11. 

PERSONNEL ;  POSTAL  SERVICE.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  7927,  the  Federal  pay 
and  postal  rate  increase  bill.  pp.  19539-53  \ 

12. 

APPROPRIATIONS;  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Russell  defended  an  item  in  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  for  the  establishment  of  a  peanut  research  laboratory 

Dawson,  Ga. ,  contended  that  statements  were  made  on  the  floor  of  the  House  'y 
which  totally  misrepresented  the  nature  of  the  work  this  institution  proposed 

The  Senate  met  at  10  o’clock  a.m.,  and 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Vice  President. 

The 'Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris,  \p.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer:  N. 

God,  our  Father,  unchanging  amid  the 
changing  yeaiss,  we  come  to  this  daily 
fellowship  of  prawer,  not  so  much  to  seek 
Thee  as  to  keep  open  our  faltering  lives 
in  penitence  and  a^sense  of  dire  need  of 
Thy  waiting  strengtrk 

Thou  art  the  God  onhope.  In  a  world 
filled  with  sights  that  sadden  and  thorny 
problems  that  bewilder  and  perplex,  may 
our  hearts  be  lifted  up  bySthe  realiza¬ 
tion  that  ours  is  also  a  time  arched  with 
the  promise  of  a  better  tomoriW. 

Following  the  gleam  of  the  hope  that 
sends  a  shining  ray  along  the  future’s 
broadening  way,  give  us,  we  pray,  sagac¬ 
ity,  spaciousness  of  mind  and  a  trans¬ 
parent  purity  of  heart,  that  even  sur\ 
rounded  by  hatred  and  pride  and  greed, 
we  may  see  God  and  the  godlike  as  we 
walk  humbly  the  ascending  path  of  a 
climbing  faith  that  has  a  better  air  to 
breathe  than  the  smog  of  cynicism  and 
doubt  and  denial. 

We  ask  it  in  the  Redeemer’s  name. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  tho 
Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Monda/, 
September  24,  1962,  was  dispensed  wifn. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
Messages  in  writing  from  the/Presi- 
dent  of  the  United  States  we/e  com¬ 
municated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller, 
one  of  his  secretaries.  / 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGE  .REFERRED 
As  in  executive  session/ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from/the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Capt.  Mai/  J.  Wettle  for  ap¬ 
pointment  in  the  /Regular  Air  Force, 
which  was  referred1'  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services/and  withdrawing  the 
nomination  of  islla  E.  Johnson,  to  be 
postmaster  at  Bovill,  Idaho. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
S5ENATE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  following  com¬ 
mittee/ were  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  today: 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  in  executive  session. 

irhe  Judiciary  Committee. 

/ The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
/Civil  Service. 


Senate 

Tuesday,  September  25,  1962  / 

COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING  SEN¬ 
ATE  SESSION  TOMORROW/ 

On  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  /nd  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
was  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Senate  tomorrow: 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tor  have  a  correction 
made  in  the  Senate ^proceedings  for  the 
permanent  Record/  The  mistake  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  ,19262  of  yesterday’s 
Record  for  September  24,  under  the  title 
“Adjustment  of/Postal  Rates — Report  of 
a  Committee— individual  Views  (S.  Rept. 
No.  2120).”  /The  last  sentence  in  my 
statement  sl/ould  read  as  follows: 

.  X  ask  that/ the  report  be  printed,  together 
\nth  the  mdividual  views  of  the  Senator 
frhirn  Okl/homa  [Mr.  Monhoney]  and  the 
indnddusfl  views  of  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania/  [Mr.  Clark]. 

Th/VlCE  PRESIDENT.  The  correc¬ 
tion/will  be  made. 


/  ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Montana  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD,  uhder  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  which  has  been 
entered  into,  has  provisions^ been  made 
for  a  morning  hour  today,  or  does  the 
time  limitation  begin  immediately? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Unher  the 
agreement,  no  provision  for  a  manning 
hour  has  been  made.  \ 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  business? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
order  of  the  20th  instant,  the  Senate  will 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  House  bill  12391,  the 
so-called  farm  bill,  to  be  presented  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
with  the  time  until  3  p.m.  to  be  divided 
equally  and  controlled,  respectively,  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellender]  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  [Mr. 
Aiken]  ;  and  at  the  hour  of  3  p.m.  the 
Senate  will  proceed  to  vote,  without  fur¬ 
ther  debate,  on  the  question  of  agreeing 
to  the  report. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time  re¬ 


quired  for  it  be  charged  equally  to  both 
sides 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  quorum  call  may  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill,  H.R.  12391,  to  improve  and 
protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair) .  The  report  will  be 
read  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 
(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Sept.  17,  1962,  pp.  18534- 
18543,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  announces  that  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  which  has  been 
entered  into  it  was  ordered  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  become  the  business  of 
the  Senate  following  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  today  and  that  the  final  vote  be 
taken  at  3  o’clock,  the  time  in  the  mean¬ 
while  to  be  equally  divided. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  there 
were  a  number  of  differences  between 
the  House  farm  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment  to  H.R.  12391.  However,  the 
greatest  interest  has  been  centered  on 
the  feed  grain  and  wheat  provisions. 
Although  the  details  were  different,  both 
versions  extended  again  for  1963  the  so- 
called  emergency  feed-grain  program. 
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In  addition,  both  versions  also  departed, 
beginning  in  1964,  from  the  permanent 
price-support  provisions  which  were  en¬ 
acted  in  1958. 

THE  1963  FEED-GRAIN  PROGRAM 

For  1963,  the  House  bill  provided  for 
a  single  program  for  corn,  sorghum,  and 
barley,  and  contained  a  number  of  other 
changes  from  the  1962  program.  The 
Senate  1963  feed-grain  provisions  were 
basically  the  same  as  those  for  the  1962 
program,  as  they  existed  at  the  time  S. 
3225  was  reported  to  the  Senate  in  April. 

The  conference  substitute,  in  general, 
follows  the  House  1963  feed-grain  provi¬ 
sions.  Neither  bill  contained  any  man¬ 
datory  control  features  for  feed  grains. 
Neither  does  the  conference  substitute. 

I  emphasize  that  insofar  as  the  feed 
grain  provisions  of  this  bill  are  con¬ 
cerned,  there  are  to  be  no  acreage  con¬ 
trols  whatever,  and  none  in  contempla¬ 
tion. 

Price  supports  for  corn  would  not  be 
less  than  65  percent  of  parity  with  other 
feed  grains  at  comparable  levels.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
indicated  that  price  supports  for  corn 
would  be  set  at  a  national  average  of 
$1.20  per  bushel. 

As  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
supports,  producers  would  be  required  to 
divert  at  least  20  percent,  and  could  di¬ 
vert  to  conserving  uses  up  to  50  percent, 
of  their  1959-60  feed  grain  base  acre¬ 
age.  The  base  acreage  would  be  the 
combined  acreages  of  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghum,  and  barley. 

Producers  who  chose  to  divert  feed 
grain  acreage  would  receive  payments 
in  cash  or  in  kind  on  the  first  20  per¬ 
cent  and  payments  in  kind  only  on  the 
additional  30  percent  permitted  by  the 
bill. 

The  rate  of  payment  in  both  cases 
would  be  not  in  excess  of  50  percent  of 
the  support  price  for  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the 
commodity  on  the  farm,  based  on  its  ad¬ 
justed  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  acreage. 

The  Secretary  may  make  adjustments 
in  acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and 
1960  crop  years  to  correct  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production,  including — 
in  the  case  of  the  first  20 -percent  reduc¬ 
tion — adjustments  to  reflect  increases  in 
yields  due  to  the  adoption  or  improve¬ 
ments  of  irrigation  systems  prior  to  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill,  in  addition,  actual 
yields  must  be  used  if  proved  by  the 
producer. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  ex¬ 
empt,  but  would  not  be  required  to  ex¬ 
empt,  malting  barley  producers  meeting 
conditions  similar  to  those  of  the  1962 
program  from  participating  in  the  1963 
program  as  a  condition  of  barley  price 
supports.  Exempt  malting  barley  pro¬ 
ducers  would  still  be  required  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  program  as  a  condition 
for  price  support  for  corn  and  sorghum, 
but  their  participation  would  be  limited 
to  corn  and  sorghum. 

The  Secretary  could  permit  diversion 
to  be  made  to  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 
sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax,  with 
payments  at  up  to  50  percent  of  the  reg¬ 
ular  diversion  payment  rate.  Any  pro¬ 
ducer  would  be  permitted  to  put  up  to 


25  acres  in  the  program  and  a  single 
payment  rate  of  not  to  exceed  50  percent 
of  the  normal  production  of  the  diverted 
acreage  would  be  provided. 

The  producers  participating  in  the 
program  might  divert  as  little  as  20  per¬ 
cent  of  their  1959  or  1960  acreage,  or  as 
much  as  50  percent. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  requiring  producers  to 
take  appropriate  erosion  control  meas¬ 
ures  on  diverted  acres,  was  included  in 
both  the  feed  grain  and  wheat  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  conference  substitute. 

Price  supports  on  1963  feed  grains  to 
participants  in  the  program  will  be  the 
same  as  in  1962,  based  on  a  national 
average  of  $1.20  per  bushel  for  corn. 
However,  the  support  program  will  be 
carried  out  partially  by  payments  in 
kind  and  partially  by  the  usual  loans 
and  purchase  agreements.  Price  sup¬ 
port  payments  in  kind  at  18  cents  per 
bushel  on  corn,  and  at  comparable  rates 
on  grain  sorghums  and  barley,  would 
be  made  on  the  normal  production  of  the 
1963  acreage.  The  balance  of  the  sup¬ 
port  price  would  be  made  available  in 
the  usual  manner  on  actual  production. 
In  determining  the  normal  production 
of  the  1963  acreage  for  the  purpose  of 
price  support  payments  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  same  yield  figures  would  be  used 
as  in  determining  payments  on  the  first 
20  percent  acreage  diversion.  If  1959- 
60  yields  were  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
adoption  of  irrigation  for  the  purpose  of 
the  first  20  percent  diversion,  they  would 
also  be  adjusted  for  the  purpose  of  price 
support  payments. 

All  payment-in-kind  certificates  would 
be  redeemed  in  feed  grains  valued  at  the 
loan  rate.  Payment-in-kind  certificates 
would  be  handled  in  the  same  manner 
as  under  the  1961  and  1962  feed  grain 
programs,  except  that  the  minimum  re¬ 
sale  price  of  feed  grains  represented  by 
such  certificates  could  not  be  less  than 
the  loan  rate.  Cooperating  farmers  re¬ 
ceiving  such  certificates  have  three 
choices:  (A)  to  exchange  them  for  ac¬ 
tual  grain  from  CCC  stocks;  (B)  to  sell 
the  certificates;  (C)  to  request  CCC  to 
market  the  certificates  for  them,  in 
which  event  the  CCC  would  advance  the 
producer  the  face  value  of  the  certifi¬ 
cates.  — — 

This  procedure  is  substantially  the 
same  as  in  effect  in  1962,  except  that  it 
would  give  assurance  to  the  grain  trade 
of  a  stable  feed  grain  market  at  about 
the  loan  level  of  $1.02,  whereas  in  1962 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  could 
sell  certificate  grain  at  the  market  price. 

THE  1964  AND  SUBSEQUENT  FEED  GRAIN  CROPS 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment  departed  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958,  dealing 
with  price  supports  for  feed  grains  after 
1963. 

The  House  bill  provided  for  support 
for  corn  at  80  percent  of  the  3-year  aver¬ 
age  price  instead  of  90  percent  of  the  3- 
year  average  price  or  65  percent  of 
parity,  whichever  was  lower.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  provided  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  such  level  not  exceeding  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  as  would  not  result  in  in¬ 
creasing  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 


stocks.  The  Senate  also  struck  out  the 
provisions  of  the  1958  law  providing 
mandatory  support  of  the  other  feed 
grains  and  increased  the  minimum  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  retail  price 
for  feed  grains  to  65  percent  of  parity 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges. 

The  conference  substitute  provided  for 
support  for  corn  at  such  level  from  50  to 
90  percent  of  parity  as  would  not  in¬ 
crease  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks,  left  mandatory  support  for  the 
other  feed  grains  as  provided  by  the  1958 
law,  and  left  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  minimum  resale  price  for  un¬ 
restricted  use  at  105  percent  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  support  price  plus  reasonable  carry¬ 
ing  charges. 

Provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment 
directing  the  Secretary  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  for  further  legislation  next 
year  were  omitted  as  unnecessary  since 
the  Secretary  is  expected  to  submit  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  any  legislation  that 
he  believes  appropriate. 

THE  1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

When  the  Senate  passed  H.R.  12391,  it 
was  realized  that  it  was  then  too  late  to 
revise  the  marketing  quota  law  for 
wheat  and  put  a  marketing  certificate 
program  into  effect  for  1963.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute,  therefore,  provides  for 
a  voluntary  program  for  1963,  some¬ 
what  along  the  lines  of  the  House  pro¬ 
vision  but  with  no  mandatory  allotment 
reductions  and  with  a  number  of  im¬ 
provements. 

Producers  would  be  given  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  divert  from  20  to  50  percent  of 
their  allotments  to  conserving  uses  or 
named  oilseed  crops.  For  participating 
in  this  diversion  program  they  would 
receive,  first,  payments-in-kind  of  up  to 
50  percent  of  the  normal  yield  of  the 
diverted  acreage  multiplied  by  the  county 
loan  level — based  on  a  national  level  of 
$1.82 — and,  second,  additional  payments- 
in-kind  of  18  cents  per  bushel  on  the 
normal  yield  of  their  planted  acreage. 
The  normal  yield  for  computing  both  of 
these  payments  would  be  based  on  1959 
to  1960  yields. 

Producers  with  a  small  farm  exemp¬ 
tion  would  divert  from  the  average  acre¬ 
age  planted  by  them  in  1950,  1960,  and 
1961  or  15  acres,  whichever  was  less. 

The  conference  substitute  also  con¬ 
tains  a  provision,  somewhat  similar  to 
that  in  effect  for  1962,  making  the  small 
farm  exemption  for  1963  the  highest 
acreage  planted  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961, 
but  not  more  than  15  acres. 

THE  1964  WHEAT  PROGRAM 

The  wheat  marketing  certificate  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  other  Senate  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  wheat  are  contained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  substitute  with  minor  changes, 
except  that  they  would  be  made  effective 
in  1964  instead  of  1963.  As  a  result  of 
this  change,  and  in  view  of  the  voluntary 
1963  diversion  payment  program  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  conference  substitute,  diver¬ 
sion  payments  under  the  Senate  provi¬ 
sions  would  be  limited  to  1964  and  1965. 
The  only  other  changes,  other  than 
merely  technical  ones  are  as  follows: 

First.  If  a  feed  grain  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  provided  after  1963,  sub¬ 
stitution  of  feed  grain  and  wheat  acreage 
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would  be  permitted  to  such  extent  as 
would  not  adversely  affect  the  feed  grain 
and  wheat  programs. 

Second.  The  small  farm  base  would  be 
based  on  a  3-year  adjusted  average  acre¬ 
age,  instead  of  a  more  complicated  base 
involving  the  3  years  of  highest  acreage 
out  of  a  5-year  period.  Also  the  year 
1963  would  be  excluded  from  the  base 
years. 

Third.  The  crops  to  which  acreage 
might  be  diverted  without  losing  the  full 
diversion  payment  would  be  limited  to 
the  same  oilseeds  provided  for  in  the 
1962  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs. 

Fourth.  The  provision  of  the  Senate 
amendment  permitting  the  Secretary  to 
provide  equitable  treatment  to  producers 
who  rendered  performance  in  good  faith 
in  reliance  upon  the  advice  of  the  De¬ 
partment  under  the  1962  and  subsequent 
wheat  programs  would  be  extended  to 
apply  to  the  1961  and  subsequent  feed 
grain  programs.  The  Senate  previously 
passed  such  a  provision  in  S.  3225;  and 
the  Senators  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington  and  Mr.  Long]  have  intro¬ 
duced  S.  3667  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

DAIRY 

The  conference  substitute  does  not 
contain  any  provisions  relating  to  dairy 
products.  The  House  bill  contained  pro¬ 
visions  for  a  voluntary  diversion  program 
for  milk,  but  this  has  been  omitted  from 
the  conference  substitute. 

There  is  pending  now  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  a 
dairy  bill  which  I  have  introduced.  I 
hope  that  during  the  fall  or  early  in  Jan¬ 
uary,  the  committee  may  see  fit  to  hold 
hearings  on  the  subject  of  dairying,  not 
only  in  Washington,  but  also  at  the 
grassroots.  I  am  particularly  eager  to 
have  some  hearings  held  in  New  York, 
Vermont,  Ohio,  Minnesota,  probably 
some  Western  State,  and  in  Louisiana. 

INDUSTRIAL  USES 

The  House  bill  had  no  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  industrial  uses  research,  and 
the  House  conferees  were  unwilling  to 
accept  the  Senate  provisions  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  The  conference  substitute  there¬ 
fore  does  not  contain  them. 

LAND  UTILIZATION 

The  remaining  provisions  of  the  bill 
were  not  as  controversial  as  the  feed 
grain  and  wheat  provisions. 

Both  Houses  provided  for  long-term 
diversion  contracts  with  farmers  under 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Al¬ 
lotment  Act,  but  differed  in  details.  The 
conference  substitute  provides  for  con¬ 
tracts  covering  up  to  10  years  and  for 
diversion  to  recreation  but  not  to  non- 
agricultural  purposes.  Payments  for 
tree  cover  could  not  be  made  for  more 
than  5  years,  and  contracts  could  not  be 
entered  into  with  new  owners,  except  in 
specified  cases.  Acreage  history  could 
be  preserved  or  surrendered  as  provided 
in  the  Senate  amendment.  Payments 
would  be  limited  to  $10  million  in  any 
years  as  provided  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  except  that  for  1963  an  additional 
$15  million  might  be  paid  on  lands  pre¬ 
viously  covered  by  conservation  reserve 
contracts.  The  committee  anticipates 
receiving  recommendations  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  and  holding 


hearings  next  year,  to  determine  what 
ought  to  be  done  after  1963  for  land  com¬ 
ing  out  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the 
House  language  amending  the  policy  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  31  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  This,  would 
prohibit  the  building  of  private  industrial 
parks,  and  omit  the  Senate  language 
with  respect  to  providing  public  recrea¬ 
tion. 

The  Senate  provisions  repealing  the 
authority  for  Federal  land  acquisition 
under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Ten¬ 
ant  Act,  and  providing  for  loans  to  State 
and  local  public  agencies  to  carry  out 
land  utilization  plans  are  retained  in  the 
conference  substitute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair) .  The  time  the 
Senator  has  allotted  to  himself  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  myself  14 
additional  minutes. 

The  Senate  provision  amending  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  are  retained  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  limiting  Federal  participation  in 
recreational  development  to  not  more 
^han  one  such  development  in  each  75,- 
000  acres. 

The  House  provisions  amending  the 
Watershed  Act  to  provide  for  deferred 
repayment  for  storage  capacity  to  meet 
anticipated  municipal  and  industrial  wa¬ 
ter  supply  needs  and  clarifying  sections 
5  and  7  of  the  act  are  also  included  in 
the  conference  substitute.  The  provi¬ 
sion  for  anticipated  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  needs  coiTesponds  to  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958 
and  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  same  authority  with  respect  to  wa¬ 
tershed  projects  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  have  with  respect  to  flood  control 
and  reclamation  projects.  The  amend¬ 
ment  to  section  5  is  purely  a  clarifying 
revision  of  that  section  without  substan¬ 
tive  change,  while  the  amendment  to 
section  7  makes  it  clear  that  past  and 
future  amendments  of  section  4  of  the 
act,  which  sets  out  the  conditions  upon 
which  assistance  may  be  given,  would 
be  applicable  to  additional  works  of  im¬ 
provement  prosecuted  in  connection  with 
the  11  watershed  programs  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  Sec¬ 
tion  4  is  already  applicable  to  such  addi¬ 
tional  works,  so  that  this  provision  of 
the  House  bill  appears  to  represent  the 
exercise  of  an  overabundance  of  caution, 
and  the  Senate  conferees  therefore  did 
not  object  to  its  inclusion  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  substitute. 

The  House  bill  did  have  a  provision  in¬ 
creasing  the  maximum  flood  detention 
capacity  for  any  structure  in  a  project 
to  12,500  acre-feet,  from  the  present 
maximum  of  5,000  acre-feet.  This  pro¬ 
vision  is  not  in  the  conference  substitute. 

The  present  provisions  in  title  I  of 
the  conference  report  relating  to  land 
use  adjustment  severely  limit  the  scope 
and  the  size  of  the  program  from  that 
envisioned  in  the  original  bill. 

For  example,  long-term  agreements 
with  producers  authorized  under  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 


Act,  as  amended,  are  limited  to  $10  mil¬ 
lion,  whereas  both  the  original  bill  and 
the  House  provisions  of  H.R.  12391  con¬ 
tained  no  such  limitation.  In  effect,  this 
would  authorize  only  a  so-called  pilot 
program.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  his  testimony  be- 
for  the  committee  indicated  that  only  a 
pilot  program  was  intended  under  the 
authority  requested. 

Further,  while  the  amendments  to  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
proposed  originally,  authorized  unlimited 
acquisition  of  lands,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  actually  repeals  this  authority,  and 
additionally  limits  any  program  under 
section  32  of  the  act  to  one  of  loans  to 
local  public  organizations  to  carry  out 
land  utilization  plans. 

TITLE  II— PUBLIC  LAW  480 

The  conference  substitute  on  Public 
Law  480  amendments  provides  for; 

First.  Sales  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  for  dollars  through  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  long-term  credit  under  agree¬ 
ments  either  with  friendly  nations  or 
with  the  private  trade. 

The  House  bill  did  not  limit  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  private  trade  to  the  sale 
of  surplus  commodities  for  shipment  to 
underdeveloped  countries,  although  the 
Senate  bill  did.  The  conference  substi¬ 
tute  follows  the  House  bill  in  this  respect. 

In  accepting  this  House  provision  the 
Senate  conferees  understood  that  sales 
under  title  IV  are  to  carried  out  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  provisions  of  section 
404  of  the  act,  which  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  maximize  the  sale  of  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  taking  such  rea¬ 
sonable  precautions  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  avoid  replacing  any  sales  which 
would  otherwise  be  made  for  cash  dol¬ 
lars.  The  objective  of  this  provision  is 
to  maximize  dollar  sales  and  not  to  re¬ 
place  sales  which  would  otherwise  be 
made  for  cash.  Agreements  under  this 
provision  would,  of  course,  be  limited  to 
agricultural  commodities  and  products 
thereof  which  are  surplus  at  the  time  of 
their  exportation. 

Second.  The  furnishing  of  credit  se¬ 
curity  by  the  private  trade  under  any 
agreement  entered  into. 

The  House  accepted  this  Senate  pro¬ 
vision.  In  addition  to  reasonable  secur¬ 
ity  the  conferees  agreed  that  the  re¬ 
quired  security  would  be  adequate  as  well 
as  reasonable. 

Third.  Donations  to  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  abroad. 

The  Senate  conferees  accepted  this 
House  amendment  after  requiring  that 
commodities  made  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
would  be  accordance  with  the  priorities 
established  in  that  section.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  would  receive  assurances  that  there 
would  be  student  participation  in  the 
financing  of  the  program  on  the  basis  of 
ability  to  pay. 

LOANS  AND  MISCELLANEOUS 

Title  V  of  the  substitute  contains  loan 
and  miscellaneous  provisions. 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  provided 
for  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans 
for  recreational  facilities,  but  the  Senate 
version  would  have  permitted  real  estate 
loans  for  such  purposes  to  be  made  to 
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noncitizens,  who  had  no  previous  farm¬ 
ing  experience,  and  owned  or  operated 
larger  than  family-size  farms.  The  sub¬ 
stitute  adopts  the  citizenship,  experi¬ 
ence,  and  farm  size  qualifications  of  the 
House  bill. 

Provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment 
for  sewer  loans,  an  REA  direct  loan  ac¬ 
count,  and  congressional  policy  in  the 
use  of  farmer  cooperatives  were  objected 
to  by  the  House  conferees  and  have  been 
omitted  from  the  substitute. 

The  conference  substitute  retains  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  providing  for  loans 
to  fish  farmers;  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  with  respect  to  congressional  pol¬ 
icy  on  the  use  of  normal  trade  channels 
by  CCC;  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  providing  for 
advertising  under  cherry  marketing  or¬ 
ders;  and  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  pro¬ 
viding  for  making  CCC  feed  available  to 
milk  producers  to  assure  an  adequate 
supply  free  from  radioactive  fallout  con¬ 
tamination.  This  last  provision,  how¬ 
ever,  was  limited  in  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  to  the  period  prior  to  December 
31,  1963. 

Madam  President,  I  have  given  an  out¬ 
line  of  what  the  conferees  did.  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  vote 
in  favor  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  I  yield 
myself  up  to  10  minutes. 

I  assume  that  the  presence  of  six  Sen¬ 
ators  in  the  Chamber  and  seven  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  press  and  radio  in  the  gallery 
is  indicative  of  the  intense  public  interest 
in  devising  a  new  farm  program.  I  re¬ 
call  that  when  I  first  came  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  for  many  years  thereafter,  up 
to  about  1953,  the  presence  of  proposed 
farm  legislation  in  this  body  would  bring 
out  about  three-fourths  of  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  and  40  or  50  reporters  of 
the  news  media,  and  there  would  be 
hardly  an  empty  seat  in  the  galleries.  I 
interpret  the  situation  today  to  be  a  tes¬ 
timonial  to  the  great  improvement  that 
has  been  made  in  agriculture  in  the 
United  States  from  1953  to  1961,  and  an 
indication  that  the  people  are  fairly  well 
satisfied  with  the  condition  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  at  the  present  time. 

However,  there  are  those  who  believe  it 
is  necessary  to  have  a  new  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  They  could  not  let  well  enough 
alone;  they  would  not  be  content  merely 
to  amend  or  to  correct  the  weak  spots 
or  to  make  the  changes  needed  in  exist¬ 
ing  programs  as  time  went  on.  We  have 
before  us  now  pretty  much  the  prelude  to 
a  complete  revolution  in  farm  programs 
in  the  United  States. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  is  not  all 
bad.  I  did  not  sign  the  conference  re¬ 
port;  neither  did  any  of  the  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  on  my  side  of  the 
aisle,  but  the  bill  is  not  all  bad.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  title  I  and  title  IV  have  much 
potential  good  in  them.  These  are  the 
titles  which  would  authorize  the  Federal 
Government  to  make  loans  and  grants 
to  municipalities  and  public  bodies  and 
to  farmers  for  the  establishment  of  rec¬ 
reational  areas. 

I  think  title  I  would  go  far  toward 
resolving  the  social  conflict  which  still 


exists  in  some  areas  of  the  country,  be¬ 
cause  it  should  be  thoroughly  understood 
that  no  loans  or  grants  may  be  made  to 
any  community  or  any  public  body  if 
that  community  or  public  body  discrim¬ 
inates  against  any  person  because  of  his 
race,  color,  or  creed. 

Title  IV  provides  that  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  may  make  loans  to 
farmers  for  converting  their  land  into 
recreational  facilities.  I  believe  these 
two  titles  are  very  good. 

‘  Title  II  relates  to  exports.  I  am  not 
sure  how  that  title  will  work.  It  will 
probably  depend  on  the  manner  in  which 
it  is  administered. 

Title  III,  which  changes  the  program 
for  feed  grains  and  wheat,  is,  in  my 
opinion,  very  bad.  I  think  that  if  it 
were  not  for  the  public  apathy  toward 
any  farm  program  at  all,  title  III  would 
be  ousted  completely  from  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  of  the  public  attitude.  However, 
apparently  the  public  is  not  aware  of  or 
is  indifferent  to  the  terms  of  title  III. 
Ostensibly,  the  purpose  of  title  III  is  to 
reduce  the  production  of  feed  grains  and 
wheat  in  the  United  States.  It  should 
be  obvious  by  now  that  the  real  purpose 
of  title  III  is  to  control  the  food  supply 
of  the  United  States;  and  the  control  of* 
the  food  supply  is  the  first  step  toward 
controlling  the  people,  particularly  the 
people  of  our  great  cities. 

The  excuse  for  controlling  the  food 
production  of  the  United  States  and  the 
supply  of  food  is  the  contention  that  a 
burdensome  surplus  of  feed  grains  and 
wheat  exists  in  this  country.  In  answer 
to  that  contention,  I  maintain  that  there 
is  no  burdensome  surplus  of  feed  grains 
and  wheat  in  the  United  States.  This 
answer  is  fully  substantiated  by  the  facts. 

There  has  been  a  rather  sharp  decline 
in  the  production  and  supply  of  oats  and 
barley  during  the  past  2  years,  and  also 
a  decrease  in  the  production  of  sorghum. 

Corn  is  easily  the  most  important  of 
the  feed  grains,  so  an  analysis  of  the 
com  situation  will  give  us  a  pretty  good 
birdseye  view  of  the  feed  grain  position 
as  a  whole. 

Last  year  we  consumed  in  this  coun¬ 
try  and  sold  for  export  3,983  million 
bushels  of  corn.  Last  year  we  produced 
3,624  million  bushels  of  corn,  thus  re¬ 
ducing  the  available  supply  by  about  350 
million  bushels.  The  New  Frontier 
claims  much  credit  for  reducing  the  corn 
carryover  by  350  million  bushels  in  1 
years.  What  they  neglect  to  tell  us  is 
that  only  100  million  bushels  of  this  de¬ 
crease  was  due  to  the  almost  $1  billion 
emergency  feed  grain '  program  of  1961, 
while  250  million  bushels  of  the  reduc¬ 
tion  was  due  to  increased  feeding  and 
exports  of  corn;  and  the  corn  we  ex¬ 
ported  was  exported  for  dollars,  not  for 
foreign  currency. 

This  year— 1962 — it  is  estimated  that 
the  marketing  and  feeding  of  com  will 
be  far  in  excess  of  what  they  were  in 
1961.  The  latest  reports  show  that  4 
percent  more  cattle  are  being  fed  this 
year  than  were  being  fed  last  year,  and 
that  the  rate  of  feeding  is  10  percent 
greater  than  it  was  5  years  ago. 

The  estimated  carryover  for  October 
1  of  this  year  is  1,650  million  bushels,  or 
only  about  a  4-  to  5 -month  supply  at 
this  year’s  increased  rate  of  feeding. 
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Feed  grains  are  now  being  used  in  this 
country  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  our  total 
production  for  the  record  years  of  1959 
and  1960.  No  one  who  exercises  sound 
judgment  can  claim  that  a  4-month  re¬ 
serve  supply  of  feed  is  a  burdensome  sur¬ 
plus. 

I  shall  not  discuss  the  wheat  situa¬ 
tion  at  length,  except  to  say  that  a  10 
or  11  months’  supply  of  wheat  exists  in 
this  country  over  and  above  the  actual 
need.  This  supply  is  expected  to  be  re¬ 
duced  for  the  coming  year  by  reason  of 
this  year’s  reduced  acreage. 

I  maintain  that  with  the  world  situ¬ 
ation  as  it  is  today,  we  ought  not  to  per¬ 
mit  our  reserve  supply  of  wheat  to  drop 
much  below  a  year’s  supply.  Our  wheat 
supply  has  kept  the  countries  of  Asia 
and  elsewhere  in  the  world  from  “going 
over  the  hill”  and  joining  the  camp  of 
the  enemy.  Wheat  and  our  other  sur¬ 
plus  foods  have  been  our  most  potent 
weapon  in  the  cold  war.  So  there  is  no 
burdensome  supply  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains  today  in  this  country. 

The  next  question  is:  If  there  were  a 
big  surplus,  would  the  bill  be  effective  in 
reducing  it?  The  answer  is  that  it  would 
not  be,  because  it  would  best  pay  the 
producer  to  reduce  his  planting  the  mini¬ 
mum  of  20  percent  rather  than  45  per¬ 
cent,  as  many  of  them  have  done  during 
the  last  year;  for  if  he  made  a  20-percent 
reduction  in  planting,  he  would  receive 
larger  benefits  upon  his  entire  crop  than 
he  would  if  he  reduced  his  production  by 
30  or  40  percent. 

So  if  there  were  excess  production  and 
a  burdensome  surplus,  the  bill  would  not 
be  the  way  to  correct  such  a  condition. 

The  next  question  is;  Would  the  bill 
relieve  any  of  the  burden  of  the  tax¬ 
payer?  The  answer  is  that  the  bill 
would  probably  double  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayer  for  feed  grains  during  the  com¬ 
ing  year  and  increase  the  cost  of  the 
wheat  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  the 
House  of  Representatives  which  the  oth¬ 
er  day  approved  the  conference  report  by 
a  vote  of  202  to  197,  had  been  furnished 
false  estimates  of  the  cost  of  the  present 
program,  as  compared  with  the  cost  of 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  report. 
I  shall  not  go  into  that  matter  now,  be¬ 
cause  I  think  other  Senators  will  pre¬ 
sent  those  figures.  But  there  would  be  a 
drastic  increase  in  the  cost.  The  last 
cost  estimate  I  have  seen  for  this  year 
is  $1,100  million  for  feed  grains  alone. 
The  highest  estimate  I  have  seen  comes 
to  nearly  $3  billion  for  feed  grains  and 
wheat.  Somewhere  between  those  two 
is  probably  the  actual  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  next  year  if  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  adopted;  it  all  depends  on  whose 
pencil  is  used  in  arriving  at  the  figures. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  his  the¬ 
oretical  advisers  have  demonstrated 
their  qualifications  to  control  the  farms 
of  the  United  States.  The  answer  is 
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that  last  year  in  a  period  of  8  months 
they  demoralized  the  milk  situation  in 
the  country  and  made  it  necessary  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  change  its 
position  from  holding  no  butter  and 
cheese  at  all  to  holding  up  to  several 
hundred  million  pounds  of  each  of  those 
commodities.  They  have  nearly  des¬ 
troyed  the  cotton  exports  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  which,  following  enactment  of  the 
1958  Act,  increased  to  7  million  bales 
the  first  year  and  almost  that  amount 
the  second.  But  under  the  first  year  of 
the  new  management,  cotton  exports 
dropped  to  a  little  less  than  5  million 
bales;  and  for  the  first  2  months  of  this 
year,  cotton  exports  are  running  only 
about  40  percent  of  what  they  were  last 
year.  Although  we  have  recovered  our 
cotton  export  market,  with  a  great  deal 
of  difficulty,  I  feel  that  we  are  virtually 
going  to  lose  our  entire  cotton  export 
market  within  the  next  2  years  unless 
those  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
change  their  administrative  tactics. 

The  President  has  been  speaking  on 
the  television  and  radio  and  also  has 
been  pleading  through  the  press  and  by 
means  of  all  other  media  of  comunica- 
\  tion  for  Congress  to  restore  the  cut  the 
I  House  made  in  the  foreign-aid  appro¬ 
priations.  The  President  asks  us  to  re¬ 
store  the  full  $4,750  million  of  foreign- 
aid  appropriations,  yet  he  also  asks  us  to 
authorize  the  expenditure  of  up  to  $3 
billion  to  destroy  the  most  potent  weapon 
we  possess  in  fighting  the  cold  war  to¬ 
day,  which  is  our  bountiful  agricultural 
production  and  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  has  some  agricultural  commodity 
surpluses.  It  is  hypocrisy  compounded 
to  insist  that  we  increase  the  foreign-aid 
appropriation  at  the  same  time  that  the 
President  is  asking  for  authority  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  most  potent  weapon  available 
to  us  in  fighting  the  cold  war.  Unless 
we  are  planning  to  end  the  cold  war 
against  the  Communist  bloc,  we  should 
not  accept  the  so-called  compromise 
conference  report  which  we  are  asked 
to  adopt  today. 

.Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  for 
v  a  slight  correction?  I  am  sure  he  did 
not  intend  to  make  an  error. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  record  shows 
that  the  emergency  program  in  1961 
made  it  possible  for  the  production  of 
corn  and  sorghums  to  be  421  million 
bushels  less  than  the  year  before,  in  1960. 
The  present  emergency  program  for  1962 
will,  it  is  estimated,  result  in  reducing 
the  production  of  corn,  sorghums,  and 
barley  528  million  bushels.  But  I  con¬ 
tend  that  these  emergency  programs  are 
entirely  too  expensive. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  I 
maintain  that  with  the  use  and  disap¬ 
pearance  of  corn  and  feed  grains  in  this 
country  increasing  at  the  rate  of  ap¬ 
proximately  300  million  to  250  million 
bushels  more  a  year,  it  is  dangerous  to 
continue  any  program  which  results  in  a 
reduction  of  the  supply  of  feed  grains  to 
the  extent  of  300  million  or  400  million 
bushels  a  year.  That  is  the  basis  of  my 
argument.  We  do  not  have  a  surplus; 
and  it  is  dangerous  to  our  national  se¬ 
curity  and  to  the  national  economy  to 


continue  to  reduce  the  production  of 
food  and  feed  grains. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  in  favor  of  continuing  the 
emergency  program,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  I  voted  aganst  con¬ 
tinuing  the  present  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  advocate  no  program  at 
all  for  corn? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  advocating  the 
program  we  had,  which  we  adopted  in 
1958  and  which  was  working  success¬ 
fully,  because  today  we  are  consuming 
more  grain  than  was  produced  under 
the  1958  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then  why  does  not 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  make  a  com¬ 
parison  with  the  figures  for  1950?  In 
that  way  he  would  make  a  better  case. 

The  point  is  that  in  1959  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  corn,  alone,  was  3,824  million 
bushels.  In  1960  it  increased  to  3,908 
million  bushels ;  and  it  is  because  of  that 
increased  production  and  a  lack  of  con¬ 
sumption  of  the  corn  and  other  feed 
grains  that  the  emergency  programs  were 
adopted. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  this  country  will 
consume  or  sell  overseas  more  than  4  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  corn  in  the  marketing 
year  beginning  this  October  1. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What  is 
the  will  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Madam  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time  re¬ 
quired  for  the  quorum  call  be  charged 
equally  to  both  sides. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  20  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  IMr.  Humphrey]. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
the  conference  report  before  the  Senate 
is  one  of  the  most  important  legislative 
proposals  considered  in  this  session  of 
Congress.  It  represents  a  basic  revision 
of  agricultural  legislation  and  agricul¬ 
tural  policy. 

I  commend  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  Sen¬ 
ator  Ellender,  for  his  excellent  work,  not 
only  in  connection  with  the  legislative 
program,  but  also  in  connection  with  this 
conference  report.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  has  led  the 
fight  not  only  once,  but  three  times  this 
year,  in  an  effort  to  obtain  a  more  con¬ 
structive  agricultural  policy  for  our 
Government. 

Because  there  has  been  so  much  con¬ 
fusion  and  emotionalism  and,  I  regret  to 
say,  so  much  misinformation,  either  de¬ 


liberately  or  innocently  generated  con¬ 
cerning  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1962,  I 
should  like  to  take  a  few  moments  to 
state  factually  what  is  and  what  is  not 
in  the  bill,  and  what  it  will  and  will  not 
do. 

First  of  all,  expressing  a  personal 
opinion,  this  is  a  good  farm  bill.  It  is 
constructive  legislation.  It  is  not  per¬ 
fect,  by  any  means.  But  the  conference 
report  represents  a  reasonable,  sensible, 
and  constructive  compromise.  It  is  a 
giant  step  forward  from  what  we  would 
have  had  if  the  Congress  had  passed  no 
farm  bill  at  all,  and  permitted  the  pres¬ 
ent  legislative  policy  to  continue. 

It  is  this  background  and  this  sharply 
defined  alternative  that  we  must  con¬ 
sider  when  we  vote  on  whether  we  want 
this  program  or  want  to  return  to  the 
1958  Farm  Act,  which  has  aggravated 
the  farm  problem  rather  than  eased  it. 

The  farm  problem  has  begged  solution 
for  many  years.  This  administration  is 
committed  to  trying  to  solve  it,  if  that 
is  possible.  But  the  solution  is  possible 
only  if  there  is  cooperation  among  us, 
only  if  there  is  a  conscientious  desire 
among  us  to  solve  it,  and  only  if  our 
judgment  and  vote  are  based  on  facts. 

Emotionalism,  partisan  whip  cracking, 
name  calling,  and  blind  obstruction  will 
get  us  nowhere.  The  only  ones  who  will 
really  suffer  from  this  kind  of  activity 
are  the  farmers  themselves,  rural  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  ultimately  the  entire  Nation. 

What  about  the  bill  itself?  The  bill 
has  been  explained  in  detail  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  LMr.  Ellender]  in  his  report 
to  the  Senate  today. 

Let  me  start  with  title  III  of  the  bill, 
which  seems  to  be  the  most  misunder¬ 
stood  section. 

Title  in  provides  for  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  voluntary  feed  grain  and 
wheat  programs  which  have  been  suc¬ 
cessful  in  reducing  surpluses,  raising 
farm  income,  and  reducing  the  tax  bur¬ 
den.  This  section  also  provides  for  a 
long-range  wheat  program — which  I 
shall  explain  a  little  later — and  an  end 
to  the  feed  grain  program  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1958. 

I  am  sure  I  do  not  have  to  remind 
Senators  that  the  voluntary  wheat  and 
feed  grain  programs  have  exceeded  our 
highest  expectations.  The  record  shows 
it.  Indeed,  the  support  of  so  many 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  Members  of 
the  other  body,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
shows  it.  Enthusiasm  for  the  voluntary 
feed  grain  program  seemed  to  grow  week 
by  week  as  we  discussed  proposed  agricul¬ 
tural  legislation.  I  heard  resounding 
praise  of  the  feed  grain  program  from 
Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

The  1961  feed  grain  program  alone 
reduced  Government  stocks  of  corn  by 
400  million  bushels — instead  of  adding  to 
the  surplus  as  would  have  been  inevitable 
without  the  program.  Taxpayers  saved 
over  $213  million  in  storage  and  interest 
charges.  Net  farm  income  rose  more 
than  $1  billion.  This  was  the  first  rise 
in  farm  income  since  1953.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  it.  That  is  a  statistical  fact 
reported  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and 
by  a  number  of  other  responsible  bodies. 
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The  long-range  wheat  program  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  title  III  of  this  bill  is  the 
result  of  6  years  of  effort  to  improve  the 
wheat  program. 

A  provision  of  the  1964  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  conference  report  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  permit  wheat 
to  be  produced  as  a  feed  grain.  The 
bill  also  provides  price  support  at  a 
level  related  to  the  world  and  the  feed 
price  of  heat  for  that  part  of  the  crop 
not  accompanied  by  wheat  marketing 
certificates. 

Use  of  the  authority  to  produce  wheat 
on  feed  grain  acreage  would  be  limited 
to  years  in  which  an  acreage  diversion 
program  is  in  effect  for  feed  grains. 
When  such  an  acreage  diversion  program 
is  in  effect,  it  is  expected  the  price  sup¬ 
port  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
would  be  approximately  at  the  1961  and 
1962  levels — $1.20  per  bushel  for  corn,  for 
example.  The  appropriate  price  support 
level  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  mar¬ 
keting  certificates  would  be  around  $1.30 
per  bushel,  when  corn  was  at  $1.20  per 
bushel.  The  figure  of  $1.30  can  be  looked 
upon  as  a  practical  minimum  price  sup¬ 
port  level  for  wheat  not  accompanied  by 
marketing  certificates. 

If  there  is  no  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  for  feed  grains  in  effect  in  1964, 
and  if  the  price  support  level  for  feed 
grains  were  to  be  set  near  the  minimum 
of  50  percent  of  parity,  the  price  sup¬ 
port  level  for  wheat  not  accompanied 
by  marketing  certificates  would  have  to 
be  related  primarily  to  the  world  price 
of  wheat,  not  to  the  level  of  price  sup¬ 
port  for  feed  grains. 

I  think  this  point  needs  to  be  empha¬ 
sized,  because  an  attempt  has  been  made 
throughout  this  country — my  office  is 
filled  with  letters  of  misrepresentation — 
to  claim  that  the  wheat  price  would  be 
related  to  the  50  percent  of  parity  price 
on  feed  grains  in  1964  if  there  were  no 
diversion  program,  rather  than  related 
to  the  world  price  for  wheat. 

The  minimum  price  support  for  wheat 
not  accompanied  by  marketing  certific¬ 
ates  would  be  $1.30  to  $1.40.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  if 
I  am  not  correct  in  this  statement. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  particularly  in  respect  to  the  world 
price.  That  must  be  given  weight  by 
the  Secretary  in  fixing  the  price  of 
wheat. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 
man.  I  might  add,  Madam  President, 
that  to  make  the  assertion,  in  the  first 
place,  that  the  support  level  for  feed 
grains  would  be  set  at  or  near  50  percent 
of  parity  is  entirely  unrealistic. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  have 
this  information  for  the  Record,  and  for 
my  enlightenment.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  judgment  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  on  this  also. 

The  conference  report,  on  page  34, 
referring  to  price -support  levels  for  corn 
after  1963,  states: 

Conference  agreed  to — 

(1)  Price  support  for  corn  at  such  level 
between  50  and  90  percent  of  parity  as  will 


not  result  in  increasing  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks; 

My  question  is,  With  the  limitation, 
“as  will  not  result  in  increasing  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  stocks,’’  would 
the  provision  mean,  in  practice,  that 
there  could  be  no  price  support? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  language  is 
quite  clear,  of  course,  that  if  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  should 
abdicate  its  responsibilities,  if  the  Con¬ 
gress  had  no  regard  whatsoever  for  the 
producers  of  foodstuffs,  the  minimum 
price  support  of  50  percent  of  parity 
would  be  theoretically  possible. 

However.  I  expect  that  next  year,  as 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  has  made 
so  clear  in  his  presentation,  and  as  has 
been  made  clear  x’epeatedly  in  the  de¬ 
bate,  one  of  the  first  items  of  business  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  will  be  the  feed-grain  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  understand. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Moreover,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  says  he  will  present 
a  new  feed  grain  program  to  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  basis  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  is  the  surplus  of  corn  today.  Let 
us  assume  that  in  1964  there  is  a  sur¬ 
plus.  Would  it  be  possible  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  take  any  corn  at  all?  To  do  so 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks  would  increase. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  1964? 

-  Mr.  COOPER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  there  were  a 
sui'plus? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes.  Then  they  could 
not  take  any  corn. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  say  they 
could  take  corn,  but  would  have  to  take 
it  at  the  minimum. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Suppose  the  price  sup¬ 
ports  were  to  be  set  at  50  percent  of 
parity,  but  that  taking  any  corn  would 
increase  the  stocks  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  How  could  it  be 
taken? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  cannot  be  less 
than  50  percent. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  know,  but  there  is 
another  limitation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  is  that,  at  whatever 
figure  corn  is  supported,  it  must  be  at 
such  level  as  will  not  increase  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  was  the  view,  I 
am  sure,  of  those  who  prepared  the  re¬ 
port,  in  the  light  of  the  history  of  the 
debate  on  the  whole  question  of  price 
support  levels,  that  the  low  support  level 
would  not  result  in  increased  surplus 
stocks. 

More  realistically,  the  whole  purpose 
behind  the  repeal  of  the  1958  provision 
was  to  compel  the  Congress  to  come  to 
its  senses  on  a  feed  grain  program.  We 
cannot  justify  the  1958  provision,  which 
permits  the  accumulation  of  untold 
amounts  of  goods  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  and  threatens  the 
entire  program. 

I  come  from  a  corn  producing  State. 
I  come  from  a  rather  substantial  agri¬ 
cultural  State.  I  have  a  goodly  number 
of  friends  in  the  rural  communities  of 
Minnesota.  They  vote  for  me  and  sup- 
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port  me  because  they  trust  me.  They  do 
not  want  an  open-end  support  program. 
Our  farm  people  are  not  asking  for  a 
“gravy  train.”  They  want  a  support 
program  which  is  sensible,  which  is  re¬ 
lated  to  a  balance  of  production.  They 
are  willing  to  take  controls  if  there  is  a 
support  program. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  one  moment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
complete  this  thought. 

What  we  hope  to  do,  what  we  plan  to 
do,  and  what  the  Secretary  said  he  will 
do,  is  present  another  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  Congress,  so  there  can  be  a 
realistic  feed  grain  program  and  not  one 
which  accumulates  surpluses.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  50  to  90  percent  support  level 
is  simply  to  bring  Congress  to  its  senses. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  think  the  Senator 
has  answered  the  question.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  remember  that  in  1958  I  sup¬ 
ported  him  on  his  feed-grain  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  agree.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  surely  did. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  think  it  was  a  proper 
amendment.  If  it  had  been  adopted,  we 
would  not  have  had  a  program  which 
led  to  lower  prices  and  the  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction  of  corn. 

The  problem  I  see  in  regard  to  this 
proposal  is  that  it  could  have  the  same 
effect.  If  in  1964  there  should  be  a  sur¬ 
plus,  and  if  the  Secretary  could  not  ac¬ 
cept  corn,  because  doing  so  would  in¬ 
crease  CCC  stocks,  the  support  price 
would  have  no  effect;  unlimited  produc¬ 
tion  of  corn  would  be  dumped  on  the 
market.  The  basis  for  the  price-support 
program  is  the  ability  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  take  over  and 
store  corn.  With  this  provision  in  the 
law,  and  the  Secretary  not  able  to  ac¬ 
cept  corn,  there  would  be  no  program. 
That  is  one  point  which  I  think  ought 
to  be  understood. 

I  think  the  Senator  has  properly 
stated  the  purpose  of  the  proposal, 
which  really  is  to  finally  coerce  the  Con¬ 
gress  into  adopting  a  program  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  insist¬ 
ed  is  the  only  proper  program. 

I  do  not  like  the  idea  of  coercion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  say  most  respect¬ 
fully  it  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  to  coerce  the  Congress  to  adopt 
any  program  the  Secretary  may  send  to 
the  Congress.  It  is  the  purpose  of  the 
provision  to  cause  the  Congress  to  face 
up  to  the  problem  of  feed  grain  pro¬ 
duction,  rather  than  to  provide  not  a 
free  ride,  but  the  expensive  ride  of  1958. 

The  Secretary  will  present  a  program. 
To  be  frank  with  Senators,  I  hope  the 
Secretary  will  present  a  somewhat  dif¬ 
ferent  program  than  he  did  with  relation 
to  feed  grains  earlier  this  year.  That  is 
no  secret.  I  do  not  think  that  program 
was  the  last  word  in  the  feed  grains 
programs.  I  have  said  privately  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  for  whom  I  have  the 
greatest  regard  and  respect,  that  I  was 
not  fully  happy  with  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram.  But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Congress 
to  face  the  program  rather  than  con¬ 
stantly  talk  about  the  costs  of  the  farm 
program,  many  of  which  are  built  into 
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the  action  that  was  taken  in  1958.  I 
wish  to  bring  that  kind  of  program  to  a 
halt.  I  do  not  want  to  see  a  program 
which  provides  an  80-cent  price  support 
for  corn. 

If  the  Lord  is  willing,  I  shall  be  here 
next  year.  I  intend  to  do  what  I  can 
to  see  a  more  reasonable  and  sensible 
feed  grain  program  developed. 

I  am  not  at  all  sure  the  so-called  com¬ 
pulsory  program  is  the  kind  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  we  ought  to  have.  Frankly,  I  have 
been  quite  satisfied  with  the  voluntary 
program  we  have  had.  It  has  worked 
pretty  well. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  stated  that 
the  bill  being  acted  upon  today  is  a  first 
step  toward  something.  The  adminis¬ 
tration  will  ask  for  another  bill  next 
January? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  relation  to  the 
feed  grain  section. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Will  the  Senator  tell  us 
what  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  is?  It  seems  a  bit  ominous  to  me. 
I  hope  that  it  is  not  as  ominous  as  it 
appears  to  be. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  say  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Vermont,  whose  word 
on  agriculture  policy  as  well  as  on  other 
subjects  means  a  great  deal,  that  the 
objective  which  the  administration 
seeks,  as  I  understand,  and  the  objec¬ 
tive  which  I  shall  try  to  help  it  seek 
if  it  is  not  their  objective — and  I  think 
it  is — is  a  better  balance  between  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  one  hand  and  consump¬ 
tion  of  available  supplies  on  the  other. 
By  that  I  mean  we  must  have  a  carry¬ 
over.  We  must  have  some  reserve.  We 
must  plan  for  the  unhappy  day  of  a 
drought  or  weather  conditions  that 
might  jeopardize  our  supply  of  feed 
grains.  But  we  do  not  have  to  see 
whether  or  not  we  can  accumulate 
everything  people  produce.  What  Mr. 
Freeman  has  suggested  is  a  managed 
abundance.  He  has  suggested  a  better 
balance  between  the  supply  of  feed 
grains,  on  the  one  hand,  and  utilization 
on  the  other.  I  think  this  is  his  objec¬ 
tive. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Will  the  Senator  explain 
why  it  is  necessary  to  reduce  our  abun¬ 
dance  to  what  I  consider  to  be  an  un¬ 
safe  level  before  starting  to  operate  un¬ 
der  a  managed  abundance?  What  is  the 
idea  of  reducing  our  production  at  this 
time  when  our  consumption  and  exports 
are  increasing  so  rapidly? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  say  most  respect¬ 
fully  that  if  the  consumption  and  ex¬ 
ports  of  our  feed  grains  increase  as  much 
as  the  Senator  from  Vermont  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  would  like  them 
to  increase,  we  will  not  cut  back  on  our 
feed  grain  production. 

Being  realistic,  what  the  Secretary  has 
sought  to  do  is,  first,  to  say,  “We  have 
too  much  corn  and  wheat  that  qualifies 
as  a  feed  grain  and  not  as  a  wheat  for 
purposes  of  baking  or  cereal  purposes.” 

The  Secretary  has  said,  “We  must  see 
to  it  that  those  stocks  are  brought  into 
better  balance  with  world  and  domestic 
needs,  the  availability  of  commercial  ex¬ 
ports,  and  the  availability  of  what  we 
call  soft  currency  exports.” 


That  is  what  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  seeking  to  do.  I  do  not  say 
he  has  evolved  the  perfect  solution  to 
the  problem.  But  he  has  faced  the  fact 
about  which  every  Member  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  with  few  exceptions,  has  com¬ 
plained  for  years — that  the  program  has 
gotten  out  of  hand.  We  have  accumu¬ 
lated  too  much.  Costs  are  outrunning 
the  willingness  of  the  public  to  pay  them. 
And  the  condition  does  not  help  the 
farmer  or  the  public. 

I  believe  that  now  we  must  review  the 
program,  and  do  so  continuously.  Not 
only  that,  but  we  ought  to  have  the  kind 
of  legislative  program  that  will  permit 
the  Secretary  and  the  farm  producers 
to  have  a  better  balance  in  terms  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization.  I  think  we  can. 

I  have  thought  that  the  voluntary  feed 
grain  program  has  been  a  good  one.  I 
think  it  is  a  good  one.  I  do  not  say  it  is 
necessarily  the  final  answer,  because  it  is 
quite  obvious  we  would  like  to  review 
the  program  in  terms  of  its  cost  and 
what  it  produces  in  results. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  an  additional  10 
minutes? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  10  more  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  have  said  in  the  past,  and  I  repeat, 
that  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freeman 
will  not  permit  a  return  to  the  previous 
costly  programs  of  guaranteed  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  unlimited  production.  That 
is  why  the  1958  law  is  being  amended. 
He  will  not  permit  programs  which  would 
place  our  farmers  in  a  position  worse 
than  they  are  in  now.  He  has  stated  he 
will  come  to  the  Congress  next  year  and 
present  a  permanent  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  wish  to  make  clear  that  I  am  not 
endorsing  ahead  of  time  any  particular 
type  of  program.  I  think  that  would  be 
a  mistake. 

It  is  a  mistake  for  farm  organizations 
willingly  to  endorse  some  general  sug¬ 
gestion  of  a  program  before  they  see  its 
details.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  so  stated  to  some  of  the  leaders  of 
our  farm  organizations.  He  has  said, 
“Let  us  examine  the  suggestion  care¬ 
fully.  Let  us  not  talk  merely  in  terms 
of  ‘referendum,’  ‘mandatory,’  and  ‘per¬ 
manent’  without  knowing  what  those 
terms  mean  and  what  they  ultimately 
would  reflect  in  terms  of  legislative 
detail.” 

I  assure  Senators  I  shall  approach  the 
problem  of  proposed  feed  grains  legisla¬ 
tion  with  no  previous  commitments,  no 
doctrinaire  or  dogmatic  attitude,  but  on 
a  very  pragmatic  .basis,  on  the  basis  of 
whether  or  not  a  program  will  work  and 
whether  or  not  it  will  serve  the  interests 
of  farmers  in  terms  of  price  and  the 
farmers’  fair  share  of  income,  and  will  be 
of  benefit  to  the  taxpayer  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury. 

Perhaps  the  1963  feed  grains  program 
in  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate  would 
provide  a  solid  foundation  for  perma¬ 
nent  voluntary  feed  grains  legislation 
for  the  1964  and  subsequent  crops. 
Whatever  program  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
sents,  I  assure  Senators  it  will  be  thor¬ 


oughly  discussed  and  refined  in  the  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  Committee.  I  have 
never  known  that  committee  to  be  a  rub¬ 
ber  stamp  for  any  Secretary  or  for  any 
particular  program.  I  served  on  the 
committee  long  enough  to  know  that. 
The  only  thing  that  becomes  rubbery 
about  the  committee  is  that  one  can  be 
bounced  around  a  great  deal  whenever 
he  makes  a  presentation,  because  every 
member  of  the  committee  is  as  inde¬ 
pendent  as  he  can  be. 

I  am  confident  the  Congress  will  look 
forward  to  receiving  suggestions  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  from 
farm  organizations,  and  from  individ¬ 
ual  Senators,  and  then  will  refine  and 
develop  a  program  worthy  of  our  con¬ 
sideration. 

Questions  have  been  raised  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  resale  policies  for  wheat  and 
feed  grains  under  the  conference  report. 
In  this  connection  I  would  like  to  quote 
from  a  letter  to  me  from  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman  dated  September 
19,  1962.  I  inquired  of  the  Secretary, 
after  reading  the  conference  report  and 
after  hearing  about  it,  as  to  what  the  re¬ 
sale  policies  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  be. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  print¬ 
ed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  the  full 
text  of  the  letter  dated  September  19, 
1962,  addressed  to  me  and  signed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  19,  1982. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  In  response  to 
your  inquiry  concerning  the  resale  policies 
for  wheat  and  feed  grains  under  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  farm  legislation,  the  legis¬ 
lation  would  provide  the  following: 

The  provisions  of  section  407  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1949  providing 
for  sales  for  unrestricted  use  from  CCC 
stocks  at  105  percent  of  the  current  price 
support,  plus  appropriate  carrying  charges, 
would  apply  to  all  noncertificated  sales  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains.  This  would  mean  a 
sales  price  at  a  level  5  percent,  plus  carrying 
charges,  above  the  applicable  support  level 
as  provided  for  in  the  conference  report. 

The  proposed  legislation  provides  for  re¬ 
demption  of  the  payment-ln-kind  certificates 
on  both  wheat  and  feed  grains  at  not  less 
than  the  loan  rate — $1.02  per  bushel  na¬ 
tional  average  for  corn  and  $1.82  per  bushel 
national  average  for  wheat.  This  would  ap¬ 
ply  when  farmers  or  others  ask  for  delivery 
of  physical  grain  against  the  certificates  as 
well  as  when  they  request  the  CCC  to  market 
the  certificates  in  their  behalf.  It  is  antic¬ 
ipated  that  the  certificated  grain  sales  price 
would  be  determined  regularly  during  the 
marketing  year  so  as  to  provide  for  appro¬ 
priate  adjustments,  taking  into  account  rea¬ 
sonable  carrying  charges  and  normal  sea¬ 
sonal  price  trends. 

We  trust  this  will  clarify  this  matter  for 
you  and  your  constituents. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  the  second 
paragraph  of  his  letter  the  Secretary 
said: 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  certificated  grain 
sales  price  would  be  determined  regularly 
during  the  marketing  year  so  as  to  pro- 
vide  for  appropriate  adjustments,  taking  in- 
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to  account  reasonable  carrying  charges  and 
normal  seasonal  price  trends. 

The  letter  states  the  CCC  sales  price 
will  not  only  be  100  percent  of  the  sup¬ 
port  level,  but  also  that  reasonable  carry¬ 
ing  charges  will  be  included  in  the  re¬ 
sale  price.  This  is  important,  because 
we  do  not  wish  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  dump  sup¬ 
plies  into  the  market  and  break  what 
would  be  the  normal  market  price  in  or¬ 
der  to  coerce,  compel,  or  in  some  other 
way  enforce  its  regulations. 

We  are  going  to  have  the  same  type 
of  practice  that  has  been  included  in 
legislation  throughout  the  years. 

Questions  also  have  been  raised  con¬ 
cerning  the  price  of  wheat  in  1964  under 
the  marketing  certificate  program  and 
the  relationship  of  the  price  of  wheat  to 
the  price  of  flour  and  bread.  The  argu¬ 
ment  was  made  that  the  bill  puts  a  bread 
tax  “on  consumers”  and  that  it  would 
cost  American  consumers  an  additional 
$150  million  to  $200  million  each  year, 
compared  with  the  present  system. 

This  is  an  old  argument.  One  would 
have  to  eat  a  great  deal  of  bread  to  be 
affected,  in  the  first  place.  But,  at  any 
rate,  the  argument  is  absolutely  fictitious 
and  in  error. 

These  statements  are  not  true,  and 
are  based  upon  a  misunderstanding  of 
the  wheat  provisions.  This  has  been 
recognized  by  the  millers  and  bakers  of 
this  country.  Through  their  responsible 
organizations  they  have  stated  there  is 
no  cause  for  concern  that  the  price  of 
flour  or  bread  would  be  increased  as  a 
result  of  the  wheat  marketing  certificate 
program. 

The  Southwestern  Miller  of  April  17 
stated : 

The  concern  of  the  baking  industry  over 
the  imposition  -of  a  bread  tax  through  the 
certificate  plan  for  wheat  has  been  dispelled 
by  action  in  both  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  through  assurances  from 
the  office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Free¬ 
man,  it  is  indicated  in  a  bulletin  issued  by 
the  American  Bakers  Association. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  also  has 
sent  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  restating  his  as¬ 
surance  that  the  price  support  level  un¬ 
der  the  marketing  certificate  program 
would  be  about  the  same  level  as  for 
1962 — $2  per  bushel. 

Members  of  Congress  ought  to  be 
aware  also  of  the  very  distant  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  price  of  bread  to  the  price  of 
wheat.  From  1947  to  1959  the  retail 
price  of  a  1  pound  loaf  of  bread  rose  from 
12.5  to  21  cents.  In  that  time  the  farm 
value  of  wheat  in  that  loaf  of  bread  de¬ 
clined  from  3  to  2.4  cents. 

In  other  words,  as  the  price  of  wheat 
went  down,  the  price  of  bread  went  up. 
So  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  rea¬ 
son  for  believing  that  if  the  support  price 
for  wheat  is  $2  a  bushel,  the  price  of 
bread  will  go  up. 

The  claim  has  been  made  that  the 
proposed  wheat  program  would  add  1 
cent  to  the  price  of  a  1 -pound  loaf 
of  bread.  The  facts  are  that  the  farm 
price  of  wheat  would  have  to  be  increased 
to  approximately  $3  per  bushel  before 


a  1-cent  increase  in  the  price  of  bread 
could  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  higher 
wheat  prices. 

Since  no  increase  in  wheat  prices  is 
indicated  next  year  under  the  certificate 
program,  claims  that  bread  prices  will 
be  raised  by  this  farm  bill  are  in  er¬ 
ror. 

Madam  President,  one  of  the  great  dis¬ 
appointments  of  this  farm  bill  is  that 
it  contains  no  section  on  dairy  products. 
This  is  unfortunate  because  of  the  seri¬ 
ousness  of  the  dairy  situation  and  the 
extremely  critical  situation  of  the  dairy 
price  support  program  and  drop  in  dairy 
income. 

Neither  the  dairy  industry  nor  the 
Congress  were  able  to  meet  the  dairy 
problem  this  year.  I  introduced  legis¬ 
lation  in  this  area  and  so  did  many  of 
my  colleagues  but,  regrettably,  we  in 
the  Congress  were  not  able  to  agree  on 
a  satisfactory  program. 

I  am  encouraged,  however,  that  a  dairy 
program  will  be  a  priority  item  in  the 
consideration  of  farm  legislation  next 
year.  The  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  has  in¬ 
dicated  his  intention  to  hold  hearings  on 
dairy  legislation  early  next  year.  I  know 
he  shares  my  hope  that  we  can  provide 
much-needed  help  to  our  hard-working 
dairy  farmers. 

Dairy  production  is  costly  and  demand¬ 
ing  in  time,  resources,  and  managerial 
know-how.  Dairy  farmers  need  the  sym¬ 
pathetic  understanding  and  cooperation 
of  their  Government. 

In  1960,  the  consumer  expenditures  for 
dairy  products  alone  totaled  $11.1  bil¬ 
lion,  and  consumers  paid  about  $3.8  bil¬ 
lion  for  the  meat  produced  from  dairy 
cows  and  calves  sold  for  meat.  This  adds 
up  to  total  sales  from  dairying  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $14.9  billion.  In  other 
words,  dairying  is  a  $15  billion  business — 
equal  to  or  even  surpassing  steel. 

There  is  no  question  that  American 
farmers  are  the  most  productive  and 
most  efficient  in  the  world.  There  is 
no  question  that  American  agriculture 
stands  out  in  front  of  the  rest  of  the 
American  economy  in  improving  its 
productive  efficiency.  Our  farmers,  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  10  years,  increased  their  out¬ 
put  per  man-hour  nearly  three  times  as 
much  as  the  average  in  our  economy, 
and  greatly  improved  the  quality  of  that 
output  at  the  same  time  they  were  step¬ 
ping  up  the  quantity. 

But  in  spite  of  the  fabulous  job  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  have  done  on  their  farms, 
their  incomes  have  fallen  while  most 
other  incomes  have  been  rising.  Dairy 
farmers  are  among  the  lowest  paid  of  all. 
According  to  studies  by  Department  of 
Agriculture  specialists  in  farm  manage¬ 
ment,  typical  dairy  farmers  in  Minnesota 
with  investments  in  their  farming  opera¬ 
tions  averaging  $50,000  were  able  to  earn 
only  49  cents  per  hour  on  their  labor  in 
1960,  when  milk  prices  were  about  the 
same  as  today.  This  is  characteristic  of 
dairy  farmers’  returns  in  other  sections 
also. 

The  blame  for  low  fairn  income  can  be 
traced  to  what  goes  wrong  with  the 
farmer’s  business  management  after  his 
product  passes  beyond  the  farmer’s  gate. 


For  one  thing,  the  farmer,  almost 
alone  in  our  economy,  has  no  bargaining 
power  because  he  is  unable,  as  an  in¬ 
dividual,  to  keep  supply  in  reasonable 
balance  with  demand  at  a  fair  price.  The 
result  is  that  a  tiny  surplus  of  only  3 
to  5  percent  drives  down  the  price  of 
milk  to  unreasonable  levels  where  the 
farmer  cannot  earn  a  decent  living. 

This  administration  believes  farmers 
should  have  that  power  and  the  right  to 
use  it.  We  have  worked  ceaselessly  with 
dairy  farmers  and  their  leaders  in  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  develop  a  satisfactory  program 
whereby  milk  supply  can  be  kept  in  bal¬ 
ance  with  demand  at  reasonable  prices. 
We  still  are  trying  and  we  shall  continue 
to  try. 

There  are  few  of  us  here  who  have  any 
serious  quarrel  with  titles  I,  II,  and  IV 
of  this  bill. 

Title  I  broadens  the  conservation  and 
lending  authority  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  encourage  diversion  of 
lands — in  other  words,  putting  substance 
into  the  concept  of  land-use  rather  than 
land  idleness. 

Title  II  expands  our  donations  to 
school-lunch  programs  abroad  and  ex¬ 
pands  the  program  under  title  IV  of 
Public  Law  480  providing  for  long-term 
credit  sales,  while  reaffirming  the  intent 
of  Congress  that  these  sales  would  not 
conflict  with  dollar  sales.  The  purpose 
is  to  stimulate  the  sale  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  dollars  abroad. 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  provides  for  certain 
constructive  changes  in  the  lending  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration.  It  adds  “recreational  uses  and 
facilities”  to  the  purposes  for  which  real 
estate  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to 
owner-operators  of  not  larger  than  fam¬ 
ily  farms.  It  increases  from  $10  million 
to  $25  million  the  aggregate  of  real  es¬ 
tate  loans  which  the  Secretary  may  make 
out  of  the  insurance  fund  to  be  sold  and 
insured,  which  are  on  hand  and  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  at  any  one  time. 

I  submit  that  this  is  a  good  bill — a 
workable  bill.  It  will  increase  farm  in¬ 
come.  It  will  bring  production  in  line 
with  consumption.  It  will  reduce  our 
surplus  stockpiles.  It  will  reduce  the 
tax  burden. 

I  say  that  because  the  evidence  of  the 
emergency  programs  prove  it.  It  will 
enhance  and  expand  our  foreign  dis¬ 
posal  and  export  program.  It  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  orderly  transition  of  present 
programs  to  the  new  program.  It  will 
reverse  a  policy  of  land-idleness  to  mul¬ 
tiple  land  use.  It  will  secure  farm  fam¬ 
ilies  on  the  land.  It  will  provide  new 
opportunities  for  rural  America  through 
the  rural  area  development  program. 

Can  any  other  program  offer  so  much? 
I  have  seen  no  evidence  from  those  who 
oppose  this  program  that  they  have  any¬ 
thing  nearly  as  good.  In  fact,  I  have 
seen  no  farm  program  of  theirs  at  all 
except  to  arbitrarily  retire  about  75  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  land,  or  a  program  that 
merely  returns  to  the  1958  farm  act 
which  has  been  a  sad  failure.  And  I 
have  heard  that  there  are  those  who  ad¬ 
vocate  no  program  whatsoever — a  pro¬ 
gram  based  on  the  anarchy  of  the  free 
market.  Does  anyone  really  want  that? 
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I  say  we  cannot,  we  must  not  abrogate 
our  responsibilities  to  the  farmers  of  this 
Nation  by  going  home  without  passing 
this  program. 

All  rural  America  will  be  affected  by 
what  we  do  or  do  not  do  with  this  bill. 
Not  only  farmers  or  small  towns  will  be 
affected — the  entire  economy  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  will  be  helped  or  hurt  if  we  pass  or 
defeat  this  bill.  Sixteen  million  off- 
farm  jobs  depend  in  large  measure  on 
what  happens  to  agriculture;  $200  bil¬ 
lion  is  invested  in  agriculture — more 
than  the  entire  assets  of  three-fourths 
of  all  our  corporations.  Agriculture  is 
a  sizable,  major  segment  of  our  economy. 
Can  we  in  all  good  faith  go  home  and 
have  nothing  about  the  farm  problem? 
I,  for  one,  hope  we  do  not. 

Madam  President,  before  I  yield  the 
floor  I  would  like  to  ask  some  questions 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  to 
broaden  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  to  in¬ 
clude  all  commodities  except  the  basic 
commodities  where  other  legislation 
and  programs  are  in  operation  and  in 
addition,  certain  other  selected  com¬ 
modities.  All  of  these  the  Congress 
specifically  excluded  in  the  legislation 
either  in  the  committee  or  on  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  3  more  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  this  not  the  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  chairman  of  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  committee  and  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Therefore  is  it  not 
the  Chairman’s  understanding  that  in 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  it  was  the 
intent  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  the  Congress  to  exclude 
from  coverage  under  the  Agricultural 
Agreement  Act  by  specific  provisions,  un¬ 
der  section  (3)  of  subtitle  D,  all  those 
agricultural  commodities  which  we  did 
not  intend  to  include  and  make  subject 
to  the  provisions  and  opportunities  under 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
TGet 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Therefore  is  it  not 
also  the  Senator’s  opinion  that  it  was 
the  intent  of  the  committee  and  the 
Congress  in  last  year’s  legislation  to  in¬ 
clude  all  agricultural  commodities  which 
we  did  not  specifically  exclude  and  make 
them  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  To  clarify  one 
more  point  I  call  attention  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  mine  which  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate  on  both  occasions  this  year  dur¬ 
ing  consideration  of  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation.  This  amendment  states: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  should,  whenever  he  determines  such 
action  will  result  in  more  effective  or  more 
economical  administration  of  this  or  any 
other  act  administered  by  him,  utilize  the 


services  and  facilities  of  farmer-owned, 
farmer-managed  associations  of  producers, 
and  accord  such  associations  no  less  favorable 
treatment  under  any  such  act  than  that 
accorded  individual  producers  or  farmers. 

I  notice  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
conference  committee  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  included.  I  take  it  this  was 
not  made  a  part  of  the  bill  because  it 
presently  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  act  in 
accordance  with  the  language  of  this 
amendment  and  that,  therefore,  the 
amendment  is  repetitious  and  is  not 
needed.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  one  of  the 
reasons  given.  The  House  conferees  ob¬ 
jected  to  it  because  of  some  rumors  from 
cooperatives  that  it  might  affect  them 
adversely.  Since  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation’s  charter  contains  language 
very  similar  to  that  which  was  contained 
in  the  Senator’s  amendment,  the  Senate 
conferees  receded. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand  that. 
I  have  studied  this  subject  and  it  is  my 
view  that  the  charter  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  along  with  the  exist¬ 
ing  program,  would  make  the  amend¬ 
ment  unnecessary,  even  though  I  like  to 
see  these  provisions  enacted  into  statu¬ 
tory  law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  interpret  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  to  mean  that  there  will  be 
no  discrimination  against  farm  coopera¬ 
tives  in  carrying  out  this  entire  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  heard  rumors,  but 
they  came  from  the  other  side  of  the 
fence,  from  those  who  would  like  to  see 
farm  cooperatives  weakened  or  put  out 
of  business.  We  ought  to  make  it  clear 
that  this  language  is  intended  to  mean 
that  there  shall  be  no  discrimination 
against  farm  cooperatives  in  the  han¬ 
dling  of  Government  commodities  or  in 
carrying  out  Government  programs.  Is 
that  the  understanding  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  recall  that  the 
House  conferees  indicated  in  the  con¬ 
ference  that  the  opposition  came  from 
the  cooperatives.  Why,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  my  under¬ 
standing.  At  any  rate,  as  I  said,  because 
the  conferees  concluded  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  added  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  was  already  in  the  law  and  that  the 
practices  were  already  being  carried  out, 
it  was  decided  that  the  Senate  conferees 
would  recede. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  very  sorry  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  been  eliminated,  because  when 
an  amendment  is  offered  and  is  adopted, 
and  then  when  the  amendment  is  thrown 
out,  even  if  the  contention  is  made  that 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  al¬ 
ready  covei'ed  by  the  law  and  is  there¬ 
fore  unnecessary,  the  impression  is 
given  that  that  is  not  the  intention  or 
the  understanding.  I  wish  to  say  here 
and  now  that  I  believe,  so  far  as  the 
Senate  is  concerned,  it  is  definitely  the 
intention  that  there  shall  be  no  discrimi¬ 
nation  against  farm  cooperatives  or 
against  farmer-owned  operations. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  I  gather  from  these  remarks 
that  the  understanding  is  that  there  will 
be  no  discrimination. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  contention  is 
borne  out  by  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
adopted  the  provision  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota.  I  am  merely  say¬ 
ing,  by  way  of  repetition,  that  it  is  not 
only  in  the  law  already,  but  the  reason 
given  by  Mi-.  Cooley  was  that  the  rumors 
came  from  the  cooperatives.  Whether 
or  not  that  is  true,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  that  is  the  case, 
they  were  in  error.  At  any  rate,  the 
matter  has  been  fully  explained  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  and  by  this  dis¬ 
cussion. 

The  Senate  adopted  it  unanimously. 
It  does  not  provide  any  favoritism;  it 
merely  provides  that  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  the  Senator 
5  more  minutes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota. 
Madam  Pi’esident,  will  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  As  one 
of  the  Senate  conferees,  it  was  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  only  reason  why 
the  amendment  was  deleted  was  that  it 
was  felt  that  the  same  language  was 
contained  in  the  charter  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  There  was 
no  intention  whatsoever  to  discriminate 
against  cooperatives;  in  fact,  it  was  de¬ 
sired  to  protect  them. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  that  was  the  position  of  the  Senate 
conferees.  There  is  no  question  about  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Of  course. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  de¬ 
scribed  the  good  that  will  result  from  the 
bill.  He  said  it  would  provide  relief  to 
the  taxpayers;  that  it  would  reduce  sur¬ 
pluses;  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  the 
farmers  and  would  be  in  the  interest  of 
the  country  generally. 

The  Senator  also  said  that  in  1963  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  submit  to 
Congress  a  permanent  program,  one 
which  probably  ought  to  be  adopted. 

My  question  is:  If  the  program  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  is  as  good  as  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  described  it  to  be, 
why  will  a  new  program  be  needed  in 
1963? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  At  the  beginning 
of  my  remarks,  I  said  I  did  not  consider 
this  program  to  be  anywhere  nearly  per¬ 
fect.  I  said  it  was  compromise  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  that  I  thought  it  was  an  im¬ 
provement. 

I  said  that  although  we  are  expanding 
the  voluntary  feed-grain  program — 
which,  by  the  way,  makes  a  great  deal  of 
sense  to  me,  and  I  wish  to  go  on  record 
as  saying  that  I  like  it — and  while  we  are 
expanding  the  wheat  program,  it  was 
understood  that  in  1963  the  Secretary 
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would  present  additional  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  a  feed-grain  program.  I  did 
not  say  I  would  support  those  recom¬ 
mendations.  I  think  the  Record  is  clear 
that  I  said  I  would  consider  them  objec¬ 
tively.  I  do  not  want  to  be  committed. 

I  said  I  would  not  take  a  dogmatic  ap¬ 
proach;  that  I  have  serious  doubts  about 
certain  aspects  of  the  feed-grain  pro¬ 
gram  that  was  presented  earlier  this 
year  and  that  next  year  Congress  would 
have  to  work  its  will  on  what  would  be 
not  merely  an  emergency  feed-grain 
program,  but  a  permanent  type  of  pro¬ 
gram.  I  hope  it  may  be  as  good  as  the 
present  voluntary  program,  and  even 
better. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  further  said  that  a  voluntary 
program  might  be  evolved  in  the  1963 
program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  that  mean  that 
the  Senator  looks  toward  a  voluntary 
program  rather  than  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
gram  having  severe  provisions,  limiting 
the  freedom  of  the  farmer? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Speaking  for  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  I  should  prefer 
that;  but  I  do  not  know  what  will  hap¬ 
pen  in  determining  the  wi’l  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  do  not  even  know  what  the  Sec¬ 
retary  will  present.  But  I  have  a  feeling, 
in  the  light  of  some  argument  over  the 
feed-grain  programs,  that  he  is  giving 
the  situation  a  second  look. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Will  that  not  depend  on 
the  will  of  the  public  on  November  6? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  correct.  I  thought  I  would 
like  to  keep  that  happy  moment  out  of 
the  discussion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thought  I  would  try  to 
interpret  what  was  in  the  Senator’s 
mind. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  always  helpful.  I  thank  him. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
having  found  ourselves  in  such  a  plight, 
with  so  large  an  amount  of  surplus  on 
hand,  it  is  impossible  at  this  time  to  do 
what  most  of  us  would  like  to  do? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  That  is  where  the 
trouble  lies  at  this  time.  We  must  con¬ 
sider  the  farm  situation  from  that 
standpoint  in  order  to  understand  ex¬ 
actly  what  we  are  doing  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  statement  I  have  prepared 
relating  to  the  effect  of  the  1963  feed- 
grain  program  on  a  midwestern  farm. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  1963  Feed-Grain  Program  on  a 
Midwestern  Farm 

This  describes  the  situation  of  a  200-acre 
farm  in  the  Midwest  producing  corn,  soy¬ 
beans,  and  livestock: 


Noneoop¬ 

erator 

Cooperator 
in  1963 

Crop  acres  and  yield: 

Acres 

100 

50 

50 

Bu  sh  els 

60 

25 

Acres 

70 

50 

50 

30 

Bushels 

61 

25 

Production: 

6,000 

750 

4, 270 
750 

Returns: 

_ 

$6, 000 
1,690 

$4, 355 
1,690 

758 

1,080 

Price  support  in  kind 
(18  cents  per  bushel 
on  4,200  bushels  nor¬ 
mal  production  on  70 

Diversion  payment  (SO 
cents  per  bushel  on 
1,800  bushels  normal 
production  on  30 

7,690 

7,883 

This  farmer  would  have  an  advantage  of 
about  $200  from  participating.  In  addition, 
of  course,  he  would  have  lower  production 
expenses.  He  would  probably  receive  half 
his  diversion  payment  when  he  agreed  to 
participate  early  in  1963.  The  other  half 
would  be  paid  after  harvest  in  the  fall  of 
1963. 

Price  support  to  the  cooperator  would  in¬ 
volve  a  loan  on  all  or  a  part  of  the  crop 
handled  in  the  regular  manner  familiar  to 
all  farms,  and  a  payment-in-kind  on  the 
normal  production  on  70  acres.  It  would 
be  contingent  on  compliance,  and  would  be 
made  after  compliance  is  checked.  The 
farmer  could  accept  grain  from  CCC;  he 
could  accept  a  certificate  which  he  would 
sell;  or  he  could  receive  cash  an  let  CCC 
market  the  grain. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum;  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
consumed  for  the  quorum  call  be  charged 
equally  to  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Madam  Pres¬ 
ident,  at  the  outset  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
major  features  of  this  measure  which  af¬ 
fect  the  agricultural  program  have  their 
impact  primarily  on  the  feed  grains  sec¬ 
tions  and  the  wheat  sections  of  this 
country;  and  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  most 
ominous  and  dangerous  measures  for  the 
overall,  long-range  good  of  agriculture 
and  a  sound  agricultural  program  that  I 
have  ever  seen  proposed. 

I  wish  to  speak  briefly  about  the  pend¬ 
ing  measure,  and  I  shall  point  out  why  I 
think  it  is  dangerous. 


September  25 

In  the  spring  of  1961  the  Congress 
got  its  first  look  at  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
posals  of  the  Kennedy  administration. 

To  those  of  us  seeking  to :  First, 
strengthen  the  market  system;  second, 
reduce  Government  regulation  of  indi¬ 
vidual  farming  operations;  third,  pre¬ 
serve  the  opportunity  of  fanners  to  ad¬ 
just  to  changing  conditions;  fourth,  ex¬ 
pand  domestic  and  foreign  markets;  and 
fifth,  increase  per  family  net  farm  in¬ 
come,  the  Cochrane-Freeman  plan  came 
as  a  shocking  disappointment. 

In  contrast  to  what  I  believe  in  and 
support,  the  administration’s  1961  pro¬ 
posals  called  for  a  major  extension  of 
Government  efforts  to  fix  farm  prices 
and  restrict  or  ration  the  right  to  pro¬ 
duce  farm  products  in  keeping  with  a 
theory  described  as  supply-management. 
Worse  still,  these  proposals  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  called 
upon  the  Congress  to  abdicate  its  con¬ 
stitutional  responsibility  to  determine 
governmental  policy,  and,  instead,  would 
have  turned  this  responsibility  as  it  re¬ 
lates  to  Government  farm  policy  over 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
controllers  who  surround  him.  Fortu¬ 
nately  for  farmers  and  ranchers,  and  for 
America,  the  Congress  said  no  to  this 
brazen  bid  for  power  to  control  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture. 

The  basic  difference  between  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  1962  proposals  and  those 
presented  last  year  is  simply  that  this 
year’s  proposals  spell  out  the  details  of 
certain  commodity  programs  for  which 
general  enabling  authority  was  requested 
last  year.  When  the  Congress  under¬ 
stood  what  really  was  involved  in  what 
was  being  proposed  in  the  way  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  controls  on  the  producers  of 
feed  grains  and  dairy  products,  the  Con¬ 
gress  again  flatly  rejected  the  control 
schemes  proposed. 

I  should  like  to  interrupt  the  chro¬ 
nology  of  this  statement  by  referring  to 
a  highly  significant  news  story  which  ap¬ 
peared  about  a  year  ago.  The  article 
indicated  that — 

Kennedy  administration  planners  are 
quietly  abandoning  hopes  of  bringing  off  a 
revolution  in  Government  management  of 
agriculture. 

Instead,  they’re  inclined  to  let  time,  fuzz, 
and  mirrors  slowly  accomplish  their  basic 
objectives. 

I  read  further  from  the  same  article: 

So,  for  the  present,  these  officials  reason 
it’s  politically  necessary  to  “fuzz  things  up.” 
For  several  years,  they’d  settle  for  stopgap, 
compromise  crop-by-crop  production  con¬ 
trols  headed  toward  their  long-range  goals, 
and  they’d  disguise  increased  farm  income 
assistance  by  doling  out  more  money  little 
by  little  in  a  variety  of  ways  under  a  variety 
of  titles. 

“Maybe  it’ll  have  to  be  done  with  mir¬ 
rors,”  remarks  an  aid  to  farm  boss  Free¬ 
man. 

I  call  this  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  because  this  newspaper  article  of  a 
year  ago  describes  more  accurately  what 
has  happened  and  what  is  happening  to¬ 
day  in  this  field  than  anything  I  have 
seen  written  in  the  intervening  period. 


1962 
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Let  us  take  a  look  at  all  three  counts. 

First,  time  has  elapsed — 1  year  of  it; 
and  probably  some  have  forgotten  the 
shameful  assault  on  constitutional  gov¬ 
ernment  involved  in  the  original  Coch- 
rane-Freeman  proposal;  however,  I  can 
assure  you  that  Iowa  farmers  will  not 
soon  forget  it. 

Secondly,  things  are  “fuzzed  up” — 
that  is  for  sure.  In  the  spring  of  1961 
the  supply  and  demand  for  soybeans 
were  reasonably  in  balance.  The  mar¬ 
ket  system  was  working.  Soybean  pro¬ 
ducers  were  content  to  leave  “well 
enough”  alone.  But  not  Mr.  Freeman. 
He  raised  the  price  support  on  soybeans 
from  $1.85  to  $2.30  per  bushel.  Soybean 
output  increased  from  555  million  bush¬ 
els  in  1960  to  a  record  crop  of  703  million 
bushels  scheduled  for  1962  harvest. 

But  that  is  not  the  worst  of  it.  Price 
supports  on  cottonseed  and  butter  were 
raised,  too — with  the  net  result  that  the 
U.S.  carryover  of  edible  fats  and  oils 
this  year  will  total  2.2  billion  pounds, 
which  is  50  percent  more  than  last  year, 
and  is  a  new  record. 

Madam  President,  what  do  you  sup¬ 
pose  the  next  move  will  be?  I  doubt  that 
one  needs  a  crystal  ball  to  figure  it  out. 
The  answer,  of  course,  is  “supply-man¬ 
agement.”  Wrong  Government  policy 
creates  a  surplus  problem  that  did  not 
exist  before;  and  then  the  controllers 
propose  more  Government  intervention 
in  order  to  deal  with  the  difficulties  which 
could  have  been  avoided  in  the  first  place. 

In  nautical  terms — which  seem  to  have 
a  certain  currency  these  days — what  the 
administration  has  done  recently  to 
many  farmers  is  somewhat  like  shoving 
an  innocent  man  overboard  and  then  try¬ 
ing  to  get  a  hero  badge  for  throwing  the 
victim  a  lifeline.  It  is  actually  worse 
than  that,  because  these  Government 
control  schemes  actually  are  more  akin 
to  an  anchor  than  a  lifeline. 

Third,  mirrors  are  being  used  to  de¬ 
lude  American  taxpayers  into  thinking 
they  are  getting  their  money’s  worth  out 
of  certain  of  these  Government  farm 
programs,  when  they  are  not.  Mirrors 
have  been  used  to  juggle  the  statistics 
with  respeet  to  the  cost  of  the  emergency 
feed-grain  program,  and  they  are  now 
being  used  in  efforts  to  mislead  Members 
of  the  Senate  into  thinking  that  H.R. 
12391  will  cut  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

Some  may  wonder  why  a  U.S.  Senator 
from  the  No.  1  com  State  should  ques¬ 
tion  these  expenditures,  since  many  of 
his  constituents  will  be  on  the  receiving 
end  of  these  feed -grain  subsidies.  Let 
me  state  a  few  of  the  reasons  why  the 
citizens  of  Iowa  oppose  H.R.  12391. 

First.  It  will  take  more  than  “mirrors” 
to  justify  the  expenditures  provided  for 
in  the  1963  wheat  and  feed-grain  pro¬ 
grams.  All  Iowans,  including  farmers, 
are  taxpayers.  They  want  to  get  a  dol¬ 
lar  return  for  every  dollar  they  spend; 
and  they  know  double  payments  for  any¬ 
thing  is  wrong,  especially  when  one  of 
the  payments  is  of  the  compensatory 
payment  variety,  which  Iowa  farmers 
have  consistently  opposed  over  the  years. 

Second.  Iowa  farmers  are  concerned 
about  agriculture’s  public  relations,  and 
they  know  the  proposed  1963  program 
will  give  farmers  a  “black  eye”  with  the 


public.  Who  is  going  to  defend  spend¬ 
ing  $1.8  billion  a  year  for  not  growing 
feed  grains? 

Third.  Iowa  farmers  are  not  easily 
fooled.  Therefore,  they  understand  that 
the  double  payment  provided  in  1963  is 
not  the  “wave  of  the  future”  but,  instead, 
is  merely  the  bait  in  the  trap. 

The  trap  in  this  instance  has  a  double 
spring,  the  kind  used  when  going  for  big 
game. 

On  the  one  hand,  the  provision  of  the 
1958  law  relating  price  supports  on  feed 
grains  to  the  market  is  repealed,  and  in 
its  place  the  Congress  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish 
such  supports  between  50  and  90  percent 
of  parity.  The  proponents  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  apparently  intend  that  it  be  used 
to  lower  price  supports  on  corn,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  to  80  cents  per  bushel,  with  the 
hope  that  the  prospect  of  such  a  drop 
will  scare  midwestern  farmers  into  the 
snare  of  compulsory  controls  and  all  that 
goes  with  them. 

This  is  a  ruthless  and  calloused  politi¬ 
cal  move.  No  wonder  the  administration 
wants  to  camouflage  it  with  a  lush  look¬ 
ing  program  in  1963.  After  all,  a  con¬ 
demned  man  gets  at  least  one  good  meal 
before  his  execution. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Iowa 
might  point  out  that  the  price  support 
level  within  the  50  to  90  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  support  range  would  be  applied  to 
corn,  so  as  to  make  it  unnecessary  for 
the  Government  to  acquire  any  surplus 
which  might  be  produced.  That  inevita¬ 
bly  would  mean  that  the  support  price 
would  be  50  percent  of  parity,  or  80  cents 
a  bushel,  because  if  it  were  90  percent 
of  parity,  that  would  encourage  over¬ 
production  of  corn,  and  would  be  a  level 
that  would  result  in  acquisition  of  more 
Government  stocks.  So  the  proposed 
program  is  a  mess. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  accurate  and  right,  as 
he  almost  invariably  is  on  agricultural 
matters. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  might  as  well  have 
provided  the  50-percent  price  support 
and  left  out  the  rest  of  the  language. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Reading  the 
law  as  it  would  be,  as  written  in  the 
conference  report,  I  fail  to  see  how  they 
can  put  on  50 -percent  price  supports  if 
they  honestly  and  conscientiously  follow 
the  law,  because  as  it  reads,  they  could 
not  put  on  any  supports  at  all  if  it 
would  contribute  to  the  CCC  stocks. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  if  they  have  to  buy 
any  of  them. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  If  they  have 
to  buy  any  of  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  May  I  have  5 
more  minutes? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  another  5  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  However,  I 
am  not  persuaded  that  the  law  as  it  is 
written  will  be  meticulously  followed, 
political  expediency  will  probably  gov¬ 
ern. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  I  point  out  that  there 
has  been  no  precedent  in  the  past  2  years 
for  doing  so. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect.  There  is  no  indication  that  the 
law  will  be  meticulously  followed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  has 
stated  that  we  might  be  wondering  why 
he  is  opposing  the  bill  in  face  of  the  fact 
that  many  corn  producers  in  his  State 
would  be  benefited  by  the  first  year  of 
the  operation  of  the  law.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  point  out  how  that  would  be  so? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Because  they 
have  put  bait  on  the  trap  for  1963  in 
order  to  encourage  acceptance  of  the 
report,  and  the  bait  on  the  trap  is  an 
increase,  in  a  substantial  amount,  of 
payment  for  retired  acres.  The  way  it 
will  work,  nobody  knows,  but  there  will 
be  an  increase.  I  think  the  increase  will 
be  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  real  value, 
and  in  the  long  run  it  will  injure  agricul¬ 
ture  and  give  agriculture  a  black  eye 
and  result  even  in  some  claims  that  the 
beneficiaries  are  Treasury  looters. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  is  the  purpose 
of  the  18  cents  a  bushel?  Is  that  to  in¬ 
duce  producers  to  enter  the  program? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  is  part 
of  the  bait  on  the  trap.  That  applies 
to  all  the  corn  the  complier  grows - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
if  the  Senator  will  yield,  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  price  support  for  corn  is  $1.20, 
the  same  for  next  year  as  this  year? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  No.  It  is  $1.02 
plus  18  cents - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  $1.20;  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  No.  The  18 
cents  is  to  be  paid  in  kind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  farmer  will  get 
the  same  next  year  as  he  gets  this  year. 
That  is  $1.20  a  bushel,  paid  in  two  differ¬ 
ent  ways. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  It  is  a  clev¬ 
erly,  and  almost  diabolically,  conceived 
program  to  bait  this  trap  for  1963,  and 
the  guillotine  will  fall  on  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  in  1964,  when  supports  drop  to  80 
cents.  See  what  happens  to  the  plan 
then. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  suggest  that  the 
Senator  should  have  been  one  of  the 
conferees.  I  was  in  the  conference,  and 
I  tell  the  Senator  there  was  no  politics 
in  it.  The  amount  of  support  the  farmer 
will  be  paid  next  year  will  be  the  same 
as  he  received  this  year.  The  only  dif¬ 
ference  is  that  this  year  he  got  the  price 
support  of  $1.20  by  way  of  loan  and  pur¬ 
chase,  and  next  year  he  will  get  a  loan 
of  $1.02  and  18  cents  in  kind. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Plus  a  great 
deal  more  “sugar  on  the  plate”  in  the 
way  of  contributions,  as  we  can  bring 
out  later. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  suggestion  was 
made  by  a  Republican  conferee  from 
the  House,  and  we  accepted  it. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  do  not  know 
who  made  it.  I  was  not  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee.  I  do  not  know  who 
made  it;  I  do  not  care  who  made  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  Representa¬ 
tive  Quie,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  He  did  not 
sign  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  he  did  not.  I 
did  not  expect  him  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  take  the 
Senator’s  word.  I  am  not  doubting 
the  Senator’s  word  on  anything  he  has 
told  me.  He  has  always  been  honest 
and  honorable.  I  am  not  questioning 
the  Senator’s  word.  The  only  suggestion 
I  make  is  that  the  Member  of  the  House 
to  whom  the  Senator  has  referred  did 
not  sign  and  approve  the  report. 

I  now  continue  with  my  statement. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  multiple  price 
“certificate”  plan  for  wheat  could  jeop¬ 
ardize  still  further  interests  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  feed  grains,  livestock,  dairy 
and  poultry. 

This  bill  contains  the  latest  and  most 
unworkable  version  of  the  costly  multi¬ 
ple  price  plan  for  wheat.  The  proposed 
plan  is  by  far  the  most  objectionable 
version  of  any  multiple  price  plan  that 
has  been  considered  by  the  Senate  since 
I  have  been  here. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  the  mul¬ 
tiple  price  wheat  plan  in  H.R.  12391 
would  be  bad  for  farmers,  consumers, 
taxpayers,  and  for  our  international  re¬ 
lations.  I  will  list  and  briefly  discuss 
some  of  these  reasons. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  ask  for  an¬ 
other  5  minutes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  5  more  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  This  multiple 
price  wheat  plan  if  enacted  into  law 
would : 

First.  Guarantee  a  shortage  of  needed 
types  of  wheat  production  for  the  fu¬ 
ture — because  it  proposes  to  cut  back  ar¬ 
bitrarily  the  acreage  of  all  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  the  same  percentage  even  though 
the  type  of  wheat  some  producers  grow 
may  be  in  short  supply.  I  realize  the 
Secretary  is  given  some  administrative 
discretion,  to  try  to  avoid  this  pitfall; 
however,  as  a  practical  matter  he  could 
not  and  would  not. 

Second.  Insure  that  growers  of  poor 
quality  milling  wheat  will  continue  to 
produce  in  excess  of  market  demand — ■ 
because  they,  too,  will  get  their  certifi¬ 
cates  on  a  pro  rata  basis.  Thus  we  will*) 
continue  to  pile  up  unwanted  wheat. 

Third.  Permits  all  export  wheat — in¬ 
cluding  Public  Law  480  and  other  give¬ 
away  wheat — to  be  included  in  the  pri¬ 
mary  market,  along  with  domestic  food 
wheat.  This  is  an  insult  to  the  intelli¬ 
gence  of  American  taxpayers.  This 
move  is  an  inexcusable  affront  to  those 
who  would  like  to  see  an  honest,  fair, 


and  reasonable  program  worked  out  for 
wheat  that  has  some  hope  of  solving  the 
surplus  problem. 

Fourth.  Be  most  unfair  to  feed  grain 
growers  and  will  lower  returns  to  all 
livestock,  dairy,  and  poultry  producers — 
because  of  its  Government-rigged  pricing 
mechanism,  authorizing  a  high  price  for 
all  domestic  food  and  export  wheat  (in¬ 
cluding  giveaway  wheat)  and  a  feed 
price  for  all  the  surplus.  It  is  unfair  be¬ 
cause  it  permits,  by  Government  rigging 
of  prices,  a  high  net  blend  price  for 
wheat  and  the  consequent  dumping  of 
feed  wheat  on  a  subsidized  basis,  in  an 
already  glutted  feed  grain  market. 
Feed  grain  growers  have  always  been 
willing  to  compete  with  wheat  growers 
on  a  basis  of  comparable  rales,  but  never 
on  a  basis  of  a  “stacked  deck.”  This 
kind  of  a  dumping  operation  would  dis¬ 
rupt  feed  grain-livestock  ratios  and 
lower  the  returns  to  all  livestock,  dairy, 
and  poultry  producers. 

Fifth.  Raise  the  price  of  flour  and 
bread  to  consumers.  The  proponents  of 
the  bill  say  the  increase  in  cost  of  a  sack 
of  flour  or  a  loaf  of  bread  will  be  small, 
whereas  the  users  of  flour,  including  the 
bakers,  say  it  will  be  considerable.  My 
judgment  would  be  that  the  users  of 
flour  and  bakers  of  bread  are  in  a  much 
better  position  to  know  what  the  effect 
on  costs  in  their  operations  would  be.  I 
am  confident  that  the  consumers  of  flour 
and  bread — many  in  the  lower  income 
brackets — will  resent  their  Government’s 
being  a  party  to  a  rigged  program  that 
will  increase  their  basic  food  costs 
through  a  flour  or  bread  tax,  even  if  it  is 
only  one  cent  on  a  loaf  of  bread. 

Sixth.  Permit  unparalleled  discretion¬ 
ary  authority  to  be  exercised  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  If  Senators  have  any  question 
about  this,  read  the  bill  carefully  and 
count  the  number  of  important  areas 
where  the  Secretary  is  granted  almost 
unlimited  authority.  No  industry  as 
important  as  the  wheat  industry  is 
should  be  subject  to  the  possibility  of  a 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  making  political 
decisions  that  might  be  unwise  for  the 
whole  future  of  the  industry. 

Seventh.  Cause  serious  international 
complications.  I  am  greatly  concerned 
about  our  international  balance-of-pay- 
ments  problems  and  about  potential 
Common  Market  restrictions  on  U.S.  ex¬ 
ports,  particularly  agricultural  exports. 
But  how  can  we  expect  to  put  into  effect 
the  discriminatory  multiple  price  plan 
for  wheat  and  not  have  repercussions — 
not  only  in  the  Common  Market  coun¬ 
tries,  but  also  in  other  exporting  com¬ 
petitor  countries,  such  as  Canada  and 
Australia. 
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Eighth.  Provide  by  means  of  so-called 
certificates  a  complicated  and  little  un¬ 
derstood  plan.  It  really  is  a  processing 
tax  done  up  in  a  new  sack.  Farmers 
and  others  interested  in  wheat  will  re¬ 
sist  this  program  because  of  its  compli¬ 
cations,  uncertainties,  and  added  costs. 
Bootlegging  will  be  on  its  way  back,  not 
in  bottles  and  jugs,  but  in  sacks  and 
bulk.  Whenever  the  opportunity  for  a 
“quick  buck”  is  available,  we  will  al¬ 
ways  find  some  takers.  As  proof  of  the 
basis  for  my  concern  in  this  regard,  just 
look  at  the  penalty  provisions  the  pro¬ 
ponents  have  written  into  the  bill.  Even 
with  these  penalty  provisions,  the  door 
would  be  wide  open  for  Estes-type  scan¬ 
dals  when  people  start  dealing  in  “cer¬ 
tificates.” 

Ninth.  Finally,  and  most  important, 
this  multiple -price  wheat  plan  would 
not  solve  the  wheat-surplus  problem. 
Furthermore,  it  would  create  many  new 
areas  of  confusion  in  the  entire  wheat 
industry. 

The  one  saving  grace  about  this  in- 
equitous  multiple-price  plan  is  the  prob¬ 
ability  that  it  would  be  rejected  by  pro¬ 
ducers  in  a  referendum. 

Most  Members  of  the  Senate  realize 
that  earlier  in  this  session  I  introduced 
a  bill,  S.  2822,  along  with  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  known  as 
the  cropland  retirement  program.  This 
bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  would  move  fur¬ 
ther  in  the  direction  of  freedom  for  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  to  make  their  own  deci¬ 
sions  in  what  they  plant  on  their  crop 
acres.  It  would  relate  support  prices  to 
recent  average  market  prices  and  would 
help  eliminate  much  of  the  cost  of  cur¬ 
rent  farm  programs.  In  my  judgment, 
such  action,  together  with  an  extension 
of  the  expiring  conservation  reserve  con¬ 
tracts,  would  help  us  on  our  way  to  a 
solution  of  the  feed-grain  and  wheat- 
surplus  problem.  Furthermore,  in  my 
opinion,  it  would  go  a  long  way  toward 
solving  our  problems  in  the  whole  agri¬ 
cultural  field. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  a  table  showing  com  pro¬ 
duction  and  the  amount  placed  under 
loan  by  States,  1959,  1960,  and  1961. 
The  statistics,  I  believe,  are  as  of  June  1. 
There  may  have  been  some  alteration 
of  the  statistics  between  June  1  and  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  but  I  do  not  have  those  with 
me  at  this  time.  These  figures  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  correction,  as  the  official  figures 
may  be  shown  at  a  later  date. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


1962 
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Com,  grain,  1959 

Com,  grain,  1960 

Com,  grain,  1961 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 

loan 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 

loan 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 
loan  8 

46, 982 

173 

44,330 

125 

48, 335 

62 

385 

346 

360 

12, 160 

48 

9,608 

66 

8,449 

12 

11,857 

466 

9,  360 

305 

7,  776 

57 

15,606 

669 

12, 926 

686 

12,  204 

894 

198 

201 

132 

7,  650 

81 

9,  362 

120 

7,  378 

89 

8,  502 

9 

8,903 

139 

9,  636 

180 

58,  077 

412 

62,312 

1,218 

65,  800 

1,150 

1,888 

40 

1,533 

73 

1,817 

655,  863 

80, 188 

678,  980 

90,  308 

638, 176 

135, 167 

315,  688 

27,  546 

350, 336 

30,  963 

308,  802 

31,945 

789,  035 

168,  267 

772,  541 

180,  364 

747,  252 

171,  566 

72, 660 

14,031 

78,  488 

18,  721 

58,  800 

10,  290 

76,  005 

3,152 

73,  392 

1,944 

61,  380 

1,090 

12, 183 

2,176 

9, 126 

22 

9,  879 

6 

22,  508 

232 

25,600 

272 

22, 140 

118 

189 

128 

124 

98,  268 

6,378 

90,  882 

7,  310 

101,864 

6,430 

303,  960 

39, 226 

315, 630 

45, 413 

324,  242 

68, 082 

35,  898 

231 

26,  877 

102 

34,  515 

87 

214, 438 

24,  770 

210, 132 

25, 147 

175, 398 

20, 156 

192 

144 

174 

Com,  grain,  1959 

Corn,  grain,  1960 

Com,  grain,  1961 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 

loan 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 

loan 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Under 
loan 8 

Nebraska _ _ 

318, 063 

91,998 

333, 438 

122, 456 

279, 439 

96,642 

New  Jersey _ _ 

7,770 
660 
12, 710 
76, 356 

7, 280 
219, 625 
6,  592 
1,  965 
57, 120 

103 

7,668 
663 
11,816 
84,000 
8,932 
230. 044 
6.  901 

2,  277 
58, 149 

103 

5, 772 
525 
11,403 
67,200 
5,148 
187,  738 
5, 390 
1,632 
69,965 

74 
11 
144 
626 
899 
12, 424 
10 
25 
78 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina . . 

North  Dakota - 

Ohio . . . 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon. - - 

Pennsylvania _ 

215 
595 
984 
14,  528 
62 
133 
173 

151 
797 
1,124 
13, 459 
95 
94 
137 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota - 

Tennessee - 

Texas _ 

Utah 

19,370 
62,200 
55, 068 
40, 068 
328 
63 
30, 038 
5. 063 
6,437 
137, 385 
1,243 

293 

6,586 

261 

137 

443 

23,010 
119.  910 
52, 806 
27,  522 
180 
62 
30,  723 
4, 316 
5,096 
108,  500 
1,020 

591 
17, 245 
125 

77 

20,055 
100, 046 
45,  408 
31,890 
192 
60 
28,885 
2,  975 
4,240 
120,377 
1,340 

232 

14,124 

132 

842 

Virginia - 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin - - 

Wyoming _ 

Total - - - 

95 

777 

12 

2,796 

18 

128 

893 

19 

1,928 

9 

80 

152 

8 

2, 058 
15 

3, 824, 598 

488, 304 

3,  908,  070 

562,  729 

3, 624, 313 

565,  957 

i  Source4  "Crop  Production,  Annual  Summary,”  USDA.  *  As  of  May  31,  19642. 

1  Source:  “Report  of  Financial  Condition  and  Operation,  CCC,”  USDA. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  may  pro¬ 
ceed  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Madam  President, 
I  think  all  Senators  agree  that  the  farm 
program  has  gotten  into  a  terrible  mess. 
I  do  not  think  anyone  can  dispute  that 
fact  today.  Why  it  has  gotten  into,  that 
condition  might  be  answered  in  a  great 
many  different  ways  by  various  people. 
Personally,  I  feel  it  has  gotten  into  that 
condition  because  we  have  offered  price 
supports  and  have  provided  very  few 
controls.  That  being  so,  a  tremendous 
surplus  has  been  built  up  in  the  United 
States. 

Madam  President,  it  has  been  appar¬ 
ent  for  a  good  while  that  some  action 
should  be  taken  to  reduce  the  excess 
Government  stocks  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  to  reduce  the  costs  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  programs  for  these  products, 
and  to  put  the  producers  of  those  com¬ 
modities  back  in  position  of  producing  for 
the  market  at  a  fair  price.  Before  the 
so-called  feed-grain  and  wheat  program 
went  into  effect  the  Government  had  ac¬ 
cumulated  about  3  billion  bushels  of  feed 
grains  valued  at  $31/2  billion  and  1.4  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  wheat  valued  at  $2.7  bil¬ 
lion.  These  tremendous  stocks  of  com¬ 
modities,  which  were  neither  needed  nor 
desirable,  were  accumulated  under  the 
programs  which  were  in  effect  in  the 
1950’s.  Under  these  programs  feed-grain 
producers  were  guaranteed  high  Govern¬ 
ment  price  supports  without  any  limi¬ 
tation  whatsoever  on  production.  That 
has  gotten  us  into  a  great  deal  of  trou¬ 
ble,  in  my  estimation. 

For  some  reason  or  other  feed-grain 
producers  were  not  treated  like  the  to¬ 
bacco  producers,  or  the  cotton  producers, 
or  the  peanut  producers,  who  were  re¬ 
quired  to  cut  their  acreage  in  order  to 
receive  price  supports. 


It  is  a  known  fact  today  that  the  to¬ 
bacco  program  does  not  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  anything,  though  there  are  90 
percent  of  parity  price  supports.  Cot¬ 
ton  is  not  supported  at  such  a  high  per¬ 
centage,  but  with  the  controls  provided 
the  cotton  program  is  costing  very  little 
today  under  the  program  in  existence. 

These  facts  show  to  me,  and  I  think 
they  should  show  to  others,  the  controls 
are  needed  if  we  are  to  give  high  price 
supports  for  various  commodities  which 
the  farmers  grow. 

In  the  case  of  wheat  the  one  factor 
most  responsible  for  accumulation  of 
the  excess  stock  in  Government  hands 
was  the  55  million  acre  minimum  na¬ 
tional  allotment  which  was  placed  in  the 
law  in  1958.  At  that  time  yields  were 
about  13.2  bushels  per  acre.  By  1961 
yields  had  about  doubled,  but  the  mini¬ 
mum  national  allotment  still  remained 
in  effect.  The  1962  wheat  program  will 
make  a  small  dent  in  the  surplus  stocks 
of  wheat.  The  1961  and  1962  feed  grain 
programs,  on  a  high  cost  emergency  ba¬ 
sis,  have  begun  the  downward  movement 
in  feed  grain  stocks,  I  am  glad  to  say. 
But  the  supply  situation  for  both  of  these 
commodities  is  still  very  burdensome. 

This  is  burdensome  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  burdensome  for  the  people, 
who  must  pay  for  the  storage  now  be¬ 
ing  provided  by  the  Government. 

The  conference  substitute  is  designed 
to  relieve  both  of  these  situations. 

In  the  case  of  feed  grains,  it  has  not 
been  possible  to  obtain  legislation  to  con¬ 
trol  production.  The  only  remaining  al¬ 
ternative  available  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  the  program  is  a  reduction  in  the 
support  price. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Met¬ 
calf  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  may  pro¬ 
ceed  for  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
conference  substitute  therefore  provides 
for  a  support  level  which  will  not  result 
in  increasing  Government  stocks.  The 
conference  substitute  provides  a  mini¬ 
mum  support  level  of  50  percent  of  pari¬ 
ty,  far  above  the  zero  minimum  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Senate  amendment  but 
slightly  below  the  65  percent  minimum 
of  existing  law. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  the  conference 
substitute  provides  for  effective  controls. 
In  lieu  of  the  present  55  million  acre 
minimum  national  allotment,  the  sub¬ 
stitute  provides  for  a  billion  bushel  mini¬ 
mum  quota,  and  for  its  translation  in  a 
realistic  way  into  an  acreage  allotment 
which  is  based  on  expected  yields  and 
is  designed  to  result  in  production  of  the 
amount  of  the  quota.  In  addition,  the 
wheat  marketing  allocation  program 
offers  the  Secretary  a  further  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  regulate  the  amount  of  wheat 
moving  into  primary  and  secondary  uses. 

Last,  I  want  it  clearly  understood  that 
under  no  conditions  can  controls  be  im¬ 
posed  upon  feed  growers  under  the  con¬ 
ference  substitute. 

Feed  grain  producers  will  still  be  able 
to  produce  all  they  wish  to  produce. 
But  the  support  prices  have  been  re¬ 
duced.  I  hope  that  by  virtue  of  that 
program  we  will  get  rid  of  some  of  the 
surplus  we  have  on  hand  today. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young],  and  additional  time 
if  he  wishes  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  it  is  with  considerable  reluc¬ 
tance  that  I  must  oppose  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report  on  the  omnibus 
farm  bill.  This  legislation  represents  a 
lot  of  hard  work  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Agriculture  Committee  and  its  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman,  my  good  friend 
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the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender].  He  is  a  friend  of  agriculture 
and  I  know  that  he  tried  his  best  to 
get  needed  corrective  farm  legislation. 
He  was  faced  with  many  problems,  some 
of  which  I  shall  deal  with  in  my  brief 
remarks. 

Mr.  President,  the  omnibus  farm  bill 
now  before  the  Senate  has  many  bad 
features  which  far  outweigh  the  good 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

However,  I  do  not  agree  with  changes 
made  on  the  floor  here  that  the  bill 
would  result  in  a  higher  cost  of  bread 
to  consumers.  That  is  not  true.  It 
would  not  mean  higher  wheat  prices. 
It  is  also  not  true  that  com  would  be 
placed  in  an  unfair  competitive  position 
with  wheat.  That  is  not  true.  The  bill 
is  a  compromise — though  not  a  good 
one — of  the  two  conflicting  farm  bills 
passed  by  the  House  and  Senate. 

Defeat  of  the  conference  report  would 
mean  that  the  House-Senate  conferees 
would  still  have  another  opportunity  to 
write  a  better  bill.  If  it  is  defeated  and 
no  further  action  is  taken,  I  believe  it 
would  be  better  than  to  approve  the 
pending  legislation. 

We  would  still  have  in  effect  the  1958 
Feed  Grain  Act  and,  for  wheat,  the  An¬ 
derson  Act  of  1949  which  is  the  program 
approved  by  farmers  in  this  year’s  wheat 
referendum. 

This  omnibus  farm  bill  has  traveled 
a  rocky  road  since  it  was  first  considered 
by  Congress  in  January.  The  House  of 
Representatives  earlier  this  year  de¬ 
feated  its  own  farm  bill  worked  out  by 
its  Agriculture  Committee,  and  then  de¬ 
feated  the  Senate’s  first  omnibus  farm 
bill. 

Following  this,  the  House  passed  a  bill 
containing  an  extension  of  the  present 
voluntary  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs 
now  in  effect  for  1962  with  some  modifi¬ 
cations.  It  has  some  other  very  bad  pro¬ 
visions.  A  particularly  objectionable  one 
was  that  which  deals  with  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  feed  grains. 

Commencing  with  1964  the  bill  pro¬ 
vided  price  supports  for  feed  grains  at 
80  percent  of  the  cash  price  received  dur¬ 
ing  the  previous  3-year  period.  This 
provision  would  have  dropped  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  com,  under  this  bill,  from  the 
present  $1.20  a  bushel  to  approximately 
83  cents  a  bushel  and  lower  in  succeed¬ 
ing  years.  Since  other  feed  grains  price 
supports  are  based  on  their  feed  value 
equivalent  with  corn,  this  would  mean  a 
corresponding  drop  in  price  supports  for 
all  other  feed  grains. 

About  2  months  ago  the  Senate  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  approved  its  second 
omnibus  farm  bill,  but  there  was  a  long 
delay  in  its  consideration  by  the  Senate. 
At  least  a  month  of  this  costly  delay 
was  caused  by  the  filibuster  on  the  com¬ 
munications  satellite  legislation. 

This  farm  bill  contained  some  good 
provisions  but  many  very  bad  ones.  One 
of  the  most  objectionable  was  the  one 
that  would  have  lowered  the  present 
mandatory  price  supports  for  corn  from 
65  to  90  percent  of  parity  to  0  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

The  House-Senate  conference  commit¬ 
tee  in  resolving  the  differences  between 
the  House-  and  Senate-passed  bills  made 


many  changes,  but  on  the  whole  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  compromise  omnibus  faim  bill 
as  now  contained  in  the  Senate-House 
conference  report  still  has  many  very 
objectionable  features.  Briefly,  the 
major  objectionable  provisions  are — 

First.  The  proposed  legislation  would 
mean  the  most  severe  production  controls 
ever  imposed  upon  wheat  farmers. 

Second.  The  55-million-acre  minimum 
national  wheat  allotment  would  be  re¬ 
pealed. 

Third.  The  wheat  certificate  plan, 
scheduled  to  go  into  effect  for  1964,  would 
mean  nearly  a  20  percent  further  cut  in 
wheat  acreage  for  farmers. 

Fourth.  Price  supports  for  wheat 
would  be  reduced  from  the  present  75  to 
90  percent  of  parity  to  65  to  90  percent  of 
parity. 

Fifth.  It  would  reduce  the  present 
mandatory  feed  grain  price  support  from 
65  to  90  percent  of  parity  to  50  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

Sixth.  It  provides  more  discretionary 
authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  more  flexibility  in  price  supports 
than  any  farm  legislation  since  the 
Agriculture  Act  of  1938. 

Seventh.  This  would  be  the  most 
complicated  farm  program  ever  imposed 
upon  farmers. 

The  new  wheat  certificate  program 
scheduled  to  go  into  effect  for  1964  sub¬ 
jects  farmers  to  both  acreage  allotments 
and  bushel  allotments.  There  would  be 
the  same  stiff  penalty  for  the  violation 
of  acreage  allotments  as  contained  in  the 
present  program. 

Under  this  new  wheat  certificate  pro¬ 
gram— along  with  these  acreage  allot¬ 
ments — each  fanner  would  get  a  bushel 
allotment,  at  least  for  the  first  years  of 
its  operation,  based  on  a  national  1-bil¬ 
lion-bushel  quota.  Farmers  would  be 
permitted  to  market  only  the  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  within  their  acreage  allotment 
plus  any  additional  they  might  be  per¬ 
mitted  under  a  so-called  substitution 
clause. 

Farmers  would  receive  wheat  certifi¬ 
cates  in  addition  to  minimum  price  sup¬ 
ports  but  the  wheat  produced  under  the 
substitution  clause  would  not  be  eligible 
for  certificates. 

The  value  of  these  wheat  certificates 
and  the  final  blended  price  they  would 
receive  would  be  tied  directly  to  the  65 
to  90  percent  price  supports.  For  the  first 
year  of  the  plan  there  would  be  minimum 
price  supports  of  $1.40  a  bushel,  with  the 
wheat  certificates  valued  at  60  cents  a 
bushel.  Thus,  farmers  would  receive  $2 
a  bushel  for  the  1 -billion-bushel  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  might  say  at  this  point  that  one  of 
the  good  features  of  the  bill  is  that  farm¬ 
ers  would  receive  this  wheat  certificate 
payment  even  though  there  was  a  crop 
failure. 

The  so-called  substitution  provision  of 
the  bill  would  permit  a  farmer  to  plant 
a  portion  of  his  feed  grain  base  to  wheat 
or  a  portion  of  his  wheat  base  to  feed 
grains. 

The  problem  is  that  the  wheat  certifi¬ 
cate  plan  is  scheduled  to  go  into  effect  in 
1964  but  there  would  be  no  possibility  of 
a  farmer  using  this  substitution  program 
unless  a  feed  grain  program  were  put 


September  25 

into  effect  which  established  a  feed  grain 
base  for  each  farm. 

The  compulsory  feed  grain  proposal 
which  was  disapproved  by  Congress 
earlier  this  year  contained  a  feed  grain 
base.  The  present  voluntary  feed  grain 
program  has  a  feed  grain  base  provision, 
but  this  program  is  not  expected  to  be 
continued  beyond  1963.  Thus,  this  sub¬ 
stitution  provision,  which  would  give 
farmers  a  few  additional  acres,  would  be 
ineffective  unless  new  legislation  were  to 
be  enacted  another  year.  This  is  very 
doubtful. 

Another  complication:  The  planned 
$1.40  a  bushel  price  support  for  wheat  in 
1964  is  tied  to  its  feed  value  equivalent 
with  corn.  Under  the  omnibus  farm  bill, 
corn  price  supports  could  well  drop  from 
the  present  $1.20  a  bushel  to  80  cents  a 
bushel. 

If  this  were  the  case,  wheat  price  sup¬ 
ports  would  have  to  drop  to  not  more 
than  $1.25  a  bushel  and  perhaps  even 
lower  than  $1  a  bushel.  This  is  only 
one  of  the  many  areas  in  this  omnibus 
farm  bill  where  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  great  discretionary  authority. 
This  wheat  certificate  plan  has  more 
flexibility  than  any  farm  price  support 
program  enacted  during  my  18  years 
in  the  Senate. 

By  a  very  narrow  margin  in  the  recent 
wheat  referendum,  farmers  voted  to  ap¬ 
prove  wheat  quotas  under  the  Anderson 
Act  of  1949.  This  provides  for  a  national 
wheat  allotment  of  55  million  acres. 
Under  the  omnibus  farm  bill  wheat 
farmers  would  be  encouraged  to  reduce 
their  acreage  in  1963  further  by  an  in¬ 
centive  program.  The  price  support  for 
1963  is  $1.82  a  bushel. 

Farmers  who  would  be  willing  to  fur¬ 
ther  decrease  their  acreage  anywhere 
from  20  to  50  percent  would  be  given  an 
18  cents  a  bushel  payment  in  cash  or  in 
kind  in  addition  to  the  $1.82  a  bushel. 
Also,  there  would  be  a  payment  for  diver¬ 
ted  acres  much  the  same  as  under  the 
present  program  that  is  in  effect  for  1962. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  referendum  had  al¬ 
ready  been  held  on  the  basis  of  existing 
law,  the  only  way  any  reduction  in  wheat 
production  could  be  accomplished  for 
1963  was  through  an  incentive  program? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  That 
is  correct.  I  have  no  objection  to  this 
part  of  the  bill.  In  fact,  I  believe  it  is  a 
good  provision. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
feed  grain  program  for  1963  under  the 
omnibus  farm  bill  will  be  much  the 
same  as  the  present  program.  It  has 
some  improvements.  For  1963  all  feed 
grain  acreage  will  be  lumped  together  to 
establish  a  total  feed  grain  base  for  a 
farm.  If  a  farmer  wanted  to  participate 
he  could  make  the  required  cut  in  any 
one  of  the  feed  grains  which  best  suited 
his  farming  operations.  It  is  still  a 
voluntary  program. 

One  of  the  worst  features  of  the  feed 
grain  program  is  that  it  provides  no  ex¬ 
emption  for  corn  for  silage.  This  im¬ 
poses  a  real  hardship  on  the  farmers  of 
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my  State.  There  is  not  now  and  never 
has  been  a  surplus  of  corn  silage. 

Price  supports  for  corn  would  be  at 
$1.02  a  bushel  with  an  18  cents  a  bushel 
bonus  paid  in  cash  or  in  kind  to  those 
farmers  who  voluntarily  reduced  their 
acreage  by  20  to  50  percent.  There  would 
be  no  price  support  in  1963  for  feed 
grains  for  farmers  who  did  not  reduce 
their  acreage  by  at  least  20  percent. 

Starting  with  1964  and  subsequent 
years  price  supports  for  feed  grains 
would  drop  drastically.  Present  man¬ 
datory  65  to  90  percent  supports  for  corn 
would  be  dropped  to  50  to  90  percent  of 
parity.  All  other  feed  grains  are  sup¬ 
ported  at  their  feed  value  equivalent 
with  corn. 

A  tough  yardstick  in  the  bill  which  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  have  to 
use  in  determining  price  supports  for 
corn — with  our  present  heavy  surpluses — • 
would  hardly  permit  him  to  set  price 
supports  above  50  percent  of  parity. 
I  quote  this  particular  provision  of  the 
bill: 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  act,  beginning  with  the  1964 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available 
to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  such 
level,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  or  more 
than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not 
result  In  increasing  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks  of  corn. 

This  would  mean  that  corn  price  sup¬ 
ports  would  be  dropped  from  the  present 
$1.20  a  bushel  to  80  cents  a  bushel  in 
1964.  Barley  would  be  down  to  62  cents, 
oats  41  cents,  and  rye  68  cents  a  bushel. 
This  is  just  the  kind  of  program  that 
those  who  believe  in  low  price  supports 
or  no  price  supports  at  all  have  been 
trying  to  get  for  years. 

I  am  happy  that  several  amendments 
of  mine  were  included  in  the  final  draft 
of  the  bill.  They  include  a  provision  per¬ 
mitting  the  Secretary  of  Agriculutre  to 
increase  the  acreage  of  any  type  of  wheat 
in  short  supply.  There  is  a  similar  pro¬ 
vision  for  malting  barley.  Another 
amendment  of  mine  repeals  the  present 
law  which  makes  price  supports  for  feed 
grains  available  only  on  a  farmer’s  nor¬ 
mal  production  rather  than  actual  pro¬ 
duction.  This  year  many  farmers  in 
North  Dakota,  as  well  as  other  States,  be¬ 
cause  of  better  crops  in  some  areas, 
found  a  considerable  part  of  their  pro¬ 
duction  was  not  eligible  for  price 
supports. 

Let  me  give  an  example.  There  was 
a  severe  drought  over  much  of  North 
Dakota  last  year.  Thousands  of  farmers 
had  no  crop  at  all  and  received  no  price 
support.  This  year  when  they  do  have  a 
good  crop,  they  find  that  because  price 
supports  are  based  on  normal  yields,  a 
considerable  part  of  their  crop  was  in¬ 
eligible  for  price  supports.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  correct  this. 

Some  of  the  most  objectionable  fea¬ 
tures  of  all  in  this  farm  bill  are  all  of 
its  complicated  procedures.  Farm  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  last  2  or  3  years  have  be¬ 
come  so  complicated,  both  by  way  of  pro¬ 
visions  written  into  the  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  promulgated  by  the  USDA,  that 
farmers  have  had  a  most  difficult  time 
trying  to  understand  them.  I  am  sure 
that  very  few,  if  any,  Members  of  Con¬ 


gress,  if  placed  in  the  farmers’  position, 
could  understand  all  of  the  regulations. 
This  is  one  of  the  major  reasons  why 
there  was  a  sharp  decrease  in  the  “yes” 
vote  in  the  recent  wheat  referendum. 
Should  this  wheat  certificate  plan  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  farmers  in  its  present  form  in 
a  future  wheat  referendum,  it  undoubt¬ 
edly  would  not  fare  as  well  as  the  wheat 
program  voted  on  in  the  recent  refer¬ 
endum. 

A  simple  two-price  system  for  wheat 
more  along  the  line  of  the  original 
McNary-Haugen  two-price  system,  or  the 
two-price  system  sponsored  by  the  for¬ 
mer  and  most  respected  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress,  Clifford  R.  Hope  of  Kansas,  and 
our  distinguished  colleague,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  or 
that  of  the  National  Grange,  would  be 
much  more  workable  and  acceptable.  I 
deeply  regret  that  a  more  simple  two- 
price  system  was  not  written  into  this 
bill  rather  than  the  present  complicated 
wheat  certificate  plan. 

I  believe  that  a  good  price  support 
program  is  as  necessary  now  as  ever 
before.  It  does  not  make  sense  to  drasti¬ 
cally  lower  price  supports  at  a  time  when 
everything  a  farmer  has  to  buy  keeps 
increasing.  I  believe  that  farmers  would 
be  willing  to  go  it  alone  without  price 
supports,  if  the  rest  of  the  economy  were 
willing  to  go  it  alone,  without  many  of 
the  advantages  they  now  enjoy.  I  shall 
not  be  a  party  to  any  program  to  pull 
the  props  out  from  under  any  protection 
farmers  may  have  until  other  segments 
of  our  economy  are  willing  to  forgo  sub¬ 
sidies  and  advantages  of  all  kinds  that 
they  now  have. 

I  voted  for  both  farm  bills  when  they 
passed  the  Senate  earlier  this  year  in 
the  hope  that  they  could  be  improved 
in  conference.  I  was  severely  criticized 
by  many  people  for  doing  so.  I  voted 
for  these  bills  because  I  wanted  to  go  the 
last  mile  toward  trying  to  write  better 
farm  legislation  before  it  was  too  late. 
The  action  of  the  House-Senate  con¬ 
ferees  was  a  deep  disappointment  to  me. 
If  the  present  trend  continues,  I  can 
see  only  more  difficult  times  ahead  for 
farmers. 

May  I  say  in  closing  that  I  refused  to 
vote  for  lower  and  more  flexible  price 
supports  for  Secretary  Benson,  and  I  re¬ 
fuse  now  to  do  it  for  Secretary  Freeman. 

I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  the 
conference  report  on  the  farm  bill,  H.R. 
12391,  should  be  decisively  rejected.  It 
would  be  far  worse  for  Americas’  farm¬ 
ers,  consumers,  and  taxpayers  than  no 
bill  at  all.  Significantly,  the  Senate  and 
House  conferees  were  sharply  divided 
on  the  bill,  and  for  good  reason. 

A  RETURN  TO  THE  DISCREDITED  BRANNAN 
PLAN 

Most  people  thought  that  the  dis¬ 
credited  Brannan  plan  with  its  com¬ 
pensatory  payments  to  farmers  had  been 
buried  over  a  decade  ago.  Yet,  it  has 
been  resurrected  by  the  conferees  and 
adopted  wholesale  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  It  is  not  only  unsound,  but  would 
be  extremely  costly,  fti  fact,  this  was 
why  the  Brannan  plan  was  rejected  in 
the  first  place,  coupled  with  the  realiza¬ 


tion  by  both  farmers  and  Congress  that 
should  such  a  program  be  adopted,  it 
would  be  inevitably  followed  by  strin¬ 
gent  limitations  on  payments  to  individ¬ 
ual  producers.  The  farmers  then  would 
be  strapped  with  controls;  inefficiency 
in  production  would  result;  the  cost  of 
producing  food  and  fiber  would  increase ; 
and  this  would  lead  to  sharply  higher 
food  costs  to  consumers. 

TAXPAYERS  SUFFER 

Not  only  will  the  bill  be  ineffective  to 
assist  farmers,  but  the  additional  cost  to 
the  taxpayers  will  be  staggering.  The 
bill  will  extend  the  so-called  “emergency 
feed  grain  program”  for  another  year. 
It  is  surprising  how  these  “emergencies” 
continue  eternally.  But  while  extending 
the  program,  the  conference  bill  will  also 
double  the  $900  million  cost  for  feed 
grains  under  the  1962  program.  This 
would  be  accomplished  by  adding  com¬ 
pensatory  payments  to  the  land  retire¬ 
ment  rental.  This  is  political  bribery. 
Through  a  combination  of  an  18-cent- 
per-bushel  compensatory  payment  and  a 
60-cent-per-bushel  land  diversion  pay¬ 
ment,  a  typical  corn  farmer  with  an 
acreage  allotment  of  100  acres  and  a 
yield  per  acre  of  75  bushels  would  receive 
a  staggering  subsidy  of  $99  per  acre.  In 
addition  to  this  fabulous  payment,  he 
would  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support 
on  his  total  production  of  corn  on  80  of 
his  100  acres  at  $1.02  per  bushel. 

This  potential  bleeding  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  was  well  stated  by  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman,  in  a 
letter  to  Representative  Kastenmeier 
which  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  for  September  20.  Secretary 
Freeman  said,  in  part: 

On  the  other  hand,  the  proposed  1963 
program  would  enable  each  participating 
producer  to  obtain  18  cents  a  bushel  for 
the  normal  production  of  his  corn  acreage, 
whether  harvested  for  grain  or  otherwise. 
The  total  amount  of  payment  the  producers 
in  your  district  would  be  eligible  to  receive 
would  amount  to  almost  $6  million  on  an 
estimated  normal  production  of  33  million 
bushels.  With  full  participation  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  payments  would  be  as 
high  as  $30  million,  on  an  estimated  normal 
production  of  about  170  million  bushels  on 
the  acreage  remaining  after  the  20-percent 
reduction.  In  addition,  diversion  payments 
would  be  made  on  diverted  acreage,  as  was 
the  case  under  the  1961-62  programs. 

COMPULSORY  SUPPPLY  MANAGEMENT 

The  bill  is  obviously  a  1-year  politi¬ 
cal  bribe  to  a  select  group  of  feed  grain 
and  wheat  farmers  as  a  prelude  to  com¬ 
pulsory  supply  management  for  all  agri¬ 
culture  later.  It  is  the  goal  of  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  administration  to  bring  agriculture 
under  the  most  strict  production  con¬ 
trols;  which,  in  effect,  would  amount  to 
complete  nationalization  of  agriculture 
in  America.  The  farmers  would  be  mere 
puppets  of  the  almighty  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  who,  with  his  horde  of 
bureaucrats  in  Washington,  would  direct 
the  farmer’s  life  and  control  his  liveli¬ 
hood. 

WHEAT  PROGRAM 

The  conference  report  also  contains 
the  so-called  “voluntary”  wheat  program 
for  1963.  Here,  too,  a  double  payment 
would  be  made  to  certain  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  who  would  receive  both  land  retire- 
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merit  and  compensatory  payments  in 
precisely  the  same  fashion  as  under  the 
“emergency  feed  grain  program.”  It 
would  be  accompanied  by  the  same  bad 
results.  The  combination  of  these 
double  payments  to  a  typical  middle 
western  wheat  farmer  would  result  in 
a  subsidy  of  $43  per  acre. 

If  the  program  were  of  genuine  last¬ 
ing  effectiveness  for  farmers,  it  might 
conceivably  be  justified.  However,  the 
bill  is  geared  to  obtain  at  best  only  a 
20-percent  reduction  in  production. 
Since  the  compensatory  payment  is 
made  for  the  grain  produced  on  the 
acres  planted  after  complying  with  the 
minimum  requirement  for  reduction, 
most  farmers  will  plant  all  the  acres 
they  are  allowed  to  plant  and  will  re¬ 
duce  acreage  only  to  the  minimum  ex¬ 
tent — 20  percent — necessary  to  qualify 
for  the  double  payment.  Quite  ob¬ 
viously,  this  will  be  the  poorest  20  per¬ 
cent  of  feed  and  grain  land;  so,  in  all 
likelihood  production  will  not  be  mate¬ 
rially  reduced. 

MULTIPLE  PRICE  PLAN  FOR  WHEAT - A  BREAD  TAX 

ON  CONSUMERS 

The  conference  report  also  adopts 
what  is  without  doubt  the  most  compli¬ 
cated  version  of  the  costly  multiple  price 
plan  for  wheat,  commencing  in  1964.  It 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  treat  all  wheat  exports,  in¬ 
cluding  so-called  giveaways,  as  “primary 
market”  wheat.  This  would  result  in  a 
further  increase  in  the  costs  of  the  wheat 
export  program,  which  already  exceeds 
$1  billion  a  year.  Yet,  we  are  told  by  the 
administration  that  it  desires  to  reduce 
Government  expenditures  for  wheat. 
Yet  the  net  effect  is  that  it  would  in¬ 
crease  costs  to  the  taxpayers  and  impose 
a  bread  tax  on  U.S.  consumers,  who 
would  have  to  pay  more  for  wheat 
products. 

In  Utah,  we  produce  a  high  quality 
hard  wheat  for  which  there  is  a  ready 
market.  However,  the  conference  bill 
raises  the  price  of  certificate  wheat  and 
completely  ignores  wheat  quality  and 
market  demand  in  the  allocation  of  cer¬ 
tificates.  The  good  wheat  producer  is 
paid  the  same  as  the  poor  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer.  This  means  that  Utah  producers 
are  discriminated  against  under  the  bill. 
Moreover,  the  relatively  high  price  guar¬ 
anteed  for  certificate  wheat  would  subsi¬ 
dize  the  dumping  of  noncertificate  wheat 
on  the  domestic  feed  grain  market,  which 
would  harm  not  only  producers  of  feed 
grains  but  also  livestock,  dairy,  and 
poultry  producers. 

EFFECT  IN  UTAH 

The  Brannan  plan  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  program  embraced  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  obviously  intended  as  a 
first  step  toward  imposition  of  the  same 
program  on  Utah’s  dairy,  poultry,  live¬ 
stock,  and  other  producers.  It  is  prob¬ 
able  that  the  effect  of  the  bill  will  be 
to  raise  feed  costs  to  our  livestock, 
poultry,  and  dairy  producers  while,  at 
the  same  time,  imposing  a  bread  tax  on 
Utah  housewives.  Moreover,  Utah  tax¬ 
payers  would  also  suffer  by  the  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  costs  required  by 
this  program.  As  already  indicated, 
Utah  wheatgrowers  are  discriminated 
against  by  the  bill. 


In  short,  this  Kennedy  administra¬ 
tion  farm  bill  would  be  a  disaster  for 
all  concerned  in  Utah.  Thus,  for  the 
sake  of  Utah’s  farmers,  consumers,  and 
taxpayers,  as  well  as  for  the  sake  of 
their  counterparts  throughout  the 
nation,  the  bill  should  be  decisively 
rejected. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12391.  I  voted  for  the  bill  when  it  was 
considered  in  the  Senate  with  the  ex¬ 
pectation  that  it  would  be  improved  by 
the  conference  committee. 

I  have  been  a  longtime  supporter  of  a 
straightforward  wheat  certificate  or 
domestic  parity  program  for  wheat.  In 
each  of  the  last  several  Congresses,  I 
have  introduced  and  supported  bills 
which  would  have  provided  a  separate 
market  price  structure  for  wheat  used 
for  food  and  allowed  the  additional 
production  of  wheat  for  nonfood  uses. 
But  the  bills  I  introduced  and  supported 
were  far  removed  from  the  involved, 
complicated,  and  confusing  wheat  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  conference  report  in  H.R. 
12391. 

This  bill  is  a  strange  combination  of 
tough  production  controls  on  the  one 
hand  and  more  flexible,  much  lower  sup¬ 
ports  on  the  other.  The  wheat  certif¬ 
icate  plan  included  in  this  bill  is  one  of 
the  most  complicated  pieces  of  farm  leg¬ 
islation  ever  written  by  Congress. 

It  subjects  farmers  to  both  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  bushel  allotments.  There 
would  be  the  same  stiff  penalty  for  vio¬ 
lation  of  acreage  controls  as  contained 
in  the  present  program.  Each  farmer 
along  with  his  acreage  allotment,  would 
get  a  bushel  allotment,  based  on  a  na¬ 
tional  one  billion  bushel  quota.  Farm¬ 
ers  still  would  be  permitted  to  market 
only  the  wheat  produced  within  their 
acreage  allotments — plus  any  additional 
that  might  be  permitted  under  a  so- 
called  substitution  clause. 

The  so-called  substitution  provision 
in  the  bill  permits  a  farmer  to  plant  a 
portion  of  his  feed  grain  base  to  wheat 
or  a  portion  of  his  wheat  base  to  feed 
grains. 

The  wheat  certificate  plan  is  sched¬ 
uled  to  go  into  effect  in  1964,  however, 
with  a  marketing  quota  vote  on  it  to  be 
held  in  July  1963,  and  there  is  little  pos¬ 
sibility  of  having  an  agreed  1964  feed 
grain  program  by  that  time.  The  sub¬ 
stitution  clause  can  only  be  used  if  there 
is  a  voluntary  or  mandatory  feed  grain 
program  involving  feed  grain  base  acre¬ 
ages  in  force. 

The  present  voluntary  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  is  extended  only  for  1963,  however, 
in  this  legislation.  It  is  doubtful  that 
the  new  legislation  will  be  passed  and 
a  1964  feed  grain  program  announced 
before  the  marketing  quota  referendum 
on  the  1964  wheat  program  must  be 
called.  Without  a  feed  grain  program 
in  effect,  there  would  be  no  possibility 
of  a  farmer  being  permitted  to  produce 
wheat  on  feed  grain  base  acres. 

I  know  of  no  better  way  to  illustrate 
how  complicated  the  wheat  provisions 
are  than  to  quote  the  statement  made 
by  Representative  Page  Belcher,  of 


September  25 

Oklahoma,  when  this  conference  report 
was  before  the  House,  he  said : 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  are  confused  at  this 
time,  you  are  in  no  different  position  than 
the  conferees  were  or  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  We  had  two  members 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  come  into 
the  conference  room  and  try  to  explain  to 
us  how  the  wheat  section  of  the  bill  would 
operate. 

After  they  thoroughly  disagreed  with  each 
other  and  the  House  Members  disagreed  with 
each  other.  Senator  Ellender  disagreed  with 
everybody.  Finally  Senator  Ellender  chased 
the  Department  officials  out  of  the  room  and 
the  question  was  never  answered. 

I  regret  very  much  that  a  basically 
sound  two-price  wheat  plan  was  made 
so  complicated  that  there  is  little  possi¬ 
bility  of  getting  it  understood. 

The  opponents  of  this  complicated 
plan  will  have  almost  unlimited  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  confuse  the  farmers  and 
make  them  afraid  to  approve  it  in  the 
1963  marketing  quota  referendum.  If 
its  opponents  should  be  successful  and 
the  marketing  quota  is  not  approved 
there  would  be  no  effective  wheat  price 
supports. 

I  voted  for  the  voluntary  feed  grains 
program  for  1961  and  I  voted  for  its 
extension  in  1962.  I  also  have  gone 
on  record  in  favor  of  an  extension  of 
the  program  to  1963. 

The  current  feed  grain  program  is  pop¬ 
ular  in  Kansas.  Two-thirds  of  the  com 
and  70  percent  of  the  grain  sorghum 
base  acreage  are  participating  in  the 
program  this  year.  Most  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  producers  have  diverted  40 
percent  of  their  base  acreage  since  the 
current  diversion  payment  rates  are 
higher  on  the  acreage  diversion  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  20  percent  of  the  base  up  to  a 
maximum  of  40  percent. 

Small  producers  may  be  paid  for  di¬ 
verting  their  entire  acreage  up  to  a  max¬ 
imum  of  25  acres.  As  a  result  of  these 
inducements  46  percent  of  the  corn  base 
acreage  and  43  percent  of  the  grain 
sorghum  base  acreage  on  participating 
farms  was  signed  up  for  diversion  this 
year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  but  2  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  my  time? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is 
aware  that  the  amount  of  price  support 
per  bushel  that  would  be  paid  to  the 
corn  grower  is  the  same  next  year  as 
it  was  this  year,  and  the  diversion  pay¬ 
ment  would  be  based  on  the  same  sup¬ 
port  rate? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  $1.20  a  bushel. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Therefore,  the  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  first  20-percent  reduction 
would  be  the  same  as  last  year,  which 
also  provided  a  payment  rate  based  on 
50  percent  of  the  support  price. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Does  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  committee  dis¬ 
agree  with  my  statement  that  there  will 
not  be  much  inducement  for  a  farmer 
to  increase  acreage  reductions  more  than 
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20  percent,  and  up  to  40  percent?  The 
base  payment  is  on  20  percent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  payment  rate 
for  the  next  30-percent  reduction  would 
be  the  same  as  for  the  first  20-percent 
reduction.  It  would  not,  however,  be  at  a 
higher  rate,  as  was  the  case  last  year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Based  on  my  figures, 
I  cannot  understand  how  taking  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  acreage  out  of  production 
would  provide  any  additional  benefits. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  fanner  could 
reduce  his  acreage  by  a  further  30  per¬ 
cent  and  be  paid  50  percent  of  the  sup¬ 
port  price.  That  is  the  same  as  he  is 
paid  for  the  first  20-percent  reduction. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  been  trying  to 
understand  the  bill.  I  know  of  the 
ability  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to 
work  on  this  particular  program.  As  I 
understand  the  bill,  I  cannot  see  how 
there  would  be  any  great  inducement  for 
a  farmer  to  take  more  than  20  percent 
of  his  acreage  out  of  production. 

I  think  he  will  take  out  20  percent. 
For  that,  he  is  well  paid,  and  should  be. 
But  we  had  been  hopeful  that  farmers 
would  be  paid  for  more  than  20  percent 
of  acreage  reduction.  Our  State  has 
been  participating  in  the  program.  We 
have  participated  in  the  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  generally. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  yield  for  a  brief 
question? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  for  a  very  brief 
question.  I  have  only  about  a  minute 
remaining. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Is  it  not  true  that  if  a 
farmer  were  to  engage  in  a  second  20- 
percent  reduction  and  get  a  50-percent 
price  support,  he  would  forgo,  however, 
the  18  cents  a  bushel  he  would  get  for 
the  corn  that  would  be  actually  raised 
on  the  20  percent? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  how  I  figure 
it.  That  is  why  I  contend  it  might  be 
possible  to  take  up  to  20  percent,  but 
there  would  be  no  benefit  from  going  to 
40  or  50  percent. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Under 
the  program  in  effect  for  1962,  a  farmer 
would  get  a  bigger  payment  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount  of  reduced  acreage. 
Starting  at  50  percent  it  goes  up  to  60 
percent.  This  year  it  would  be  50  per¬ 
cent  across  the  board. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  our  State  has  really  participated 
in  this  program,  and  we  have  been  very 
happy  to  do  so.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
legislation  which  comes  before  us  at  this 
time  will  give  to  the  farmer  the  same 
opportunity,  in  the  wheat  and  corn  area, 
as  he  had  under  the  last  bill. 

If  I  correctly  understand  the  feed 
grain  provisions  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  there  is  a  much  greater  inducement 
to  divert  the  first  20  percent  of  the  feed 
grain  base  acreage  than  in  1962,  but  no 
economic  inducement  to  divert  more 
than  20  percent.  If  a  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducer  diverts  20  percent  of  his  corn  acre¬ 
age  he  gets  a  diversion  payment  equal  to 
50  percent  of  the  CCC  loan  level  for  corn 
multiplied  by  his  normal  or  proved  yield 


on  the  acreage.  He  also  gets  a  payment 
of  18  cents  a  bushel  on  the  normal  yield 
of  all  corn  grown  on  the  remaining  80 
percent  of  his  base  acreage. 

Mr.  President,  my  calculations  indi¬ 
cate  that  a  Kansas  feed  grain  producer 
who  diverted  40  percent  of  his  feed  grain 
acreage  in  1962  will  get  total  payments 
almost  as  large  in  1963  for  diverting  only 
20  percent  of  his  base  acreage.  There 
would  be  little  inducement  to  divert  more 
than  20  percent. 

Undoubtedly  some  who  did  not  partic¬ 
ipate  in  the  1962  program  will  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  1963  program,  in  view  of  the 
much  higher  inducements  to  divert  a 
minimum  of  20  percent  of  the  base  acre¬ 
age.  However,  although  total  payments 
may  equal  or  exceed  those  made  on  the 

1962  program  in  Kansas,  the  acreage 
diversion  will  almost  certainly  be  much 
less  than  was  obtained  this  year  when  a 
total  of  2.4  million  base  corn  and  grain 
sorghum  acres  were  diverted  to  con¬ 
servation  uses.  This  is  a  serious  weak¬ 
ness  in  the  1963  feed  grain  program  au¬ 
thorized  in  this  conference  report. 

The  provisions  for  feed  grains  after 

1963  also  are  unsatisfactory.  They  are 
a  far  cry  from  what  farmers  were  prom¬ 
ised  when  this  administration  came  into 
power.  Price  supports  within  a  range  of 
50  to  90  percent  of  parity  are  authorized, 
but  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must 
not  set  them  at  a  level  which  will  result 
in  an  increase  in  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks.  This  would  result  in 
price  supports  at  50  percent  of  parity 
or  80  cents  a  bushel. 

This  is  the  equivalent  of  no  program 
at  all  and  I  shall  do  everything  possible 
to  assure  that  an  acceptable  feed  grain 
price  support  program  for  1964  and  later 
years  is  given  prompt  consideration  when 
the  next  Congress  convenes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  many 
times  we  who  are  privileged  to  represent 
States  which  grow  soft  wheat  have 
pointed  out  the  danger  in  attempting  to 
legislate  across  the  board  on  wheat.  We 
have  argued  that  soft  wheat  is  not  the 
contributor  to  the  enormous  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  and  should  not  be  subject  to  the 
same  restrictions  as  hard  wheat. 

Many  questions  have  been  asked  of  me 
as  to  the  effect  upon  producers  of  soft 
wheat  of  the  proposed  wheat  program 
recommeded  by  the  agriculture  confer¬ 
ence  committee.  It  seems  to  me  that  for 
the  first  time  the  problem  of  different 
types  of  wheat  is  recognized,  and  that 
the  approach  being  taken  by  Congress  is 
a  sound  one. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  take  into  account  the  ad¬ 
equacy  of  supplies  of  various  kinds  of 
wheat  and  is  authorized,  if  he  determines 
that  there  is  a  shortage  of  a  particular 
kind  of  wheat,  to  increase  the  acreage 
in  those  counties  where  this  wheat  has 
been  historically  grown.  I  was  one  of 
the  authors  of  this  proposal,  and  I  believe 
that  in  the  years  ahead  it  will  go  far  to 
overcome  what  may  now  seem  to  be  less 
desirable  features  of  the  wheat  certif¬ 
icate  plan. 


This,  together  with  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  12391  which  recognize  problems 
of  the  small  family  farm,  means  that 
the  wheat  program  in  the  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  will  make  good  sense  for 
more  than  100,000  small  farmers  in 
Michigan  and  other  Midwestern  States 
who  grow  wheat  under  what  has  been 
known  as  the  15-acre  exemption  rule. 

Many  thousands  of  small  farmers, 
most  of  them  with  diversified  farming 
operations,  have  been  planting  up  to  15 
acres  of  wheat  under  an  exemption  from 
marketing  quota  provisions  which  has 
been  in  the  wheat  program  since  1942. 

While  the  15-acre  exemption  per¬ 
mitted  the  small  family  farmer  to  grow 
some  wheat,  at  the  same  time  it  ex¬ 
cluded  him  for  eligibility  for  price  sup¬ 
port  if  his  acreage  allotment  was  less 
than  15  acres  and  he  exceeded  his  al¬ 
lotment.  For  example,  if  his  allotment 
were  only  5  acres  and  he  actually  planted 
15,  he  would  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support  since  he  had  exceeded  his  allot¬ 
ment.  Nor  would  he  incur  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  since  he  had  stayed  with¬ 
in  the  15 -acre  exemption. 

The  provision  included  in  H.R.  12391 
would  let  cooperators  in  the  1963  wheat 
program  treat  these  small  wheat  acre¬ 
ages — under  15  acres — as  if  they  had 
been  acreage  allotments.  In  other  words, 
they  would  be  treated  as  acreage  his¬ 
tory. 

Under  the  proposed  bill  the  small  pro¬ 
ducers  of  wheat  would  really  have  a  base 
acreage  equal  to  the  average  of  their 
plantings  in  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  pro¬ 
vided  they  cooperate  in  the  program  by 
reducing  this  acreage  in  1963  by  at  least 
20  percent,  with  a  maximum  reduction 
of  10  acres. 

They  would  be  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port,  for  diversion  payments  on  the  acre¬ 
age  diverted,  and  for  an  18-cent-a-bushel 
payment  on  the  normal  production  of 
their  planted  acreage. 

The  provision  is  realistic  and  practi¬ 
cal.  It  gives  the  small  family  farmer 
a  stake  in  the  program  and  a  right  to 
participate  along  with  large  producers 
in  the  benefits  of  the  program. 

I  hope  the  experience  under  this  pro¬ 
cedure  will  be  good,  for  it  seems  to  be  the 
best  way,  under  a  national  wheat  policy, 
of  meeting  the  needs  of  smaller  growers 
of  a  type  of  wheat  which  is  not  in  great 
surplus. 

In  conclusion,  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellender]  and  all 
other  members  of  the  committee  have 
been  deeply  concerned  over  the  prob¬ 
lem  presented  by  the  grower  of  soft 
wheat,  and  most  sympathetic  toward 
him.  The  bill  now  pending  is  the  first 
step  toward  establishing  a  formula 
under  which  those  growers — if  in  truth 
there  is  a  shortage  in  this  type  of 
wheat — may  find  adjustment  available. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
pose  it  would  be  accurate  to  say  that  I 
am  not  generally  recognized  as  an  ex¬ 
pert  on  farm  problems.  However,  I  have 
been  advised  by  persons  whose  judg¬ 
ment  I  respect  and  who  are  well  versed 
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in  this  field  that  the  country  could  get 
along  very  well  this  year  without  any 
new  farm  legislation.  In  any  event,  no 
farm  legislation  this  year  would  clearly 
be  preferable  to  bad  farm  legislation. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  administration’s 
multiple-price  plan  for  wheat,  on  a 
ground  which  is  very  important  to  urban 
States  which  have  large  consumer  pop¬ 
ulations.  It  would  impose  a  bread  tax 
on  consumers.  The  bread  tax  would 
work  as  follows:  The  processors  of  wheat 
would  be  forced  to  acquire  certificates  at 
face  value  for  every  bushel  of  wheat 
they  use;  but  because  the  certificates  are 
to  be  issued  to  farmers  on  the  basis  of 
planting  history,  without  any  reference 
to  grade  or  quality,  processors  might 
have  to  purchase  one  lot  of  wheat  simply 
to  get  certificates.  Then,  they  would 
have  to  use  these  certificates  to  purchase 
“noncertificate”  wheat  in  order  to  get 
the  particular  type  and  grade  of  wheat 
they  needed.  This  complicated  process 
would  be  sure  to  increase  the  cost  to  the 
processors.  In  effect,  this  would  be  a 
tax  on  the  bakers.  It,  in  turn,  would 
have  to  be  passed  on  to  the  consumers. 

This  bread  tax  is  characteristic  of  the 
history  of  across-the-board  farm  con¬ 
trol  programs.  The  taxpayers  and  the 
consumers  are  hit  in  the  pocketbook,  but 
the  farm  dilemma  remains  very  much 
as  it  is.  The  bread  tax  hits  the  city 
dwellers.  Farmers  in  New  York  oppose 
the  stringent  Government  controls  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  farm  bill.  They  are  also 
consumers.  They  have  an  interest  as 
poultry  raisers,  livestock  producers,  and 
dairy  producers  in  not  having  their  feed 
costs  increased. 

Since  1961  we  have  had  to  live  with 
the  unfortunate  feed-grains  program. 
In  the  first  year  of  operation  of  this 
program,  the  Treasury  paid  nearly 
$750  million  of  subsidies  for  a  compara¬ 
tively  small  reduction  in  production.  It 
seems  to  me  that  was  a  tremendous  price 
to  pay  for  such  small  results. 

The  same  boondoggle  was  repeated  in 
1962;  and  the  conference  report  calls 
for  a  1-year  extension  for  1963.  This 
“temporary”  feed-grains  program,  as  we 
heard  it  called  so  often,  is  about  as 
“temporary”  as  an  iceberg.  It  goes  on 
and  on.  Federal  funds  continue  to  be 
paid  out  while  the  farm  dilemma  re¬ 
mains  pretty  much  what  it  is,  and  per¬ 
haps  is  growing  worse.  In  the  interest 
of  good  sense,  fiscal  integrity,  and  con¬ 
sumer  protection,  I  hope  the  conference 
report  will  be  rejected. 


In  New  York  City  there  are  17  millic 
people  who  eat  bread.  I  say  we  shou 
let  them  alone.  According  to  the  late 
count  this  morning,  there  are  also  2  087 
000  cows  in  New  York  that  eat  fee 
grains.  I  say  let  us  leave  them  alone,  to 
This  farm  bill  is  a  travesty  to  tl 
farmer,  a  blackjack  for  the  consume 
and  a  bad  thing  for  the  country.  Tl 
cost  will  be  very  large. 

nl*y  d0  so>  1  should  like  to  a: 
whether  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  wl 
is  handling  the  conference  report'  ce 
state  the  estimated  cost  for  the  first  ft 
year  of  operation  under  this  measure. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senab 
from  New  York  mean  for  next  year? 
Mr.  KEATING.  Yes. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  year,  as  I  have 
already  pointed  out,  the  cost,  insofar  as 
feed  grains  is  concerned,  will  be  about 
$1,100  million.  The  1963  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  about  the  same.  The  bill 
does  not  include  a  mandatory  emergency 
wheat  program  like  the  one  we  had  this 
year  and  which  has  cost  about  $421  mil¬ 
lion,  because  we  were  too  late  to  enact 
it.  But  we  do  provide  for  a  voluntary 
program  for  1963,  and  assuming  that 
some  take  advantage  of  the  voluntary 
program,  that  will  cost  an  additional 
$150  million,  let  us  say. 

The  program  for  the  coming  year,  on 
feed  grains  alone,  may  cost  as  much  as 
this  year,  which  would  be  in  excess  of  $1 
billion.  But  from  those  costs,  in  order 
to  reduce  the  production,  one  must  sub¬ 
tract  the  storage  charges  that  would  have 
had  to  be  paid  if  the  emergency  pro¬ 
grams  had  not  been  in  effect,  and  also 
the  cost  of  handling  the  grains  after 
they  were  produced  and  put  into  storage. 
That  is  a  very  expensive  item,  in  that 
there  are  charges  for  transportation  and 
interest  and  paperwork,  as  well  as  for 
storage,  which  ranges  from  14  cents  a 
bushel  to  as  much  as  18  cents  a  bushel. 
For  example,  storage  and  other  carrying 
charges  in  fiscal  1961  for  wheat  and  feed 
grains  cost  the  Government  $900  million. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  in  his  judgment  the  program 
will  not  cost  any  more  next  year  than 
it  has  this  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  my  belief. 
Let  us  remember  that  the  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  v/ill  be  continued  for  next  year  on 
almost  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
as  those  which  now  prevail  for  the  1962 
program. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  have  before  me  an 
analysis  of  a  New  York  corn  farm  with 
an  allotment  of  50  acres  and  a  yield  per 
acre  of  63  bushels,  which  is  the  State 
average  in  1961— which  I  regret  to  say 
is  somewhat  less  than  the  average  for 
Iowa  and  some  of  the  other  States. 
Without  going  into  detail  now  as  to  the 
method  of  computation,  the  compensa¬ 
tory  payment  to  the  corn  farmer  for  tak¬ 
ing  his  land  out  of  production  would  be 
$83.16  an  acre. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  that  is  not  a 
compensatory  payment  for  taking  land 
out  of  production,  at  all.  The  18  cents 
at  present  is  a  part  of  the  support  price. 
Last  year  the  support  price  was  $1.20, 
and  it  was  paid  to  the  farmer  by  way  of 
a  loan  or  by  purchase  of  the  grain  he  pro¬ 
duced.  But  this  year  it  is  to  be  paid  in 
two  parts — one,  by  a  loan  of  $1.02;  and, 
second,  a  payment  in  kind  of  18  cents— 
which  aggregates  $1.20.  As  I  said,  the 
same  program  will  prevail  next  year  sub¬ 
stantially  as  it  was  this  year.  The  differ¬ 
ence  is  mainly  one  of  procedure. 

Mr.  KEATING.  But,  according  to  the 
figures  I  have,  the  two  payments  to¬ 
gether  amount  to  $83.16  an  acre. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  if  all  the  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  diverted  acres  and  the 
planted  acres  are  added  together  and 
attributed  to  the  diverted  acres ;  the  Sen- 
ator  from  New  York  may  be  correct  as 
to  that.  I  have  a  figure  which  shows 
tnat  an  Iowa  farmer  would  receive  as 
much  as  $100  an  acre,  but  that  is  figured 


on  the  basis  that  all  the  benefits  which 
accrue  on  the  80  acres  planted  to  corn 
would  be  credited  to  the  20  acres  which 
were  diverted.  So  one  can  easily  arrive 
at  a  total  of  $100  an  acre.  In  fact,  if 
the  conservation  payments  were  added 
on  top  of  all  of  those,  one  could  arrive 
at  a  figure  of  $105  an  acre.  It  all  de¬ 
pends  on  what  pencil  is  used  in  doing 
the  figuring. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Would  it  not  be 
cheaper  for  the  farmer  to  sit  back,  take 
his  land  out  of  production,  and  do  some¬ 
thing  else?  Would  he  not  make  more 
money  doing  nothing  at  all  than  he 
would  by  farming? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  think  he 
would,  because  he  would  not  then  be 
paid  on  all  his  acres.  He  would  have  to 
plant  to  get  the  18  cents  per  bushel  pay¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  planted  acres. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Eighty-three  dollars 
an  acre  is  a  pretty  fair  net  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  would  be  so, 
if  it  were  paid  only  on  diverted  acres, 
but  that  figure  is  obtained  by  adding 
payments  on  diverted  acres  to  payments 
on  planted  acres  and  dividing  by  diverted 
acres.  The  diverted  acres  are  20  percent 
of  his  base  acres.  He  has  to  plant  the 
remaining  80  percent  to  obtain  the  18 
cent  payments  per  bushel  on  that  re¬ 
maining  80  percent.  It  is  just  the  same 
as  last  year.  The  producer  gets  price 
support  only  on  his  planted  acres. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  will  not  consume 
further  time  of  the  Senator.  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  has  all  his 
time  allotted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  on 
my  time,  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  that  I  go  back  to  what 
I  said  before — the  $83  which  he  men¬ 
tions  includes  the  payment  in  kind  of  18 
cents  as  part  of  the  support  price  re¬ 
ceived  on  the  production  on  acres  that 
are  actually  growing  in  corn. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  assume  he  is  going 
to  take  his  poorest  land  out  of  produc¬ 
tion.  Is  not  that  the  normal  practice? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  do  not  believe 
so.  These  programs  have  been  in  effect 
for  some  time,  under  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  conservation  program. 
The  land  has  been  enriching  itself,  so 
there  is  very  little  of  that  kind  of  land 
remaining.  What  remains  is  still  in 
some  soil  conservation  program. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  Senator 
think  this  program  is  going  to  work? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  I  did  not  think 
so,  I  would  not  be  for  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  is  quoted 
in  a  radio  address  as  saying  that  this 
program  has  not  worked  in  the  past  and 
has  only  led  to  continued  waste. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is,  the  emer¬ 
gency  program.  I  would  not  be  for  a 
continuation  of  an  emergency  program 
unless  there  were  a  permanent  program 
when  the  emergency  program  ended. 
That  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing  by  this 
bill.  We  are  providing  for  a  new  wheat 
program.  We  are  providing  for  price 
supports  and  for  payments  to  the  farmer 
until  1965,  in  order  to  get  a  new  pro¬ 
gram,  in  order  to  get  the  two -price  sys¬ 
tem.  By  the  same  token,  with  respect  to 
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com,  we  are  actually  extending  the 
emergency  program  for  another  year,  in 
order  to  get  a  permanent  program  next 
year;  so  in  1964  we  shall  not  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  caused  all  this  difficulty; 
namely,  paying  a  farmer  65  percent  of 
parity  to  produce  all  the  corn  he  can, 
as  well  as  other  feed  grains.  The  pro¬ 
gram  that  will  start  in  1964  will  reduce 
price  supports  to  the  point  where,  I  hope, 
it  will  not  pay  the  farmer  to  plant  corn 
in  excess  and  sell  it  to  the  Government 
to  store. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  do  not  want  to  in¬ 
trude  on  the  Senator’s  time.  I  hope  to 
hear  the  Senator  from  Vermont  com¬ 
ment  on  his  estimate  of  the  cost  of  this 
program,  which  I  think  is  considerably 
at  variance  with  the  views  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  49  minutes 
remaining;  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  58  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan]. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied 
with  many  of  the  provisions  of  the  farm 
bill  which  is  before  us.  It  has  many 
weaknesses  and,  at  best,  it  is  only  a  stop¬ 
gap  measure  to  give  us  some  additional 
time  to  reach  agreement  on  permanent 
legislation. 

Although  it  is  weak  and  ineffective  in 
many  respects,  I  hope  the  Senate  will  ap¬ 
prove  the  conference  report,  because  at 
this  point  there  is  no  choice  other  than 
disaster  for  our  entire  farm  program. 
We  must  either  approve  this  bill  or  go 
back  to  the  old  1958  law  which  provided 
price  supports  with  unlimited  produc¬ 
tion.  This  is  the  law  under  which  we 
built  up  vast  surpluses  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  and  I  am  convinced  that  if  we 
went  back  to  it  both  the  farm  program 
and  the  farmers  themselves  would  be 
wrecked. 

I  had  sincerely  hoped  that  after  many 
long  months  of  work  and  deliberation  we 
would  be  able  to  enact  a  more  realistic 
farm  bill  that  would  deal  fairly  and  effec¬ 
tively  with  our  tremendous  surplus  prob¬ 
lems.  We  made  every  effort  to  work  out 
such  a  bill,  but  we  could  not  reach  agree¬ 
ment  on  it.  As  a  result,  the  bill  before 
us  is  the  best  the  Senate  and  House  con¬ 
ferees  could  produce. 

I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  time 
has  come  when  we  must  put  aside  our 
self-interests  and  work  out  a  realistic 
program  for  the  crops  that  are  now  in 
trouble  and  are  getting  in  worse  trouble 
as  each  day  passes.  Agriculture  is  no 
longer  a  sectional  problem,  but  it  is  a 
national  problem,  and  it  is  imperative 
that  all  segments  of  our  farm  economy 
work  together. 

More  than  at  any  other  time  in  our 
history,  it  is  most  important  that  farm¬ 
ers  themselves  reach  agreement  on  pro¬ 
duction  control  and  price  support 
measures  that  will  lift  agriculture  out  of 
the  depths  of  public  disrepute  and  politi¬ 
cal  discord. 

This  is  not  going  to  be  easy  to  do,  and 
it  will  not  be  painless.  But  it  must  be 
done,  and  the  longer  it  is  put  off  the 
more  it  will  hurt. 


Congress  has  a  definite  responsibility, 
but  it  has  reached  the  point  where  it  is 
almost  impossible  for  Congress  to  exer¬ 
cise  its  responsibility  unless  farmers 
themselves  are  willing  to  join  hands  and 
work  together. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  individual 
fanners  and  farm  organizations  will 
unite  with  Congress  and  help  us  work 
out  a  program  that  will  protect  the  in¬ 
terests  of  our  vast  farm  population  and 
at  the  same  time  relieve  the  taxpayers 
of  our  burdensome  farm  surpluses. 

While  this  bill  leaves  much  to  be  de¬ 
sired  and  has  many  features  which  could 
be  improved  upon,  I  have  no  choice  but 
to  vote  for  it  because  if  it  is  defeated 
we  will  have  worse  than  nothing. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark]. 


INCREASED  ANNUITIES  FOR  FED¬ 
ERAL  PENSIONERS 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  voted  unanimously  to 
couple  the  bill  granting  increased  bene¬ 
fits  to  those  on  the  retirement  roll  to  the 
postal  rate  and  pay  bill.  The  retirement 
measure  came  from  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  from  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Retirement,  of  which  I  am 
chairman. 

I  believe  we  have  a  good,  sound  re¬ 
tirement  bill,  which  will  do  justice  to 
the  former  Government  workers  whose 
annuities  have  fallen  far  behind  in  terms 
of  what  they  can  buy  under  the  current 
cost  of  living  as  compared  to  the  pay  of 
Government  employees  still  working. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  within 
hours  after  this  action  occurred  there 
appeared  an  editorial  in  the  Washington 
Evening  Star  suggesting  that  Congress 
take  steps  to  alleviate  the  plight  of  re¬ 
tirees.  The  editorial,  I  think,  confirms 
the  wisdom  of  the  action  taken  by  the 
committee.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Washington  Star  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Help  for  the  Pensioner”  appear 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Help  for  the  Pensioner 

Congress  has  a  chance  to  give  a  great 
many  retired  Government  employees  a  better 
“pay  day”  if  it  acts  favorably  on  bills  in¬ 
dorsed  by  the  Senate  and  House  Civil  Service 
Committees.  There  are  some  600,000  of  these 
pensioners  or  their  survivors,  perhaps  60,000 
to  75,000  of  them  in  the  Washington  area. 

As  presently  proposed,  the  Senate  bill 
would  increase  annuities  by  5  percent,  and 
the  House  version  by  7 V2  percent,  both  be¬ 
coming  effective  January  1.  All  civil  service 
employees  who  retire  before  that  date  would 
benefit;  those  who  retire  later,  to  a  lesser 
extent.  A  sensible  feature  of  both  bills  pro¬ 
vides  for  another  3 -percent  increase  if  and 
when  the  cost  of  living  rises  to  that  extent. 

Congress  last  remembered  the  retirees  with 
a  raise  in  1958.  Between  January  1  of  that 
year  and  last  July,  the  cost  of  living,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  rose 
5.8  percent.  Making  ends  meet  with  fixed 
incomes  versus  mounting  prices  has  worked 
a  hardship  on  a  great  many  whose  annuities 
are  based  on  salaries  smaller  than  today’s. 


At  present,  retired  employes  receive  an 
average  of  $165  a  month.  Survivors,  such 
as  widows,  average  only  $60  a  month. 

We  think  Congress  should  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  a  raise  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  increase  since  1958.  This  would  cost 
somthing  like  $56  million  the  first  year, 
diminishing  each  year  thereafter.  This 
would  involve  a  certain  inequity.  Retired 
people  covered  by  social  security  have  had 
the  benefit  of  some  increase  in  Social  Security 
payments.  There  are  others,  however,  who 
are  not  covered  by  social  security,  and  who 
have  been  living  on  pensions,  if  any,  since 
1958  without  any  adjustment  to  meet  higher 
living  costs.  But  this  is  hardly  a  valid 
argument  aaginst  some  relief  for  Govern¬ 
ment  retirees. 


POSTAL  CENSORSHIP 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  on  an 
allied  subject,  in  the  postal  rate  bill 
which  may  be  considered  tomorrow,  a 
provision  was  adopted  by  a  majority  of 
the  committee  dealing  with  the  censor¬ 
ship  of  mail  which  contains  Communist 
propaganda  coming  into  our  country 
from  foreign  countries. 

My  own  view  has  been  in  accordance 
with  that  of  the  Attorney  General  and 
other  high  officials  in  the  executive  arm 
of  our  Government,  including  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  State  Department  and 
of  the  USIA,  who  appeared  before  our 
committee,  namely,  that  this  provision 
is  unwise,  unsound,  and  unconstitutional. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  2  more  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  to  note  that 
the  New  York  Times,  in  an  editorial  ap¬ 
pearing  this  morning,  shares  my  view. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
editorial  appear  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks,  and  I  recommend 
a  reading  of  it  to  my  colleagues.  I  hope 
the  provision  will  be  deleted.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

No  Postal  Censorship  Wanted 

Should  Congress  write  into  the  statutes  of 
this  country  a  system  of  political  censorship 
and  screening  of  the  mails?  This  is  the  real 
issue  posed  by  one  section  of  the  new  postal- 
rate  and  pay-raise  bill  reported  out  yesterday 
by  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee. 

The  Senate  committee  was  seeking  to  meet 
the  problem  raised  by  the  House-approved 
Cunningham  amendment,  which  would  go 
far  toward  preventing  American  citizens  from 
receiving  mail  from  the  Soviet  Union  and 
other  Communist  countries.  The  Senate 
version  is  more  reasonable,  since  it  contains 
important  exemptions.  But  it  still  declares, 
in  effect,  that  there  are  two  kinds  of  Ameri¬ 
cans:  those  who  can  be  trusted  to  receive 
any  kind  of  mail  from  the  Communist  world, 
and  those  who  cannot.  The  Senate  provi¬ 
sion,  like  the  Cunningham  amendment,  is 
probably  unconstitutional,  and  certainly  con¬ 
trary  to  the  most  fundamental  traditions  of 
our  country. 

The  Senate  version  of  the  postal  bill  pro¬ 
vides,  as  expected,  for  higher  postal  rates 
and  for  a  pay  increase  for  postal  and  other 
Government  workers.  The  rate  increases  are 
necessary;  and  fortunately  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee’s  proposals  do  not  echo  the  House’s 
sharp  threat  to  the  future  existence  of  some 
of  the  country’s  best  periodicals. 
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Although  the  TJ.S.  mall  service  can  hardly 
go  anywhere  hut  up,  It  Is  not  likely  that  the 
1-cent  increase  in  ordinary  letter  mail  will 
produce  any  improvement,  inasmuch  as  the 
increased  postal  revenues  will  be  more  than 
absorbed  by  the  pay  increase.  As  we  have 
argued  earlier,  the  pay  issue  and  the  rate 
issue  should  have  been  separated  so  that 
each  could  have  been  decided  on  its  own 
merits.  But  that  would  be  asking  too  much 
of  a  Congress  this  close  to  election  day  in 
an  even-numbered  year. 


FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  im¬ 
prove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  asked  about  the  cost  of  the 
bill  for  the  next  year.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  replied  that  the  cost  would  be 
about  $1,100  million. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  has  made  an  estimate  of  $1.8  billion 
for  the  cost  for  the  first  year  on  the  feed 
grains  alone.  I  have  gone  over  the  fig¬ 
ures,  and  I  cannot  find  any  place  in 
which  they  are  incorrect.  I  would  as¬ 
sume  that  the  figure  of  $1.1  billion  per¬ 
haps  left  out  the  so-called  compensatory 
payment  provision.  I  am  not  sure  of 
that.  However,  the  cost  would  be  be¬ 
tween  $1.1  and  $2  billion. 

The  cost  of  the  wheat  program  is  esti¬ 
mated,  I  think,  at  about  $1.2  billion. 
That  includes  all  export  subsidies  as 
well. 

The  cost  for  wheat  and  corn  together 
will  be  between  $2  y2  and  $3  billion  for 
the  next  year.  After  the  first  year,  of 
course,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  corn  would  be  cut  down. 
As  the  bill  is  written,  I  think  prob¬ 
ably  it  would  have  to  be  cut  down  to 
80  cents  a  bushel,  which  would  result  in 
a  saving  in  the  second  year. 

The  whole  thing  reminds  me  of  a  fish¬ 
hook  with  a  few  sharp  barbs,  and  a  few 
very  juicy,  sweet  worms  over  the  barbs. 
The  bait,  of  course,  is  offered  to  the 
farmers  for  1  year.  The  barbs  would 
come  in  the  second  year,  and  from  then 
on. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  oversubscribed  as 
to  time.  The  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson ]  is  in  the  Chamber.  If 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  ready 
to  proceed,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized 
for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

I  remind  Senators  that  for  a  great 
many  years  I  have  refrained  from  enter¬ 
ing  into  discussions  with  regard  to  agri¬ 


cultural  bills.  I  have  found  myself  in 
opposition  to  my  Democratic  colleagues 
on  nearly  all  of  the  agricultural  bills,  so 
I  thought  it  was  easier,  and  perhaps  bet¬ 
ter,  merely  to  keep  quiet  at  the  time  the 
bills  came  before  the  Senate  for  passage. 

I  think  the  present  proposal  is  a  par¬ 
ticularly  bad  bill.  It  is  probably  the 
worst  I  have  seen  in  my  long  experience 
with  some  of  the  past  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation.  Only  because  of  that  I  wish  to 
say  a  few  words  about  it. 

At  the  outset  I  wish  to  say  publicly 
what  I  said  privately  yesterday  after¬ 
noon  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  I  think  he  has 
tried  conscientiously  and  vigorously  to 
obtain  good  agricultural  legislation.  I 
think  he  has  supported-  it  to  the  very 
best  of  his  ability.  Any  word  which  I 
shall  say  today  will  not  be  in  any  way  a 
criticism  of  him.  I  am  happy  to  say  he 
knows  that,  because  I  have  great  respect 
for  him. 

I  am  glad  to  have  time  yielded  to  me 
by  my  able  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken!.  Senators  may  re¬ 
member  that  in  1948  the  then  President 
of  the  United  States  promised  the  people 
of  this  country  a  new  and  modernized 
program  with  modernized  parity  prices 
and  various  other  things  connected  with 
the  program.  As  the  then  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  I  submitted  that  proposed 
legislation  to  the  Congress.  It  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  able  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont.  He  and  I  worked  so  closely  to¬ 
gether  that  the  newspapers  at  that  time 
referred  to  the  bill  as  the  Aiken-Ander- 
son  legislation.  I  was  complimented  to 
be  associated  with  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  in  that  endeavor. 

That  bill  was  passed.  I  say  to  Sena¬ 
tors  today  that  if  the  principles  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  as  submitted 
by  President  Truman  to  the  Congress 
and  as  introduced  by  the  able  Senator 
from  Vermont,  had  been  allowed  to  be¬ 
come  effective,  most  of  the  troubles  we 
have  seen  agriculturally  in  the  past  few 
years  would  not  have  occurred. 

I  am  worried  about  the  bill  before  the 
Senate,  because  of  the  price  levels  it 
would  put  upon  supports.  I  think  at 
some  time  we  shall  reach  the  point  where 
price  levels  will  be  completely  out  of 
line  and  wholly  unrealistic. 

I  take  as  examples  two  farms  with 
respect  to  which  I  have  had  some  ex¬ 
perience. 

I  had  to  sell  my  farm  in  the  eastern 
part  of  New  Mexico  this  year,  because 
I  had  reached  the  point  where  I  could 
not  get  a  tenant  for  it  unless  I  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  wheat  program,  because  it 
is  in  the  wheat  area,  and  I  could  not 
conscientiously  participate  in  the 
wheat  program  because  it  would  have 
paid  me  $44  an  acre  for  the  full  amount 
I  took  out  of  production  and  $53  an  acre 
above  that  to  let  land  lie  idle,  when  only 
a  few  years  ago  the  land  was  selling 
for  less  than  that  per  acre. 

I  had  a  farm.  As  I  say,  I  sold  it.  I 
have  been  considering  what  would  have 
happened  with  respect  to  that  farm 
under  this  proposal. 

The  land  to  which  I  refer  happens  to 
be  irrigated  from  wells.  Wheat  is 
grown  on  it.  The  average  yield  has 
been  about  46  bushels  to  the  acre. 
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Under  the  terms  of  this,  proposal,  if 
I  still  owned  that  farm,  I  would  be  given 
$1  bushel  for  46  bushels.  I  would  start 
with  $46  an  acre.  Since  there  are  250 
acres,  and  one-fifth  of  the  acreage 
would  be  taken  out  of  production,  to  lie 
idle,  I  would  get  $2,300  for  that  opera¬ 
tion.  With  respect  to  the  support  price 
of  18  cents  a  bushel,  to  be  paid  to  me 
on  the  remainder,  I  would  get  $8.28  an 
acre,  for  200  acres,  or  a  total  of  $1,656. 

In  other  words,  I  would  get  nearly 
$4,000  for  taking  50  acres  out  of  culti¬ 
vation.  That  is  about  $80  an  acre  for 
wheat  land,  which  was  being  bought  very 
freely  for  less  than  that  amount  per 
acre  only  a  short  time  ago.  Even  after 
improvement  with  wells  and  pumps, 
such  land  was  selling  for  $150  or  $160  an 
acre. 

We  are  talking  about  $80  an  acre,  or 
50  percent  a  year  on  capital  investment. 
Then  we  wonder  why  people  do  not 
rush  down  to  buy  the  E-bonds  from  the 
Federal  Government,  which  bonds  pay 
3  percent  interest. 

I  have  a  relative  who  was  desirous  of 
buying  an  Iowa  farm.  He  was  not  able 
to  make  a  satisfactory  downpayment, 
and  he  had  to  appeal  to  me,  to  see  if 
I  could  find  some  way  to  finance  that 
farm.  I  had  been  somewhat  more  for¬ 
tunate  than  he,  perhaps,  and  therefore, 
I  was  able  to  help  him  with  the  financ¬ 
ing.  I  know  what  he  paid  for  his  land 
per  acre  and  what  type  of  farm  it  is. 
I  know  what  the  average  yield  has  been 
on  the  corn. 

He  has,  let  us  say,  100  acres  planted 
to  corn.  The  average  yield  is  about 
75  to  78  bushels  to  the  acre. 

I  find  that  under  this  proposal  he  will 
get  the  figure  which  was  referred  to  a 
while  ago,  $99  an  acre,  to  take  a  portion 
of  that  land  devoted  to  corn  production 
out  of  cultivation,  and  permit  it  to  lie 
idle. 

I  say  that  is  a  wholly  unrealistic  pro¬ 
gram.  There  is  no  way  in  the  world  that 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  can 
continue  to  “shell  out”  to  farmers  $99  an 
acre  for  Iowa,  Indiana,  and  Illinois  corn- 
land  ;  nor  to  pay  $80  an  acre  to  a  farmer 
in  New  Mexico  to  take  irrigated  wheat- 
land  out  of  production;  nor  to  pay  $43 
or  $45  an  acre  to  the  average  Kansas 
farmer;  and  still  expect  to  have  any  kind 
of  a  reasonable  program. 

Many  things  which  the  conferees  did 
were  very  good.  Far  be  it  from  me  to 
say  those  things  were  not  good.  Some 
things  in  the  bill  are  desirable.  In  some 
fashion  the  support  prices  have  gone  far 
too  high. 

About  a  year  and  a  half  ago  when  the 
new  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Free¬ 
man,  took  office,  he  discussed  with  me 
the  problem  he  had  in  respect  to  the 
price-support  level  for  com. 

I  am  not  one  of  Mr.  Freeman’s  critics. 
I  believe  that  Secretary  Freeman  is  an 
honest,  honorable  man  who  is  trying 
hard  to  do  a  good  job.  I  think  he  re¬ 
ceives  an  amazing  amount  of  bad  ad¬ 
vice. 

Probably  he  got  bad  advice  from  me, 
but  I  advised  him  not  to  raise  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  corn  from  $1.06  to  $1.20 
a  bushel.  Subsequently  he  took  other 
advice,  and  he  did  raise  the  support  price. 
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He  asked  me  why  I  was  so  sure  that 
he  should  not  do  that.  I  said  that  there 
was  one  fact  it  was  necessary  to  con¬ 
stantly  bear  in  mind.  I  said,  “You  can¬ 
not  suck  and  blow  at  the  same  time;  and 
when  you  jump  the  price  of  corn  in 
value  from  $1.06  to  $1  20  and  ask  the 
farmer  to  reduce  his  acreage  you  are  try¬ 
ing  to  suck  and  blow  at  the  same  time; 
you  are  trying  to  expand  acreage  by  giv¬ 
ing  a  stimulant  to  the  price  and  you  are 
trying  to  reduce  acreage  by  offering  a 
premium  to  the  farmers.” 

I  thought  it  was  a  bad  thing  to  do. 
I  believe  that  some  of  the  problems  we 
now  experience  result  from  that  action. 

I  say  to  Senators  today  that  we  will  not 
see  an  end  to  this  program  if  we  accept 
the  conference  report.  We  will  see  the 
farmers  come  back  again  in  1963  want¬ 
ing  more,  not  less. 

As  I  read  the  language  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  price  supports  could  quite 
easily  drop  very  substantially  in  1964, 
but  no  Senator  honestly  believes  that  in 
a  presidential  election  year  price  sup¬ 
ports  will  be  dropped.  A  way  will  be 
found  to  bolster  them  again.  Eighty 
dollars  an  acre  for  irrigated  v/heat  land 
in  New  Mexico  will  not  be  quite  enough. 
It  will  be  necessary  to  increase  it. 

This  competition  will  continue  until 
some  day  there  will  be  a  revolution 
against  farm  price  supports,  which  will 
hurt  not  only  those  who  are  asking  for 
these  things,  but  also  farmers  who  have 
been  in  what  I  regard  to  be  an  extremely 
sound  and  sensible  program. 

Mr.  President,  the  tobacco  program  of 
our  country  does  not  really  cost  the  coun¬ 
try  a  penny.  It  is  a  sound  and  well- 
conducted  program.  It  has  been  kept 
within  limits,  and  there  has  been  no 
great  trouble  with  it. 

Some  hav'  said  that  if  we  do  not  pass 
the  bill,  we  shall  have  to  go  back  to  the 
awful  bill  of  1958.  The  bill  of  1958  was 
not  too  bad.  I  may  be  incorrect,  but,  as 
I  remember,  it  would  be  improper  to  call 
that  bill  the  so-called  “Benson”  bill  of 
1958.  One  of  the  great  movers  of  the 
bill  was  the  able  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  who  recognized  that  a 
40 -percent  cut  in  rice  was  too  great.  He 
said  that  such  a  cut  would  be  disastrous 
and  should  not  be  undertaken  by  the 
Congress.  He  recognized  also  that  the 
cuts  in  cotton  were  too  high.  He  recog¬ 
nized  that  many  other  things  of  that 
nature  were  in  the  picture  which  should 
not  be  there.  I  know  that  he,  as  well  as 
others,  worked  in  an  endeavor  to  obtain 
a  good  piece  of  legislation  in  1958.  That 
result  was  not  quite  obtained  because 
controls  on  feed  grains  were  left  out  of 
the  bill.  Had  they  been  included,  as  1 
said  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  a 
very,  very  good  piece  of  legislation  would 
have  resulted.  I  have  commended  the 
Senator  time  after  time  for  his  unceas¬ 
ing  work  toward  that  end. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  re¬ 
members  the  efforts  I  put  forth  to  try 
to  obtain  controls  in  corn.  The  best  we 
could  obtain  was  price  support  at  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  for  the  last  3  years  of 
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the  market  value  of  corn,  or  65  percent 
of  parity,  whichever  was  the  higher. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  price,  which 
amounted  to  about  $1.06,  was  provided 
for  uncontrolled  production. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  At  least  I  remember  the  story  as 
he  remembers  it.  I  remember  that  he 
tried  hard  to  obtain  some  control  on 
com.  We  cannot  have  high  price  sup¬ 
ports  with  uncontrolled  production.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  recognized  that 
fact. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  In  closing,  I  point 
out  that  I  am  not  trying  to  criticize  the 
Senate  conferees.  I  know  something  of 
what  they  have  been  up  against.  I  have 
been  a  conferee  with  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  agricultural 
subjects.  I  know  how  hard  it  is  to  put 
through  a  good  program.  But  I  believe 
that  if  the  conference  report  were  to  be 
rejected  and  we  were  to  try  again  to 
establish  a  decent  level  for  certain  farm 
prices,  we  would  be  better  off. 

In  World  War  1 1  lived  in  the  Dakotas. 
For  a  short  time  everyone  was  rich. 
Then  nearly  every  bank  closed.  In  my 
little  farming  community  there  were  six 
banks.  Five  9f  them  closed.  One  was 
kept  open  by  brute  strength.  That  crash 
resulted  because  prices  had  risen  too 
high,  and  then  the  collapse  came. 

On  coming  into  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  my  first  resolution  was  that 
such  a  calamity  would  not  happen  to 
farmers  after  World  War  II.  We  do  not 
need  to  continue  piling  these  things  on. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  shall  vote 
for  the  rejection  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  in  the  hope  that  we  may  get  a  pro¬ 
gram  more  nearly  in  line  with  what  the 
able  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El¬ 
lender]  contended  for  in  1958,  and  which 
would  be  as  sound  now  as  it  was  when 
he  submitted  it  then. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  before  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  takes  his  seat, 
I  should  like  to  say  that  the  act  of  1958, 
which  decontrolled  the  planting  of  corn 
and  fixed  a  support  price,  resulted  in  a 
decrease  of  1  million  acres  in  the 
planting  of  corn  for  grain  the  second 
year  of  operation,  and  if  the  program 
had  been  allowed  to  operate  the  third 
year,  I  believe  the  decrease  would  have 
been  more  than  the  one  in  the  second 
year.  In  addition,  we  are  now  feeding 
and  exporting  as  much  corn  in  this 
country  as  was  produced  in  those  2  de¬ 
controlled  years. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  if  the  1958  bill 
was  so  awful,  how  could  it  have  passed 
the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  62  to  11?  We 
thought  the  bill  was  pretty  good.  We 
thought  the  1958  act  was  not  bad  at  all. 
Yet  now  we  find  out  that  if  we  do  not 
take  the  proposed  action,  something  hor¬ 
rible  will  happen  to  us. 

I  say  that  we  had  better  take  time  to 
try  to  pass  a  good  measure  and  not  vote 
to  provide  $100  an  acre  to  an  Iowa  or  an 


Indiana  corn  grower,  $80  an  acre  to  a 
farmer  who  produces  on  irrigated  land 
in  New  Mexico,  or  $45  to  a  wheat  farmer 
in  Kansas. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  who  has  probably  had 
a  longer  and  more  intimate  connection 
with  farm  legislation  than  almost  any 
other  Senator,  knows  that,  while  it  had 
certain  shortcomings  which  I  admit,  on 
the  whole  the  act  of  1958  was  a  pretty 
good  act,  if  the  Secretary  and  the  De¬ 
partment  would  properly  use  the  discre¬ 
tionary  powers  contained  in  that  act. 
Does  the  Senator  believe  that  those  pow¬ 
ers  could  be  used  to  better  advantage 
than  they  may  have  been  used  in  the 
past? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  so  believe.  I  am 
not  trying  to  make  that  as  a  parti¬ 
san  statement,  because  I  criticized  Mr. 
Benson  for  raising  the  price  supports  as 
much  as  I  criticized  Mr.  Freeman  later. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  act  could 
be  used  for  good  or  bad. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  As  I  said  a  moment 
ago,  a  bill  which  passed  in  the  Senate  by 
a  vote  of  62  to  11  could  not  have  been 
wholly  a  bad  piece  of  legislation.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that,  properly  administered,  it  could 
have  been  a  good  piece  of  legislation.  I 
commended  then,  as  I  do  now,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  for  working  for  that 
measure.  If  he  had  succeeded  in  bring¬ 
ing  feed  grains  under  some  sort  of  con¬ 
trol — if  at  least  corn  were  brought  under 
control — we  would  not  have  had  the 
problem  we  have  today.  The  quicker  we 
start  clearing  the  decks  and  trying  once 
more  to  achieve  a  proper  result  the  bet¬ 
ter  off  we  shall  be. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  while  on  occasions  the  act  of  1958 
produced  some  unsatisfactory  results,  if 
the  authority  and  discretion  permitted 
under  the  act  had  been  properly  used, 
it  could  be  a  very  effective  act  for  the 
benefit  of  the  agricultural  economy  of 
our  country. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
three  men  whom  I  admire  most  in  con¬ 
nection  with  service  to  agriculture  are 
present  in  the  Chamber.  They  are  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  our  commit¬ 
tee,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  the  distinguished  former 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  who  in  his  time  served  as 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

We  find  those  Senators  not  in  accord. 
We  find  Senators  who  are  equally  de¬ 
voted  to  the  service  of  agriculture  not 
in  accord.  The  question  is,  What  shall 
we  do  under  the  conditions  that  con¬ 
front  us? 
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First,  in  its  major  aspect,  the  bill  is 
limited  in  i'  application  to  the  two  com¬ 
modities  which  have  been  causing  the 
most  trouble,  and  which  I  believe  will 
be  dealt  with  helpfully  if  the  bill  is 
enacted.  That  is  my  only  reason  for 
voting  for  it.  .  . 

There  are  many  provisions  m  the  bill 
which  I  do  not  like.  Most  Senators 
know  that  my  own  preference  is  for  a 
much  freer  agricultural  market,  except 
as  to  tobacco,  which  was  mentioned  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  a  while  ago  as  never  having 
caused  any  trouble. 

Let  us  remember  that  under  the  act 
of  1958  there  was  no  quota  system,  no 
acreage  system,  no  limitation  of  any  kind 
upon  corn  and  feed  grains. 

Under  that  act  a  large  part  of  the  im¬ 
mense  surplus  now  on  hand  has  been 
created.  We  are  only  putting  our  heads 
in  the  sand  like  the  poor  ostrich  if  we 
say  it  is  a  good  thing  to  continue  that 
bill  in  effect  and  expect  that  somehow, 
by  some  miracle,  the  problem  as  it  af¬ 
fects  feed  grains  will  solve  itself.  It 
will  not. 

In  connection  with  wheat,  the  55-mil- 
lion-acre  minimum  was  left  unchanged 
by  that  1958  bill.  That  has  been  the 
hurdle  which  we  cannot  cross  and  have 
not  crossed  up  until  now  in  connection 
with  any  general  legislation  applicable 
over  a  period  of  years  to  the  production 
of  that  important  crop.  Wheat  and  corn 
and  feed  grains  are  the  principal  offend¬ 
ers.  A  vast  investment  has  been  made 
on  the  part  of  our  Nation  in  those  com¬ 
modities.  We  have  piled  up  huge  sur¬ 
pluses  of  those  commodities,  and  the 
existence  of  those  surpluses  is  about  to 
bring  an  end,  in  my  judgment,  to  the 
whole  program.  Perhaps  that  action 
would  be  salutary.  But  they  are  the  of¬ 
fenders,  and  they  have  remained  the  of¬ 
fenders  under  the  1958  act,  which  we 
have  heard  praised.  They  have  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  the  offenders  under  that 
act. 

Mr.  President,  with  reference  to 
wheat,  we  are  in  a  peculiar  situation  in 
that  connection,  because  the  referendum 
has  already  been  had;  the  voters  at  that 
referendum  have  already  approved  the 
extension  to  the  1963  crop  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  present  law.  It  is  true  that 
it  was  by  a  smaller  vote  than  has  been 
the  case  heretofore,  but,  nevertheless, 
they  have  taken  that  action.  There¬ 
fore,  both  morally  and,  I  suspect,  legally, 
we  are  bound  to  accept  the  result  of  that 
referendum  and  to  continue  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  that  law — except  that  we  have 
an  opportunity,  by  offering  some  induce¬ 
ment  for  the  retirement  of  some  of  that 
acreage,  to  limit  to  some  degree  the 
amount  of  wheat  produced  and  placed 
into  surplus  storage  next  year.  This 
is  what  is  attempted  by  that  provision 
in  the  bill,  which  is  applicable  to  wheat 
for  the  year  1963. 

In  the  year  1964 — and  I  call  special 
reference  to  this  point — there  is  the  first 
effort  made  for  the  year  1964  and  there¬ 
after  to  come  to  grips  with  the  over¬ 
hanging  problem  that  has  resulted  from 
the  fact  that  55  million  acres  has  been 
and  now  is  the  minimum  allowed  for 
wheat  production. 


In  the  pending  bill  there  is  announced 
the  principle — and  if  the  bill  is  passed 
it  will  apply  in  1964 — that  a  bushel 
quota  for  the  production  of  wheat  shall 
be  converted  into  a  realistic  acreage 
allotment  designed  to  result  in  only  the 
production  of  the  quota  and  shall  be 
applied  to  each  wheat  producer,  and 
that  such  quota  figures  will  be  in  accord 
with  the  needs  of  the  Nation  at  that 
time,  for  our  domestic  need,  for  our  for¬ 
eign  trade,  and  a  reasonable  holdover 
for  the  next  year. 

That  is  a  step  of  the  very  greatest 
significance.  It  is  a  step  that  must  be 
taken  some  time  if  we  are  ever  to  deal 
with  this  problem.  I  am  distressed  to 
see  that  my  friends  who  represent  areas 
where  wheat  is  produced — though  they 
recognize  that  this  55  million  acreage 
minimum  has  been  one  of  the  greatest 
troubles  through  the  yeai's — are  not  will¬ 
ing  to  approve  this  first  real  attempt 
to  come  to  grips  with  the  problem  and 
to  cut  the  amount  of  the  production  of 
wheat  so  as  to  meet  the  need  for  each 
year  beginning  with  1964.  Because  1 
believe  both  of  these  steps  are  necessai'y, 
a  special  inducement  for  next  year  to 
reduce  production,  and  reduced  pi'oduc- 
tion  resulting  from  a  new  philosophy 
and  a  new  apportionment  for  1964,  I  am 
supporting  the  wheat  proposal. 

With  reference  to  the  corn  and  feed- 
grain  pi’oposal,  we  also  have  a  trouble¬ 
some  situation. 

The  1958  law  did  not  impose  any  acre¬ 
age  limitation  or  any  other  sort  of 
limitation  upon  the  production  of  corn 
and  feed  grains.  We  all  know  what  has 
happened  under  the  1958  law.  Yet  our 
friends  say  that  we  should  keep  that  law 
in  effect,  and  go  back  to  it,  because  it  is 
not  too  bad. 

Pei'haps  it  is  not  too  bad,  but  it  has 
bi'ought  the  whole  program  into  such 
disrepute  that  I  believe  that  those  who 
wish  to  be  realistic  must  see  that  the 
whole  house  is  about  to  fall  down  on  their 
heads.  The  question,  therefore,  is 
whether  it  is  reasonable  to  allow  a  situ¬ 
ation  which  has  brought  about  such  a 
deplorable  status  to  continue,  or  whether 
it  is  reasonable  to  try  to  move  to  a  better 
program.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  very 
clear  we  should  attempt  to  move  to  a 
better  program. 

Although  the  com  and  feed  grain  pro¬ 
vision  is  not  all  that  I  would  like  it  to 
be,  it  does  move  towai'd  a  x-educed  pro- 
duction  of  corn  and  feed  grain.  It  does 
move  to  solve  the  problem  which  over¬ 
hangs  the  whole  agricultural  program  of 
our  Nation.  That  is  the  second  reason 
why  I  support  the  conference  report. 

There  have  been  those  who  have 
sought  to  show  the  high  cost  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  field  of  corn  and  feed  grain 
production.  They  have — as  they  have 
had  a  right  to  do — l-elied  upon  some  of 
the  heaviest  production  and  some  of  the 
heaviest  producing  acreage  in  the  Na¬ 
tion,  in  Iowa  and  Illinois.  They  have 
used  the  figure  of  75  bushels  per  acre 
as  the  basis  for  their  computation.  That 
was  justifiable.  However,  I  believe  it  is 
necessary  for  us  to  look  at  the  whole 
picture  before  we  decide  what  are  the  im¬ 
plications  so  far  as  the  cost  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  program  is  concerned. 
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I  have  before  me  the  report  of  the 
Crop  Reporting  Board  of  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  covering  pro¬ 
duction  for  1961  and  several  prior  years 
in  the  field  of  corn  and  feed  grains. 
Using  only  the  corn  production  at  this 
time,  which  shows  for  Iowa  74  bushels  an 
acre — and  our  friends  have  used  75 
bushels  an  acre  in  computing  the  cost 
of  the  program — it  shows,  at  the  same 
time,  an  average  national  production  in 
1961  of  61.8  bushels  per  acre,  much  the 
heaviest  that  it  has  ever  been.  The  year 
before  it  was  54V2  bushels,  and  the  year 
before  that,  it  was  44.1  bushels  per  acre. 

It  required  unusually  good  crop  and 
weather  conditions  to  bring  about  that 
average.  Yet  our  friends  used  75  bushels 
per  acre  to  compute  the  cost  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  when  the  average  for  the  Nation 
was  61.8,  and  when  there  is  a  very  great 
area  in  our  Nation  where  no  such  figure 
even  remotely  appears  as  representing 
the  ability  of  the  soils  of  that  area  to 
pi’oduce  corn. 

In  the  whole  area  which  I  represent, 
in  part,  beginning  with  Vix-ginia  and 
going  down  to  Texas,  these  are  the  1961 
figmes  that  are  shown:  In  Virginia,  the 
figure  is  53  bushels  per  acre.  In  North 
Carolina,  it  is  48  bushels  per  acre.  In 
South  Carolina,  it  is  35  bushels  per  acre. 
In  Georgia,  it  is  35,  and  in  Florida  it 
is  33.  In  Tennessee  it  is  43,  and  in 
Alabama  it  is  35.  In  Mississippi  it  is  39, 
and  in  Arkansas  it  is  35.5.  In  Louisiana 
it  is  37  bushels  per  acre.  In  Oklahoma 
it  is  35.  In  Texas,  it  is  30  bushels  per 
acx-e.  The  average  is  about  half  of  the 
75-bushel-per-acre  figure  used  by  our 
ingenious  friends  to  show  what  the  cost 
of  this  program  is  likely  to  be. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  5  more  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  we  should 
be  factual  about  these  things.  To  be 
factual  we  must  look  at  the  whole  pro¬ 
duction  picture  in  this  Nation.  Looking 
at  it  factually,  it  is  indicated  rather  con¬ 
clusively  that  the  figure  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  is  not  nearly  as  much,  from  the 
standpoint  of  bushelage  per  acre,  as  the 
figure  used,  which  was  75  bushels  per 
acre. 

The  cost  of  the  program  is  nothing  like 
what  has  been  stated  by  our  friends, 
because  they  have  not  used  the  average 
figure.  An  application  of  the  facts  shows 
that  the  cost  is  much  less  than  anything 
that  has  been  discussed  on  the  floor. 

As  to  wheat,  I  listened  with  the  great¬ 
est  respect — because  I  always  listen  with 
respect  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico — to  his  description  of  what  the  cost 
of  the  wheat  production  in  New  Mexico 
happens  to  be.  This  same  document 
shows,  at  page  58,  the  figure  for  wheat 
production;  and  it  shows,  instead  of  46 
bushels  per  acre,  which  I  am  very  sure 
was  pi-oduced,  as  stated  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  on  his  irrigated  farm 
in  New  Mexico,  a  national  average  pro¬ 
duction  of  23.9  bushels,  or  just  a  little  bit 
more  than  half  as  much  per  acre  as  the 
figure  used  by  my  distinguished  friend. 

So  far  as  New  Mexico  itself  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  figure  here  shown-  for  1961 
is  only  29  bushels  per  acre,  average,  for 
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production  in  that  good  State.  In  other 
words,  the  use  of  the  figure  as  applied  to 
an  irrigated,  fertile  farm  which  hap¬ 
pened  to  produce  46  bushels  an  acre  is 
no  more  representative  of  the  correct  fig¬ 
ure,  either  in  New  Mexico  or  generally  as 
to  the  whole  Nation,  than  was  the  case 
with  respect  to  the  corn  figure. 

Generally  speaking,  I  think  the  Presi¬ 
dent  knows  and  Senators  know  that  I 
do  not  like  these  programs.  But  I  know 
where  our  trouble  is  coming  from.  I 
know  that  our  trouble  is  coming  from 
wheat,  corn,  and  feed  grains.  When  an 
effort  is  really  made  to  cope  with  those 
two  problems,  I  do  not  like  to  see  the 
problem  swept  under  the  rug.  We  must 
not  forget  the  fact  that  those  are  the 
principal  commodities  which  are  causing 
our  trouble.  We  must  have  these  two 
emergency  programs  for  next  year. 
Everyone  knows  that.  Otherwise  a  ban¬ 
ner  crop  next  year  would  pretty  well  sink 
the  whole  program  and  start  us  over 
from  the  very  beginning  in  the  whole 
agricultural  system. 

As  to  what  will  follow  after  that,  the 
problem  as  it  concerns  wheat  involves 
cutting  the  volume  of  production  and  ap¬ 
plying  a  quota  system  which  will  reduce 
the  volume  within  reasonable  figures. 
As  to  corn  and  feed  grains,  what  is  done 
is  to  change  the  support  price  from  that 
of  the  present  law  to  50  to  90  percent. 

I  do  not  believe  it  will  be  easy  for  any¬ 
body  to  sweep  aside  the  50  to  90  percent 
support  price  next  year.  We  have  used 
a  completely  different  approach  from 
what  has  been  used  in  late  years,  so  far 
as  price  supports  are  concerned.  Price 
supports  ought  to  be  a  floor,  as  they  were 
regarded  in  the  Roosevelt  days  and  up 
until  the  time  when  price  supports  were 
so  greatly  increased  in  order  to  increase 
agricultural  production  for  World  War 
II.  Fifty  percent  is  not  too  far  off,  so  far 
as  a  floor  support  is  concerned.  It  is  a 
guarantee,  like  insurance,  against  disas¬ 
ters  which  necessarily  occur  in  agricul¬ 
ture  and  agricultural  production. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  will  not  be 
looking  forward  eagerly  to  sweeping  that 
provision  from  the  books  next  year.  To 
the  contrary,  he  will  be  fighting  to  retain 
it  if  necessary. 

So  far  as  the  whole  act  is  concerned, 
there  are  many  changes  made  in  the 
conference  report.  I  shall  deal  with  only 
four  of  them.  The  first  one  I  have  just 
mentioned,  namely,  the  reduction  in  the 
cost  of  feed  grains  in  1964  and  there¬ 
after  from  the  present  law’s  price  support 
to  a  50-  to  90-percent  parity  support, 
although  that  will  make  the  support 
price  a  floor  instead  of  a  ceiling.  It  has 
been  a  ceiling  lately  because  very  few 
producers  of  corn  have  received  the  sup¬ 
port  price  figure  unless  they  happened  to 
be  in  exactly  the  right  position  to  get  it. 

The  second  helpful  change  in  the  law 
is  the  striking  of  the  provision  for  the 
FHA  to  make  large  loans  to  public  units 
for  the  creation  of  recreational  develop¬ 
ments  or  industrial  parks.  Those  two 
items  are  stricken  from  the  conference 
report. 

Third,  the  milk  title  has  been  elimi¬ 
nated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  ex¬ 
pired. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  the  Senator 
from  Florida  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  anyone  who  read  the  milk  title  or 
the  various  other  proposals  made  in  that 
field  realizes  that  they  were  not  realis¬ 
tic.  I  remember  that  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  serving  on  our  committee  who  rep¬ 
resent  the  States  having  the  largest  milk 
production  did  not  like  the  milk  provi¬ 
sions — either  those  which  were  suggested 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or 
those  which  were  in  the  bill  as  it  came  to 
us  from  the  House. 

Fourth,  an  effort  was  made  to  make 
the  Small  Watershed  Act  even  more  sub¬ 
ject  to  abuse  than  it  is  now — and  it  is 
indeed  being  abused.  An  attempt  was 
made  to  increase  from  5,000  acre-feet  to 
12,500  acre-feet  the  size  of  a  lake  or  a 
pond  in  which  water  could  be  impound¬ 
ed  for  flood  prevention  purposes.  That 
provision  was  stricken,  and  the  report 
has  restored  the  5,000  acre-feet  limita¬ 
tion. 

Those  are  only  a  few  of  the  improve¬ 
ments.  There  are  other  improvements, 
such  as  those  made  in  Public  Law  480; 
in  the  conservation  program;  and  in  the 
school  milk  program.  I  could  mention 
still  others. 

I  think  the  good  in  the  bill,  especially 
the  good  which  will  come  from  the  two 
critical  fields  of  better  control  of  wheat 
and  better  control  of  corn  and  feed 
grains,  justifies  the  Senate  in  approving 
the  bill.  I  say  that  with  some  reluc¬ 
tance,  because,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  should  like  to  have  written  a  far  dif¬ 
ferent  bill.  My  associates  who  sat  with 
me  on  the  conference  know  that  that  is 
the  case.  My  other  associates,  who  sat 
with  me  in  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  know  likewise.  But 
the  fact  remains  -that  we  are  accom¬ 
plishing  something  by  the  bill.  Those 
who  wanted  to  do  nothing  but  go  back 
to  the  1958  law,  which  brought  on  all 
of  our  trouble,  or  much  of  our  trouble, 
are  suggesting,  in  brief,  that  we  allow 
the  whole  house  fall  on  us,  and  they 
would  not  try  to  get  out  from  under  it 
by  trying  to  strengthen  it.  I  could 
never  support  that  approach.  It  is  for 
that  reason  that  I  support  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  think  Congress  will 
solve  the  farm  problem  until  we  recog¬ 
nize  the  excessively  high  support  prices 
and  the  excessive  production  of  feed 
grains  which  are  engendered  by  the  farm 
program.  Payments  running  from  $75 
to  $100  an  acre  for  the  retirement  of  land 
are  never  justified. 

In  that  connection  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  an  analysis  of  the  conference 
report  on  the  farm  bill,  together  with  a 
statement  of  how  it  will  operate  and  spe¬ 
cific  examples  of  how  the  payments  will 
be  distributed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Analysis  of  the  Conference  Report  of  the 
Farm  Bill 

The  conference  report  to  be  considered  by 
the  Senate  has  two  principal  parts  as  applied 


19469 

to  corn,  other  feed  grains,  and  wheat:  (1)  a 
so-called  “emergency"  program  for  1963,  and 
(2)  the  program  effective  in  1964  and  there¬ 
after. 

The  emesgency  programs  are  not  only 
costly  but  ineffective.  The  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  Senator  Ellender,  summarized  the  in¬ 
efficiency  of  the  emergency  wheat  program 
during  the  debate  on  S.  3225  when  he  said: 

“To  authorize  the  temporary  program  for 
2  more  years  would  cost  the  taxpayers,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  most  recent  estimate  $333 
million  per  year  to  reduce  wheat  production 
by  about  100  million  bushels.  In  other 
words,  it  would  cost  the  Government  $3.30 
per  bushel  to  curtail  production  of  100  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  wheat  per  year." 

Administration  spokesmen  have  repeatedly 
recognized  that  the  present  emergency  pro¬ 
grams  are  too  costly.  Secretary  Freeman  has 
estimated  that  a  1-year  extension  of  these 
programs  would  cost  $2.4  billion. 

In  a  letter  dated  June  8,  1962,  to  Congress¬ 
man  Cooley,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
summarized  the  situation  by  stating  on  page 
2  under  a  table  entitled  “Government  Cost 
of  Alternative  Programs  for  1963  Crops”: 

Extension  of  1961-62  emergency  pro¬ 


grams:  In  millions 

Feed  grains _ $1,200 

Wheat _  1,  217 

Feed  grains  and  wheat _  2,417 


The  Secretary  did  not  take  account  of  the 
compensatory  payments  in  cash  or  kind  for 
all  farmers  who  cooperate  with  this  program 
(18  cents  per  bushel  for  wheat  and  corn). 

Since  the  compensatory  payment  is  made 
for  the  grain  produced  on  the  acres  planted 
after  complying  with  the  minimum  require¬ 
ment  for  reducton,  most  farmers  will  plant 
all  the  acres  they  are  allowed  to  plant  and 
will  reduce  acreage  only  to  the  minimum 
extent  (20  percent)  necessary  to  qualify  for 
the  double  payment. 

The  conference  report  provides  that  in 
1964  and  thereafter  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1958  as  applied  to  feed 
grains  are  repealed,  and  instead,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  is  given  authority  to 
support  the  price  of  corn  and  other  feed 
grains  at  from  50  to  90  percent  of  parity  at 
his  discretion. 

the  wheat  certificate  plan 

The  proposed  wheat  certificate  plan  is  not 
the  “domestic  parity  plan”  which  has  been 
widely  discussed  by  wheat  producers  for  a 
number  of  years.  Under  the  domestic  parity 
plan  exports  would  have  been  treated  as  a 
secondary  use  of  wheat  and  there  would  have 
been  little  or  no  need  for  export  subsidies. 
The  plan  in  this  bill  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  treat  exports — 
including  surplus  disposals  as  a  primary  use 
of  wheat. 

Secretary  Freeman  has  estimated  that  this 
would  require  an  expenditure  of  $430  million 
for  export  subsidies  in  the  1963  crop  year  on 
top  of  an  expenditure  of  $608  million  for  the 
export  of  wheat  under  Public  Law  480.  A 
system  whereby  exporters  would  be  required 
to  buy  wheat  certificates  and  then  go  back 
to  the  CCC  for  offsetting  export  subsidies 
verges  on  the  ridiculous. 

The  high-price  guarantee  proposed  for 
“certificate”  wheat  would  subsidize  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  surplus  wheat  to  be  dumped  in 
the  domestic  feed  market.  Thus,  the  cer¬ 
tificate  plan  would  mean  unfair  competition 
for  the  producers  of  feed  grains  and  depress 
prices  of  livestock,  dairy,  and  poultry  prod¬ 
ucts. 

The  certificate  plan  is,  in  effect,  a  “bread 
tax.”  Processors  of  wheat  food  products 
would  be  forced  to  acquire  certificates  at 
face  value  in  proportion  to  their  use  of 
wheat.  Since  certificates  would  be  issued  on 
the  basis  of  past  planting  history  without  re¬ 
gard  to  grade  or  quality,  processors  often 
would  be  forced  to  buy  one  lot  of  wheat  to 
get  certificates  and  then  to  buy  “noncerti- 
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ficate”  wheat  to  get  the  type  or  grade  they 
need.  In  effect,  the  cost  of  acquiring  cer¬ 
tificates  is  really  a  tax  on  the  processing  of 
wheat  into  human  food.  This  processing 
tax  would  be  passed  on  to  consumers  as  a 
tax  on  the  consumption  of  bread  and  other 
wheat  food  products. 

NO  NEW  FARM  LEGISLATION 

If  no  new  legislation  is  enacted — 

1.  Expiration  of  the  present  programs  will 
result  in  a  saving  of  almost  $1.3  billion  in 
direct  payments  to  farmers  and  additional 
administrative  expenses  as  follows: 
Estimated  direct  cost  of  1962  feed  grain  and 
wheat  program  payments  to  farmers 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Corn  and  grain  sorghums -  853.  8 

Barley _  41.9 

Wheat _ _ —  333.6 


Total _  1,229.3 

Additional  administrative  expenses.  48.  0 


Total,  including  administra¬ 
tive  expenses -  1,  277.  3 


2.  Substantial  additional  savings  would  be 
realized  by  discontinuing  the  present  policy 
of  selling  grain  at  market  prices  to  finance 
land  retirement  payments  and  replacing  it 
with  new  CCC  takeovers  at  a  higher  price. 

Under  the  1961  feed  grain  program,  the 
CCC  sold  603  million  bushels  of  corn  at  an 
average  price  of  $1.02  per  bushel.  A  total 
of  658  million  bushels  of  1961  corn  was 
placed  under  price-support  loans  and  pur¬ 
chase  agreement.  Thus,  there  is  a  good 
chance  that  all  of  the  corn  sold  under  the 
1961  program  will  be  replaced  with  new 
takeovers  at  a  support  price  of  $1.20  per 
bushel.  If  so,  the  direct  cost  of  this  manip¬ 
ulation  to  hold  market  prices  below  sup¬ 
port  will  be  $109  million.  Additional  losses 
were  incurred  by  selling  grain  sorghums  for 
less  than  the  support  price. 

We  are  now  consuming  and  exporting  more 
corn  than  we  have  ever  produced  in  a  single 
year,  including  the  years  1959  and  1960  in 
which  corn  was  supported  without  any  limi¬ 
tation  on  production  under  the  1958  act. 

3.  The  wheat  program  would  be  based  on 
the  1938  law  on  acreage  and  the  1949  law  on 
price  supports.  The  support  price  would 
remain  at  75  percent  of  parity  ($1.82  per 
bushel)  as  already  accepted  by  farmers  in 
the  August  referendum  on  marketing  quotas. 
In  comparison  with  the  support  price  of 
$2  per  bushel  now  in  effect  under  the  “emer¬ 
gency"  programs,  this  would  mean  a  saving 
of  18  cents  on  every  bushel  of  wheat  exported. 
At  the  1961-62  level  of  exports  (710  million 
bushels)  such  a  reduction  in  export  subsidy 
costs  would  result  in  a  saving  of  $128  million. 

EXAMPLE  OF  PAYMENTS  INVOLVED  UNDER  H.R. 

12391,  THE  FARM  BILL,  AS  REPORTED  BY  THE 

CONFEREES 

An  example  of  a  corn  farm 

Acreage  allotment,  100  acres;  yield  per  acre, 
75  bushels.  The  bill  under  consideration 
provides  18  cents  per  bushel  for  the  normal 
yield  times  80  percent  of  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  which  would  be  calculated  as  follows: 
75  bushels  times  18  cents  equals  $13.50  per 
acre — times  80  acres  equals  $1,080. 

In  addition  to  this  compensatory  payment, 
this  producer  would  be  eligible  to  receive  a 
land  diversion  payment  calculated  at  60  cents 
per  bushel  times  his  yield.  Thus,  the  follow¬ 
ing  results:  75  bushels  times  60  cents  equals 
$45 — times  20  acres  equals  $900. 

To  recapitulate:  $1,080  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  plus  $900  land  diversion  payment 
equals  $1,980  for  a  typical  farm  in  Iowa  re¬ 
ducing  its  corn  acreage  20  percent  below  its 
allotment.  On  an  acre  basis,  this  is  equal 
to  $99  per  acre.  In  addition  to  this  fabulous 
payment,  he  would  be  eligible  to  receive  price 
support  on  his  total  production  of  corn  on 
the  80  acres  at  $1.02  per  bushel. 


An  example  of  a  wheat  farm 

Acre  allotment,  100  acres;  26-bushel  yield 
per  acre.  The  calculation  would  be  as  fol¬ 
lows:  18  cents  times  25  bushels  equals  $4.50 
per  acre — times  80  acres  equals  $360. 

Land  diversion  payments  would  be  calcu¬ 
lated  on  the  basis  of  50  percent  of  the  target 
price  support  times  the  established  yield, 
thus:  25  bushels  per  acre  times  $1  per  bushel 
equals  $25  per  acre — times  20  acres  equals 
$500.  Adding  the  $500  to  the  $360  gives  a 
total  of  $860,  or  a  cost  of  $43  per  acre. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  report  for  six  reasons. 

First.  The  bill  will  increase  the  cost  to 
consumers  for  the  food  they  buy. 

Second.  The  bill  is  estimated  to  be 
twice  the  cost  of  the  subsidy  for  this 
year’s  program,  thus  lifting  the  subsidy 
expenditure  approximately  $900  million. 

Third,  the  provisions  of  the  bill  give 
discretionary  power  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  far  in  excess  of  any  power 
ever  before  granted  to  the  Secretary. 

Fourth.  The  provisions  covering  the 
1964  agricultural  program  will  impose 
Government  regulation  and  controls  on 
the  farmer  in  such  great  measure  as  to  be 
completely  inconsistent  with  the  freedom 
which  should  be  the  possession  of  every 
American. 

Fifth.  Admittedly  the  program  created 
by  the  bill  is  not  adequate,  as  is  evidenced 
by  the  statement  that  in  1963  a  new  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  submitted  to  Congress  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sixth.  There  has  been  pending  before 
Congress  for  the  last  several  years  a 
sound  proposal  to  expand  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  under  voluntary  compliance 
by  farmers  of  the  United  States  to  an 
acreage  that  will  remove  from  produc¬ 
tion  food  and  feed  grains  in  a  quantity  to 
bring  the  production  into  some  measure 
of  conformity  with  consumption.  The 
provisions  of  this  foregoing  pending  bill, 
in  my  opinion,  should  be  given  at  least  a 
trial. 

It  is  argued  that  although  the  bill  in 
1963  will  cost  at  least  $900  million  more 
than  the  program  for  this  year,  it  will 
have  no  ultimate  impact  on  the  price  that 
the  consumer  must  pay  for  the  farm 
products  he  buys. 

This  increased  expenditure  demon¬ 
strates  that  the  inevitable  result  must 
be  an  increased  price  to  the  consumer. 

I  have  said  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  would  give  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  discretionary  power  far  in  excess 
of  any  power  heretofore  granted  him. 
On  this  poir\t,  I  am  becoming  more  and 
more  apprehensive  about  the  abdication 
of  power  by  the  Congress  and  the  sur¬ 
render  of  such  power  to  the  administra¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  2  more  minutes? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  2 
more  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 
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Mr.  President,  regardless  of  the  good¬ 
ness  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  re¬ 
gardless  of  how  high-minded  he  may  be, 
I  do  not  wish  to  give  him  powers  so  ex¬ 
tensive  that,  if  abused,  they  could  result 
in  violation  of  the  very  concepts  of  our 
system  of  government. 

What  about  the  cost  of  this  program? 
The  Ohio  farmer  produces  about  75 
bushels  an  acre.  Let  us  assume  he  has 
100  acres  of  corn-producing  land,  and  let 
us  assume  that  he  takes  20  of  them  out 
of  production.  Twenty  times  75  bushels 
would  be  1,500  bushels;  and  for  those 
1,500  bushels  he  would  receive  51  cents  a 
bushel,  which  would  be  $765.  Then  he 
would  receive  an  additional  18  cents  a 
bushel  on  the  production  from  the  other 
80  acres.  I  have  calculated  the  total 
amount  he  would  receive.  For  every  acre 
that  he  would  take  out  of  production,  he 
would  receive  approximately  $93.  I  can¬ 
not  afford  to  let  the  citizens  of  Ohio  say 
that  I  subscribed  to  a  program  that  told 
the  farmer,  “Take  out  of  production  one 
acre  of  your  corn-producing  land,  and 
the  Government  will  pay  you  $93  for  it,” 
therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  will  vote 
against  adoption  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What  is 
the  pleasure  of  the  Senate?  Does  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  desire  to  yield 
time? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Three  Senators  have 
asked  me  to  yield  time  to  them,  but 
none  of  them  is  present  at  the  moment. 
Of  course,  I  could  not  possibly  give  all 
of  them  the  last  10  minutes  under  my 
control.  Furthermore,  I  do  not  know 
where  they  are  now;  and  if  I  were  to 
yield  time  to  Senators  who  have  not 
requested  time,  there  would  be  none  left 
for  those  who  have  requested  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  like  to  have  a  quorum 
call? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  if  the  time  required 
for  it  is  charged  to  the  time  under  the 
control  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum;  and  the  time  required 
for  it  will  have  to  be  taken  from  the 
time  available  for  Senators  who  have 
not  yet  spoken  and  are  not  now  in  the 
Chamber. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion.  - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  time  required  for  the 
quorum  call  will  be  charged  equally  to 
both  sides. 

The  absence  of  a  quorum  has  been 
suggested,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with 
further  proceedings  under  the  quorum 
call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  senior  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 


1962 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
outset,  let  me  say  that  I  think  the  proper 
course  for  the  Senate  to  follow  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  conference  report  is  to  reject 
it,  and  then  for  the  Congress  to  pass  a 
simple  extension  of  existing  farm  legis¬ 
lation  to  cover  the  crop  year  of  1963. 
That  would  give  Congress  a  year  in  which 
to  continue  to  protect  the  farmers’  in¬ 
terests,  as  was  done  during  the  current 
crop  year.  It  would  give  us  an  opportu¬ 
nity  in  the  Congress  next  year  to  give 
due  consideration  to  constructive  and 
enduring  farm  legislation. 

By  the  device  employed  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  as  approved  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  however,  we  find  the  farmers 
confronted  with  the  situation  that  the. 
price  they  are  asked  to  pay  for  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  approximately  the  same  pro¬ 
gram  we  had  in  1962  for  the  crop  year  of 
1963  is  to  buy  a  program  for  1964  which 
begins  to  spell  ruin  for  American  agricul¬ 
ture  so  far  as  corn,  small  grains,  and 
livestock  areas  are  concerned. 

So,  by  rejecting  the  conference  report 
and  passing  a  concurrent  resolution,  in 
joint  action  of  the  two  Houses,  extending 
the  existing  program  for  12  months,  we 
would  be  protecting  the  farm  program  of 
America,  safeguarding  the  income  of  the 
American  farmer,  and  making  modest 
but  important  inroads  on  the  problem 
of  surpluses,  without  compelling  the 
farmer  to  buy  now  a  cat-in-the-bag  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  be  triggered  off  with  the 
crop  year  of  1964,  and  one  which  would 
provide  him  with  a  system  of  sharply 
reduced  price  supports,  which  would 
jeopardize  not  only  the  corn  and  feed 
grain  industry,  but  also  the  livestock 
industry. 

freeman’s  flexible  farm'  formula 

In  my  opinion,  the  legislation  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  should  be  known  as  Free¬ 
man’s  Flexible  Farm  Formula  and  one 
which  is  completely  inadequate  to  meet 
our  farm  problems.  I  would  call  it  a 
four-F  program.  I  would  designate  it 
such  because,  in  the  “F,”  it  fails  to  meet 
the  problems  of  the  present.  It  does  not 
in  any  way  face  the  problem  now  con¬ 
fronting  the  farmer,  who  is  actually  re¬ 
ceiving  an  average  parity  price  for  his 
crops  less  than  he  was  getting  a  year 
ago  or  2  years  ago. 

In  the  second  place,  it  fails  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  adequate  net  farm  income. 

In  the  third  place,  it  fails  to  protect 
the  taxpayers’  interest,  because  even  the 
advocates  of  the  bill  say  that  it  will 
cost  more,  rather  than  less,  so  far  as  the 
general  taxpayer  is  concerned. 

In  the  fourth  place,  it  fails  to  set  up 
a  program  for  putting  farm  income  back 
into  the  supply-and-demand  balance 
necessary  for  an  enduring  farm  pros¬ 
perity. 

So,  on  all  four  counts,  the  program 
fails.  That  is  why  I  say  it  is  a  four-F 
program. 

This  program  would  cost  more  and 
provide  less  for  American  agriculture 
than  any  single  program  I  have  seen 
presented  by  a  legislative  committee  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  Not 
only  does  Freeman’s  Flexible  Farm,  For¬ 
mula  out-Benson  Benson  by  supplying  a 
system  of  flexible  price  supports  as  a 
substitute  for  a  system  of  firm  price 


supports,  which  has  served  the  American 
farmers  well  over  a  considerable  period 
of  time;  but  in  addition  to  substituting 
flexible  price  supports  for  finn  price  sup¬ 
ports,  it  ties  flexible  price  supports  to 
a  downbeat  by  anchoring  them  to  a  for¬ 
mula  which  necessarily  requires  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  flex  the  price 
supports  of  American  farmers  downward, 
and  never  upward.  By  demanding  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  fix  his  price 
support  levels,  under  this  new  flexible 
formula  which  would  be  initiated  with 
the  1964  crops,  by  making  his  attach  that 
price  support  formula  to  the  amount  of 
the  surplus  which  is  stored  in  Commodity 
Credit  storage,  we  necessarily  mandate 
him  to  fix  the  price  supports  at  a  lower 
level.  Thus  in  operation  this  proposal 
out-Bensons  Benson  by  establishing  a 
flexible  price  support  formula  which  can 
move  or  flex  farm  prices  only  one  way — 
downward. 

With  regard  to  corn,  we  are  told  that 
in  1964  the  program  would  mean  80  cent 
corn.  Since,  under  the  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  law,  price  supports  for  all  feed 
grains  are  related  to  the  price  support 
for  corn,  it  means  that  all  of  them  will 
be  sharply  decreased.  The  inevitable 
result  would  be  an  abundance,  a  surplus, 
of  cheap  feed  for  livestock.  Every  farm¬ 
er,  every  student  of  agriculture,  knows 
what  would  result  from  that  type  of 
formula.  It  would  mean  an  artificial 
stimulant  to  the  livestock  production  in¬ 
dustry.  It  would  mean  the  development 
of  a  surplus,  an  overproduction  of  live¬ 
stock.  It  would  mean  a  sharp  reduction 
in  the  price  the  livestock  producer  re¬ 
ceives  for  his  livestock,  and  create  a  new 
problem  by  developing  a  livestock  farm 
problem,  in  addition  to  failing  to  cure 
the  old  problem,  which  is  the  problem 
confronting  the  producer  of  wheat,  corn, 
and  feed  grains. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  indeed  a  sorry 
day  for  American  farmers.  We  are  told 
that,  when  we  start  out  in  the  1964  pro¬ 
gram,  not  only  will  corn  prices  drop  to 
80  cents,  but  that  wheat  in  the  open 
market  will  drop  to  92  cents  a  bushel, 
because  of  its  mandatory  relationship 
to  the  corn  price,  except  for  that  element 
of  wheat  which  is  sold  under  the  certifi¬ 
cate  program  at  a  guaranteed  price. 
This  provides  us  with  a  ruinous  price  for 
much  of  our  wheat  as  well  as  for  all  of 
our  corn. 

Among  my  many  other  disappoint¬ 
ments  with  this  bill,  I  think  the  greatest 
is  that  the  action  of  the  House,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  has  stricken  from  the  bill  the 
single  most  important,  constructive  title 
as  it  passed  the  Senate.  When  the  bill 
passed  the  Senate  it  contained  title  V. 
Title  V  was  stricken  from  the  bill  in  the 
conference,  at  the  insistence  of  the  House 
conferees. 

What  did  title  V  provide?  Title  V  pro¬ 
vided,  at  long  last,  that  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  would  do  something 
enduring,  something  permanent,  some¬ 
thing  positive,  something  constructive 
and  economically  sound  to  face  up  to 
the  farm  problem,  which  grows  solely 
out  of  the  fact  that  supply  and  demand 
are  out  of  balance. 


Title  V  provided  for  a  crash  program 
to  finally  get  America  going  on  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  utilize  industrially  its  gigantic 
farm  surpluses,  which  started  with  the 
war  era  and  continue  even  to  now.  It 
provided  for  a  crash  program  to  use 
industrially  the  surpluses  from  American 
farms. 

Ever  since  we  have  had  a  farm  prob¬ 
lem  we  have  been  tinkering  with  one  lit¬ 
tle  end  of  the  supply-and-demand 
formula. 

It  is  a  pretty  short  formula.  It  has 
only  two  ends.  It  has  only  three  words. 
We  have  looked  at  it  with  only  one  eye. 

Still,  though  we  have  spent  billions  of 
dollars  and  nobody  knows  how  many 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  man-hours  in 
working  up  programs  solely  devoted  to 
the  supply  end  of  the  supply-and-demand 
formula,  we  have  not  achieved  an 
answer. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  with  the  Senate  concur¬ 
ring,  by  writing  title  V  of  the  bill,  said, 
“Let  us  pay  a  little  attention  to  the  other 
end  of  the  formula.  After  all  these 
years,  after  having  spent  billions  of 
dollars,  and  after  having  failed  to  solve 
the  farm  problem  by  working  on  the 
supply  end,  let  us  open  up  the  other  eye 
and  see  what  we  can  do  with  regard  to 
the  demand  end  of  the  formula.  Let 
us  see,  if  we  devote  a  little  more  time 
and  exercise  perhaps  a  little  ingenuity, 
if  perhaps  we  can  do  something  with 
regard  to  the  demand  end  of  the  for¬ 
mula  to  provide  a  more  sound  economic 
base  for  American  agriculture.” 

We  wrote  that  title  into  the  bill.  It 
was  the  result  of  an  amendment  which 

1  personally  introduced.  The  Senate  re¬ 
inforced  it  by  passing  the  appropriation 
bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture — • 
which  we  reaffirmed  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  yea-and-nay  vote  yesterday — and 
provided  $25  million  for  an  operation  to 
try  to  do  something  specific  in  spinning 
out  and  operating  an  industrial  utiliza¬ 
tion  program  for  farm  products.  The 
House  also  rejected  that. 

I  think  the  conference  report  should 
be  rejected.  I  think  we  should  insist 
upon  a  simple  continuation  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  farm  program,  and  I  think  we  should 
insist  that  the  Senate’s  constructive  ap¬ 
proach,  attempting  to  do  something  with 
regard  to  the  demand  end  of  the  supply- 
and-demand  formula,  should  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  any  final  farm  legislation, 
even  if  it  postpones  the  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  another  week  or  another 

2  weeks. 

The  studies  which  have  been  engaged 
in  by  commissions  created  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  developed  evidence  replete 
with  information  showing  that  the 
know-how  is  available  to  utilize  farm 
products  industrially,  through  synthetics, 
through  commercial  use,  through  fabri¬ 
cation  of  industrial  products  from  the 
products  raised  on  American  farms. 

If  the  Senate  retreats  from  that  sound 
economic  position,  as  it  would  retreat  if 
it  approved  the  conference  report,  which 
would  take  title  V  out  of  the  bill,  it  would 
not  only  destroy  the  single,  permanent, 
positive,  constructive,  sound,  realistic, 
economic  solution  to  the  farm  problem, 
but  also  would  accept  instead  a  program 
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of  flexible  price  supports  which  cannot 
help  but  reduce  American  farm  income. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  have  received 
reports  from  the  Committee  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development.  Those  who  come 
from  the  Farm  Belt  have  looked  aghast 
at  such  reports  because  they  have  called 
for  the  elimination  of  farm  programs, 
for  the  elimination  of  price  ^supports,  for 
the  creation  of  a  purely  free  and  open 
market  for  American  agriculture,  to 
work,  as  it  would  have  to  work,  as  a  little 
island  in  a  sea  of  fixed  aspects  of  an 
economy,  each  of  which,  in  its  own  way, 
contributes  to  extra  cost  required  to  be 
paid  by  a  farmer  in  operating  his  farm. 

Insofar  as  the  corn  program  and  the 
program  for  feed  grains  is  concerned,  if 
we  approve  the  conference  report  there 
will  indeed  be  rejoicing  and  blowing  of 
trumpets  and  the  sound  of  victorious 
laughter  in  the  headquarters  of  the 
Committee  for  Economic  Development 
because  we  will  be  accepting  their  pro¬ 
gram  by  our  votes  while  condemning 
it  with  our  voices. 

Mr.  President,  insofar  as  the  program 
of  flexing  fairn  prices  downward  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  would  be  provided  starting 
with  1964  under  the  conference  report, 
the  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  will  have  scored  a  tremendous  vic¬ 
tory.  It  will  have  sold  an  utterly  un¬ 
economic  and  unworkable  concept  of 
farm  price  supports,  flexing  only  down¬ 
ward,  such  as  the  CED  has  recommended 
in  its  report. 

I  do  not  know  of  a  single  farm  organ¬ 
ization  which  is  willing  to  endorse  or 
embrace  the  recommendation  made  by 
the  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment.  All  have  united  in  condemning 
what  they  have  said  in  their  booklet, 
but  now  we  are  asked  to  accept  in  a 
conference  report  the  same  proposals. 
If  we  pull  farm  price  supports  out  from 
under  farm  products,  if  we  say  we  are 
going  to  flex  them  down  as  low  as  50 
percent  and  then  set  in  motion  a  formula 
requiring  the  farmers  to  flex  downward 
further  because  of  the  tie  to  surpluses 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
we  shall  be  driving  a  knife  into  the  back 
of  a  sound,  economic  farm  program  in 
America. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  predict  that  if  the 
conference  report  is  adopted,  Senators 
who  come  from  the  South  who  may  vote 
for  it  will  rue  the  day,  because  the  same 
demands  will  then  be  made  in  respect  to 
cotton,  tobacco,  sugar,  rice,  and  other 
products.  By  endangering  a  workable 
farm  program  for  northern  crops  they 
will  be  jeopardizing  a  continuation  of 
useful  programs  for  the  crops  produced 
only  in  the  South.  I  hope  the  conference 
report  is  rejected. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag- 
NTJSON  ] . 
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MrVMAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
subnet  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 


ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12711)  making 
appropriations  for  sundry  independent 
[executive  bureaus,  boards,  commissions, 
|  corporations,  agencies,  and  offices,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
to  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask 
something  of  the  nature  of  the  report? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  was  about  to  ex¬ 
plain  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
.objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
'toe  report? 

NThere  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
prdceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mf\  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  tl 
controlling  item  in  the  further  confer¬ 
ence  wa)s  amendment  No.  7,  the  research 
item  for  civil  defense  in  the  Department 
of  Defensd.  The  House  had  n/ovided 
$10  million  \or  research,  and  ine  Sen¬ 
ate  had  provided  $93,800,000  for  shelter, 
research  and  development,  ajra  construc¬ 
tion. 

The  agreement  rtached/by  the  confer¬ 
ees  provides  $38  milHpryonder  the  head¬ 
ing  of  “Research,”  wkn  additional  lan¬ 
guage  to  allow  tWe\  surveying  and 
marking  program/ to  ^continue. 

I  understand  that  thereVnay  be  funds 
available  for  sourfe  stockingVif  the  shel¬ 
ters,  perhaps  /n  a  study  ox  research 
basis. 

The  othe/  amendments  in  disagree¬ 
ment,  amendments  Nos.  8  and  119,  in¬ 
volved  tbre  modification  of  shelters\and 
the  Senate  conferees  receded,  in  line  w^th 
the  previous  denial  of  fallout  shelters 
the  /Construction  of  Federal  buildings. 

!r.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
nator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  have  heard  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  explanation  of  the  report.  Would 
the  amount  allowed  for  marking  and 
identification  permit  the  program  to  be 
completed? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  would  permit  the 
program  to  be  completed.  Since  we  dis¬ 
cussed  the  bill  we  have  learned  that 
there  is  a  carryover  of  some  $35  million. 
The  total  would  add  up  to  about  what 
the  Senate  provided. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  With  the  amount  avail¬ 
able,  can  the  identification  and  marking 
be  completed? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  can  be  com¬ 
pleted.  The  Senate  conferees  insisted 
on  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
“time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  Senator  1  more  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  may  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  The  real  cut  comes 
the  fact  that  there  cannot  be  muc 
stocking  of  the  marked  and  identified 
shelters 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  but  ono€  the 
program  is  completed  it  will  be  /Possible 
for  the  agency  to  come  to  the  ^Congress 
again,  and  we  can  discuss  tha/ question. 
This  amount  will  permit  the  agency  to 
proceed  in  the  manner  suggested. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  There  As  no  under¬ 
standing  that  they  maw/ot  come  in  and 
request  a  supplemental  amount? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON. /No. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  inank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  YOUNG  o^Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator/yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  I  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished/ Senator  from  Washington 
how  much  smaller  is  the  amount  pres¬ 
ently  cmitemplated  than  the  amount 
whiclywas  in  the  Senate  bill? 

M/  MAGNUSON.  About  $60  million. 
lr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  saving  to  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  amount  is 
more  than  $370  million  below  the  budget 
estimate. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Considerably  more 
than  $370  million  below  the  budget  es¬ 
timate. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  earlier  today  the  Senate 
took  final  action  on  the  conference  report 
on  the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill.  Just  before  the  vote  on  that  bill 
was  taken,  I  had  to  leave  the  Chamber, 
to  step  to  the  telephone.  I  wish  to  state 
for  the  record,  in  connection  with  that 
measure,  that  the  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  provides  approximately 
$38  million  for  the  civil  defense  program. 
I  wish  the  record  to  show  clearly  that  I 
have  studied  this  program  very  care¬ 
fully,  as  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  as  one  interested  in  the 
civil  defense  program  and  I  find  this 
ksum  inadequate,  even  though  it  is  the 
aest  we  could  obtain  from  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee. 

the  administration  finds,  after  the 
first  the  year,  this  sum  to  be  inade¬ 
quate  \  hope  the  administration  will  not 
hesitate'to  appeal  to  Congress  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  Congress  any  necessary  supple¬ 
mental  request. 

Next  I  wish  the  record  to  show  that, 
although  the  conference  report  permits 
the  agency  to  complete  the  survey  as¬ 
pects  of  the  program  on  shelters,  I 
think  it  should  be*.  made  crystal  clear 
that  although  95  petoent  of  the  survey 
is  complete,  the  stocking  program  for 
the  shelters  is  only  60  {\ercent  complete 
at  the  present  time.  Suvely  we  should 
not  leave  that  program  percent  in¬ 
complete  and,  therefore,  ineffective.  If 
60  percent  of  the  shelters  are  do  be  prop¬ 
erly  stocked,  then  the  rest  of  too  people 
of  the  country  are  entitled  to  n^ve  the 
same  kind  of  protection. 

I  hope  the  agency  will  look  uponVhis 
appropriation  as  a  means  of  being  akje 
to  continue  not  only  its  survey  prog 
but  also  its  stocking  program. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1962  and  estimates  and  action  taken  on  items  in  the  hill  for  1963 — Continued 

TITLE  I 

Item 


renegotiation  board 


SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGEVfOMMISSION 


SELECTIVE  SERVICE  SYSTEA 


^dependent  Offices— Continued 
NATIdKAL  capital  housing  authority 
Operation  and  maintenance  of  properties - 

NATION  AlStpENCE  FOUNDATION 

Salaries  and  expenses. 

Salaries  and  expenses. 

Salaries  and  expenses. 

Salaries  and  expenses - 

VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

General  operating  expenses- - - 

Medical  administration  and  miscellaneous  operating  expenses. 

Medical  and  prosthetic  research - 

Medical  care _ _ _ _ _ 1 - — 

Veterans  direct  benefits _ 

Compensation  and  pensions _ 

Readjustment  benefits - 

Veterans  insurance  and  indemnities _ 

Grants  to  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _ 

Construction  of  hospital  and  domiciliary  facilities.. _ _ 

Loan  guarantee  revolving  fund  (limitation  on  obligations) - 

Total,  Veterans’  Administration _ 

Total,  definite  appropriations. _ _ 

Total,  proceeds  of  sales - 

Total,  title  I. 


Appropriations, 

1962 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1963 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Cimference 
y  action 

$40,000 

$40,000 

$40, 000 

'$40,  000 

263,  250, 000 

358, 000, 000 

310,000^13(50 

$335,000,000 

322,  500, 000 

2,  900,  000 

2, 500, 000 

yi, iso,  ooo 

2, 450, 000 

2,450,000 

11, 412,  500 

12, 800,  my 

12,  800,  000 

12, 800, 000 

12, 800, 000 

37, 085, 000 

38/TO,  000 

37,  085,  000 

37,  585,  000 

37, 585, 000 

161,773,  COO 
43,  876,  50jy 

989,  3JXV00 

y  157, 669,000 
13,  772,  000 
28, 000,  000 
1, 017,  892,  000 
3,  923,  500, 000 

32,  000, 000 
500,000 
75.  500, 000 
(220,  645,  000) 

157,  669,  000 
13,  772, 000 
28,  000,  000 

1,  017,  892, 000 

157,  669,  000 
13,  772,  000 
33,  000,  000 
1, 017, 892,  000 

157, 669, 000 
13,  772. 000 
30,  500,  000 

1,  017,  892,  000 

3.  50f(m,  000 
/80,  000,  000 
/  39,200,000 

1,  000,  000 
76, 250, 000 
(.136,871,000) 

3, 832, 000, 000 
91,  500,  000 
32,  000,  000 
500,  000 
75,  500,  000 
{230, 545, 000) 

3,  832, 000,  000 
91,  500,  000 
32,  000,  000 
500,  000 
78,  500,  000 
(m,  545, 000 ) 

3.  832,  TOO.  OOO 
91,  500,  000 
32,  000,  000 
500,  000 
77,  000,  000 
{220, 545,  000) 

Ntfffll.  470,  500 

5.  248, 833,  000 

5, 248,  833, 000 

5, 256, 833, 000 

5,292.833,000 

9,  7^137,  500 

12,  537. 042, 000 

11,474,641,000 

11,  775, 090, 000 

11,605,  292, 100 

3.9^000 

8,  800,  000 

26,  500, 000 

26,  500, 000 

26.  500,  000 

9,  704,  072,  5(K, 

12,  545,  842,  000 

11,501, 141,000 

11,  801,  590, 000 

11, 631,  792, 100 

administrative  and  nonadministr alive  expense 
TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
[Limitations  on  amounts  of  corporate  funds  to  be  expended] 


CorpojiTOon  or  agency 


Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Boi 
Administrative  expense: 

Nonadministrative  expanses 
Federal  Savings  and  Lopn  Insurance  Corporation 
General  Services  Administration:  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  liquidation  fund 
Housing  and  Hompdrinance  Agency: 

College  housjifg  loans - - - - - - — 

Public  facjUty  loans - - — - - 

Housingdor  the  elderly - - - 

Revolting  fund  (liquidating  programs) - 

Federal  National  Mortgage  Association - - - 

al  Housing  Administration: 

Administrative  expenses _ 

Nonadministrative  expenses - r - 

Public  Housing  Administration: 

Administrative  expenses _ .1 - 

Nonadministrative  expenses _ . _ 

Total,  administrative  expenses _ 


Appropriations, 

1962 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1963 

Hfcnse  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 

action 

(91,865,000) 
( 10,366,000 ) 
{965,  000) 
{42,  600) 

(92, 075, 000) 
(11,800,000) 
(1,200, 000) 
(25,000) 

(92, 000,  om 

(11,  500, 00G) 
(1,080,000) 
(25,  000) 

.  (92, 075, 000) 

\  ( 11,600,000 ) 
\(1,  200,  00G) 
X  (25,  OCO ) 

(«$,  037, 500) 
(11,500,000) 
(1, 14c,  COO) 
(25, 000) 

{2, 000, 000) 
(1,050,000) 
(512,  500) 
(145, 000) 
(8, 000,  000) 

(1,900,  COO) 
(1,350,000) 
(1,000,000) 
(145, 000) 
(8,  750, 000) 

(1, 800,  GOO) 
(1, 100, 000) 
(7 14,000) 
(1 45,  000) 
(8, 250, 000) 

(lUStHLOOO) 
(1,  SOOSlDO) 
(860,  CWSD 
( 145 , 000T 
(8, 250, 000) 

(1, 800, 000) 

( 1,160,000 ) 
(7 25, 000) 

v  (145, 000) 

\  ( 8,250,000 ) 

(9,  800,  000 ) 
(64,  650, 000) 

(10, 800, 000) 
(71, 400, 000) 

(9, 500, 000) 
(62, 000, 000) 

(10, 800, 000) 
(67, 600, 000) 

(fa  400, 000) 

(67?iw,  000) 

(IS,  908,  000) 
(1, 200, 000) 

(14, 750, 000 ) 
(1,490,000) 

(14,359,000) 

(1,200,000) 

(14, 359, 000) 
(1. 200,  000) 

( 14 ,  SSWQO) 

(1, 200,  00 Si 

( 114,664,000 ) 

(125,685,000) 

(US,  673, 000) 

(120,904,000) 

(120,231,600) 

FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF 
1962 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391),  to  im¬ 
prove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  re¬ 
duce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  rea¬ 
sonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  may  proceed  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
could  not  permit  this  occasion  to  go  by 
without  paying  my  respects  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  This 
is  the  third  time  in  this  session  that  he 
has  been  before  the  Senate  with  a  farm 
bill. 

The  first  measure  which  the  Senate 
passed,  with  not  too  great  a  majority, 
was,  in  my  opinion,  the  best  measure 
of  all.  Unfortunately,  the  House  cut  it 
down  considerably.  There  was  not 
much  opportunity  for  a  conference,  and, 
in  effect,  what  the  Senate  committee  had 
to  do  was  to  write  a  new  bill — not  as 
good  as  the  first  one,  but  a  good  bill, 
nevertheless. 


The  bill  then  went  to  conference.  The 
Senate  conferees  were  able  to  maintain 
their  position,  by  and  large.  The  result 
is  that  the  Senate  now  has  before  it  a 
conference  report  which  passed  the 
House  a  few  days  ago  and  is  now  before 
the  Senate  for  final  consideration,  to  be 
acted  upon  one  way  or  the  other. 

In  my  opinion  a  vote  against  the  pres¬ 
ent  conference  report  would  bring  about 
lower  farm  income.  It  would  increase 
the  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  It  would  in¬ 
crease  surpluses  and  reverse  the  successes 
which  the  programs  over  the  past  2  years 
have  brought  about  in  reducing  sur¬ 
pluses. 

In  1961  the  feed  grain  program  alone 
has  reduced  Government  stocks  by  400 
million  bushels  of  corn,  and  has  saved 
the  taxpayers  over  $213  million  in  stor¬ 
age  and  interest  charges.  These  pro¬ 
grams  contributed  to  the  most  dramatic 
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increase  in  farm  incomes  since  1953. 
Net  farm  income  in  1961  was  increased 
by  more  than  $1  billion. 

Mr.  President,  this  conference  report 
is  the  result  of  months  of  intensive  work 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  farm  groups  interested 
in  a  better  farm  program.  It  includes 
most  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  which 
the  Senate  approved  on  August  22,  as 
well  as  a  large  part  of  S.  3225,  passed  by 
the  Senate  on  May  25. 

Passage  of  the  conference  report  would 
be  a  major  step  forward  in  improving 
the  legislation  under  which  American 
farmers  can  be  assured  fair  and  stable 
prices  without  burdening  the  Govern¬ 
ment  with  the  excessive  cost  associated 
with  surplus  production. 

I  wish  to  summarize  the  farm  bill  very 
briefly,  and  to  comment  on  certain  parts 
of  it. 

Title  I:  Provisions  of  this  title  relate 
primarily  to  long-range  land-use  adjust¬ 
ment,  and  to  economic  development  re¬ 
lated  to  land  use.  It  will  provide  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  an  opportunity 
to  test — on  a  pilot  basis — techniques  for 
turning  land  from  agricultural  uses  to 
profitable  nonagricultural  uses,  including 
recreation,  fishing  and  wildlife.  It  also 
provides  funds  to  insure  that  about  1.3 
million  acres  on  which  conservation  re¬ 
serve  contracts  are  expiring  do  not  come 
back  into  production  in  1963. 

Title  II:  This  title  makes  only  modest 
changes  in  legislation  under  which  the 
food-for-peace  program  operates.  Long¬ 
term  credit  sales  will  be  encouraged  fur¬ 
ther,  with  appropriate  safeguards  for 
normal  dollar  export  sales.  In  addition, 
it  will  be  possible  under  the  bill  to  ex¬ 
pand  our  assistance  to  nonprofit  school 
lunch  programs  in  other  countries,  and 
to  insure  that,  where  practicable,  student 
recipients  will  help  to  finance  those 
programs. 

Title  HI:  This  title  contains  the  most 
urgently  needed  sections  of  the  bill.  For 
the  1963  crop  of  feed  grains  and  wheat,  it 
provides  an  extension  with  some  modi¬ 
fication,  of  the  voluntary  programs  in 
effect  in  1962.  These  programs  are  not 
perfect;  they  are  actually  fairly  costly, 
and  their  results  are  somewhat  unpre¬ 
dictable.  They  will  provide,  however,  a 
good  possibility  that  the  results  of  the 
1961  and  1962  programs  can  be  con¬ 
tinued,  that  the  3  billion  bushel  feed 
grain  carryover  inherited  from  the  1950’s 
will  be  reduced  nearly  one-half  by  1964, 
and  that  the  reduction  in  the  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  can  continue  in  1963.  Failure  to 
approve  these  programs  would  add  some 
500  million  bushels  of  feed  grains,  and 
100  to  150  million  bushels  of  wheat  to 
the  surplus  in  1963.  To  store  more  grain 
when  we  already  have  too  much  is  waste¬ 
ful  and  contradictory  and  expensive. 

The  conferees  amended  the  price  sup¬ 
port  provisions  of  both  the  feed  grain 
and  wheat  programs  for  1963,  so  that 
participating  farmers  will  be  eligible  for 
price  supports  through  a  loan  on  their 
grain,  and  through  a  payment  in  kind 
from  CCC  stocks.  The  payment-in-kind 
provisions  of  price  support  would  be 
handled  in  much  the  same  way  that  di¬ 
version  payments  have  been  handled  in 


the  feed  grain  program.  Important 
safeguards  have  been  added,  however, 
regarding  sales  of  grain  by  CCC  at  not 
less  than  the  support  prices. 

Enactment  of  the  long-range  wheat 
program  climaxes,  in  a  real  sense,  nearly 
40  years  of  intermittent  discussion  in 
Congress  of  multiple -price  and  market¬ 
ing  certificate  programs  for  wheat.  As 
late  as  1956,  Congress  approved  the  do¬ 
mestic  parity  plan  for  wheat,  sponsored 
at  that  time  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  Representative 
Hope,  and  others. 

This  is  essentially  the  same  program, 
with  two  key  exceptions:  This  bill  pro¬ 
vides  price  supports  between  65  and 
90  percent  of  parity  not  only  for  wheat 
used  in  the  United  States — as  in  1956 — 
but  also  for  a  portion  of  the  exports 
to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture;  it  includes  also  provisions 
to  limit  overall  farm  output,  by  diverting 
areas  taken  out  of  wheat  to  nonproduc¬ 
tive  purposes,  instead  of  into  other  crops. 

Enactment  of  this  program  nearly  a 
year  before  the  date  for  the  1963  refer¬ 
endum  will  make  it  possible  for  wheat 
farmers  to  understand  the  program,  for 
the  grain  trade  to  know  what  to  expect 
well  in  advance,  and  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  consult  widely  with  in¬ 
terested  persons  and  groups  in  preparing 
to  place  the  program  in  operation. 

The  only  long-range  legislation  for 
feed  grains  is  the  change  in  the  price 
support  for  corn — to  50  to  90  percent  of 
parity  beginning  in  1964 — from  65  to  90 
percent.  The  bill  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  directed  the  Secretary  to  present 
new  feed  grain  legislation  to  Congress 
next  year.  Removal  of  that  provision  by 
the  conferees  does  not  change  the  fact 
that  a  level  of  price  support  low  enough 
to  avoid  building  up  new  surpluses  is  not 
an  adequate  feed  grain  program.  We 
must  look  at  feed  grains  again  next  year. 

In  conclusion,  I  strongly  urge  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  support  the  skillful  leadership  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  and  agree  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  desire  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Iowa? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
how  much  time  the  Senator  desires. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  8  minutes.  I 
should  like  5  minutes  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.R.  12391,  the  Food 
and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962,  represents 
a  cynical  repudiation  of  the  promise 
made  to  our  farmers  in  the  1960  national 
Democratic  Party’s  platform.  I  read 
from  page  20  of  that  platform : 

We  shall  take  positive  action  to  raise  farm 
income  to  full  parity  level. 

Starting  with  1964,  our  feed  grain 
farmers  are  now  promised  only  50  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  While  the  report  pro¬ 
vides  in  section  305  that  price  supports, 
beginning  with  the  1964  crop  of  feed 
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grains,  shall  be  not  less  than  50  percent 
of  parity  and  not  more  than  90  percent  of 
parity,  the  excess  over  50  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  elim¬ 
inated  by  the  requirement  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  must  determine 
that  such  excess  will  not  add  to  the  stocks 
of  corn  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Even  the  preamble  of  the  bill  is  faulty. 
It  provides  that  the  bill  is  designed  to 
reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities. 

Senators  will  remember  that  during 
my  colloquy  with  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
during  the  first  go  around  on  the  bill,  I 
attempted  to  elicit  from  him  what  was 
meant  by  “excessive.”  The  answer-  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  was  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  no  one 
else  in  this  administration,  has  defined 
what  is  excessive.  We  know  we  have 
about  3  or  4  months  of  supply  of  feed 
grains  in  storage.  Some  may  think  that 
that  amount  is  not  excessive.  There  are 
others  who  may  think  it  is.  I  believe  it 
is  high  time,  before  we  enact  legislation 
that  is  as  far  reaching  as  the  measure 
before  the  Senate,  that  we  have  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  from  the  administration 
with  relation  to  what  the  administration 
thinks  would  be  excessive,  and  then  let 
the  Congress  decide  whether  it  is  right 
or  not. 

We  are  laboring  in  the  dark. 

Another  defect  in  the  bill  is  that  prob¬ 
ably  the  greatest  hope  for  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  surpluses — if,  indeed,  we  have 
surpluses — is  the  use  of  improved  and 
stepped  up  agricultural  research  to  find 
new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities. 
It  will  not  happen  overnight.  It  is  in 
the  long  run  the  greatest  opportunity  we 
have  to  eliminate  our  surplus  problem. 
Yet  the  conference  has  eliminated  this 
section  from  the  bill. 

This  is  an  improvement  over  the  El¬ 
lender  amendment,  which  the  Senate 
foolishly  adopted  when  the  bill  recently 
passed  the  Senate  and  which  would  have 
eliminated  price  supports  altogether. 
However,  it  promises  to  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  farmers  and  their  families 
only  a  future  of  despair  over  being  forced 
off  their  farms  to  become  another  un¬ 
employment  statistic. 

Compensatory  payments  of  18  cents 
per  bushel  to  farmers  who  go  into  the 
1963  program  will  be  paid  regardless  of 
whether  they  raise  any  grain  or  whether, 
if  they  do,  they  feed  it  to  their  own  live¬ 
stock.  These  payments  would  be  over 
and  above  price  supports  of  $1.02  per 
bushel.  This  proposed  Government 
handout  for  1963  apparently  is  designed 
to  soften  up  our  farmers  for  what  is 
going  to  hit  them  in  1964. 

Of  course,  we  know  what  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  this  measure  are  up  to.  They 
want  it  to  be  passed  so  that  next  year 
they  can  come  forward  with  a  program 
which  will  place  strict  marketing  quotas 
on  our  feed-grains  and  livestock  farm¬ 
ers.  They  will  then  be  given  the  choice 
between  such  a  program  or  the  50  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  program.  They  will,  in 
effect,  be  given  the  choice  between  the 
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loss  of  their  freedom  and  the  loss  of 
their  farms.  And  when  our  farmers  are 
forced  into  losing  their  freedom  in  order 
to  scratch  out  an  existence  for  them¬ 
selves  and  their  families,  they  will  find 
themselves  repeating  the  history  of  the 
farmers  in  Germany  during  the  1930’s. 

To  further  aggravate  the  problem  of 
our  feed-grain  farmers,  this  report  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  two -price  wheat  program, 
starting  in  1964,  which  will  result  in 
dumping  of  cheap  wheat  on  the  feed- 
grains  market  to  compete  with  normal 
feed  grains.  Estimates  run  as  high  as 
175  mililon  bushels  of  this  cheap  wheat 
which  will  depress  our  markets. 

One  wonders  why,  when  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman  claimed  that  the 
emergency  feed  grains  bill  was  a  smash¬ 
ing  success,  there  has  not  been  an  effort 
made  by  the  administration  to  continue 
this  program,  possibly  with  some  modi¬ 
fications  to  tighten  it  up  and  improve 
it.  The  answer  probably  lies  in  a  hope 
that  the  farmers  can  continue  to  be 
fooled  by  vote-getting  hot  air. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough)  . 

A  FARM  BILL  IS  NEEDED  NOW 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  conference  report  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  farm  bill,  and  commend 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  majority  leadership 
for  their  efforts  for  more  meaningful 
farm  legislation. 

Although  we  recognize  that  the  bill 
does  not  contain  all  the  features  which 
the  Senate  had  hoped  would  be  included 
in  1962  legislation,  this  bill  is  far  better 
than  none  at  all — the  situation  that 
would  result  should  it  be  turned  down. 

If  the  legislation  is  not  passed,  the 
emergency  wheat  and  feed  grain  pro¬ 
grams  would  be  lost  for  next  year.  This 
means  that  the  farmers  of  our  Nation 
would  lose  about  $1  billion  in  income,  and 
that  surpluses  of  wheat  and  feed  grains 
would  surely  rise  to  such  a  degree  that 
the  cost  to  the  Government  through  stor¬ 
age  would  be  more  in  the  long  run  than 
the  programs  would  now  cost.  In  other 
words,  if  this  legislation  is  defeated,  the 
Senate  would  be  in  the  position  of  voting 
for  lower  farm  income  and  higher  stor¬ 
age,  insurance,  and  other  carryover  costs 
to  the  Government.  To  me,  the  sounder 
course  seems  to  be  to  approve  this  report 
developed  by  the  conferees. 

Throughout  debate  on  the  farm  bill, 
which  has  centered  around  production 
controls,  little  has  been  said  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  reports  about  several  desirable  fea¬ 
tures  in  the  bill  which  are  of  utmost  im¬ 
portance  and  which  should  certainly  win 
approval. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  part  of  the 
bill  that  would  allow  land  now  producing 
surplus  crops  to  be  diverted  to  new  and 
better  uses.  Under  the  land-use  section 
of  the  bill,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  be  authorized  to  cooperate 
with  State  and  local  governments  in  a 
moderate  loan  program  to  cut  down  sur¬ 
plus  production  and  turn  the  land  into 
watershed  recreational  areas,  including 
wildlife  restoration  and  fishing,  or  into 
areas  attractive  to  private  investment 


and  individual  enterprise.  The  choice 
would  always  be  left  to  local  and  State 
governments  as  to  whether  or  not  to 
enter  into  these  programs. 

Another  example  is  in  the  matter  of 
low-cost  credit.  Due  to  a  combination 
of  low  farm  prices  and  advancing  tech¬ 
nology  during  the  1950’s,  farmers  were, 
and  still  are,  in  desperate  need  of  low- 
cost  credit.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  done  a  magnificent  job  in  this 
field  already  by  releasing  $35  million  in 
farm  operating  loan  funds  that  had  been 
frozen  under  the  Republican  administra¬ 
tion.  But  there  still  is- a  great  need  for 
more  credit  and  this  bill  takes  another 
step  forward  in  this  area.  We  cannot 
now  deprive  farmers  of  this  need  by  re¬ 
jecting  the  bill. 

As  the  distinguished  Presiding  Officer 
[Mr.  Metcalf]  knows,  because  of  mech¬ 
anization  and  advanced  technology,  it  is 
much  more  expensive  to  equip  a  farm 
now  that  it  was  10  years  ago. 

The  bill  has  sound  provisions  for  soil 
conservation,  national  forests  and  grass¬ 
land  programs,  and  technical  and  cost¬ 
sharing  programs  for  farmers  and 
ranchers. 

There  is  also  a  section  in  this  bill 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  enter  into  sales  agreements  of  needed 
foods  and  fiber  with  foreign  and  U.S. 
private  trade  firms  and  institutions. 

In  order  to  better  dispose  of  surplus 
commodities,  the  U.S.  Government  would 
be  able  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
friendly  nations  to  provide  food  for  peace 
as  it  has  in  the  past.  In  addition  the 
United  States  could  trade  on  a  dollar 
basis  with  private  trade  firms  in  other 
friendly  countries. 

This  is  an  area  where  American  good 
will  is  taken  right  into  the  homes  of 
needy  people  in  friendly  nations.  It  is 
a  method  whereby  we  can  put  food  before 
hungry  people — food  on  the  table  to  eat, 
instead  of  in  the  warehouses  to  mold 
and  to  decay. 

Again  I  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  for  his  leader¬ 
ship  in  connection  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  part  of  the  remaining  8  minutes 
as  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  may  need. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  first, 
I  concur  in  the  sentiments  expressed  by 
the  majority  leader  with  respect  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  chairman  who  has  an 
unhappier  task  than  trying  to  put  to¬ 
gether  all  the  factors  involved  in  an  agri¬ 
cultural  bill.  Certainly  it  is  not  an  easy 
task.  I  know  he  has  worked  at  it  very 
diligently.  I  am  sure  also  that  he  will 
not  mind  if  we  take  issue  with  what  he 
proposes  to  us,  on  the  ground  that  we 
honestly  believe  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  agricul¬ 
ture. 

I  believe  we  have  reached  a  certain 
height  of  illogic  that  probably  can  best 
be  illustrated  by  a  choice  bit  that  I 
heard  not  so  long  ago  with  respect  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Tex¬ 
as,  who  has  gotten  into  difficulty  on 
cotton  allotments.  The  logic  ran  some¬ 
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thing  like  this :  There  should  be  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  program  relating  to  agri¬ 
culture,  along  with  controls  and  all  the 
things  that  were  incorporated  in  the 
original  bill.  The  reasoning  behind  that 
point  of  view  is  this:  Had  there  been  no 
surpluses,  there  would  have  been  no 
storage  requirements.  Had  there  been  no 
storage  requirements,  the  gentleman 
named  Estes  would  not  have  had  to  fall 
back  upon  storage  and  receive  for  him¬ 
self  some  rather  generous  storage  bene¬ 
fits. 

The  only  difficulty  with  that  story  is 
that  Mr.  Estes’  difficulty  did  not  arise 
from  storage  at  all.  It  arose  from  pro¬ 
curing  cotton  allotments  and  taking 
them  to  lusher  areas.  Then,  by  means  of 
fertilizer  and  better  land  management, 
he  made  himself  quite  a  stake. 

But  it  is  a  curious  logic  that  would 
dictate  forced  control  upon  agriculture 
in  order  to  avoid  that  kind  of  problem. 

Frankly,  I  see  in  this  proposal  so  much 
confusion  that  I  do  not  see  how  Senators 
could  support  the  conference  report.  I 
should  like  to  know  what  the  end  result 
will  be.  I  have  been  examining  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture’s  letter  to  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  It 
was  issued  on  September  18.  I  was  not 
honored  with  such  a  letter.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  Secretary  comments  on  state¬ 
ments  made  by  a  certain  farm  organiza¬ 
tion. 

He  says  that  the  organization  contends 
that  if  the  conference  report  is  adopted, 
farm  income  will  be  lower,  and  there¬ 
fore  there  will  be  increased  costs  to  the 
taxpayers;  that  there  will  be  increased 
surpluses;  that  the  success  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  been  so  successful  up 
to  now  will  be  reversed;  and  finally, 
farm  legislation  for  this  session  will  be 
killed.  That  is  what  the  Secretary  sets 
forth  as  a  comment  from  a  farm  organi¬ 
zation. 

The  Secretary  indicates  that  if  we  fall 
back  upon  existing  law,  on  the  old  pro¬ 
gram,  farm  income  will  be  lowered;  that 
costs  will  increase;  that  so  far  as  re¬ 
versing  success  is  concerned,  we  would 
do  far  better  to  adopt  what  is  before  the 
Senate  in  the  conference  report. 

Frankly,  I  cannot  put  together  all  the 
various  contentions  which  have  been 
made  on  both  sides  of  the  fence.  One 
group  indicates  that  the  over-all  pro¬ 
gram  under  this  proposal  is  likely  to  cost 
$2.4  billion.  The  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Ellender] 
has  indicated,  in  connection  with  the 
earlier  bill,  that  to  authorize  a  tempo¬ 
rary  program  for  2  more  years  would 
cost  the  taxpayers,  according  to  the  most 
recent  estimate,  $333  million  a  year  to 
reduce  production  by  about  100  million 
bushels.  That  would  be  $3.33  a  bushel. 
In  other  words,  it  would  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  $3.33  a  bushel  to  curtail  pro¬ 
duction  by  100  million  bushels  of  wheat 
a  year.  I  do  not  know  how  Senators 
could  in  all  conscience  embrace  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  that  kind  in  order  to  curtail  pro¬ 
duction  to  the  extent  of  100  million  bush¬ 
els  and  then  pay  $3.33  a  bushel  to  achieve, 
that  result. 

Second,  if  I  have  examined  the  re¬ 
port  correctly,  I  have  calculated  what 
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the  so-called  payments  will  be,  together 
with  the  interesting  compensatory  pay¬ 
ment  which  is  provided  in  the  bill.  It 
might  equate  to  as  much  as  $99  an  acre. 
That  seems  like  a  fantastic  sum,  to  say 
the  least. 

For  my  own  part,  I  cannot  bring  my¬ 
self  to  support  a  conference  report  of 
that  kind  when  there  is  so  much  doubt, 
when  there  is  so  much  confusion,  and 
when  responsible  people,  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  on  one  side,  and  a 
very  responsible  farm  group  which  has 
been  analyzing  these  programs  for  years 
on  the  other,  are  as  far  part  as  the  two 
poles.  Should  we  then  embrace  this 
bundle  of  confusion?  Or  should  we  send 
it  back  to  committee  or  defeat  it,  and  fall 
back  on  the  programs  under  existing 
law? 

Unless  the  figures  which  have  been 
submitted  to  me  are  in  error,  it  occurs 
to  me  that  probably  by  falling  back  on 
existing  law  we  could  save  as  much  as 
$iy5  billion  a  year.  That  is  not  hay — 
even  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

So  it  is  my  profound  hope  that  the 
conference  report  will  be  rejected,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  tremendous  effort  that 
has  gone  into  it  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  . 
I  express  the  hope  that  when  the  Senate 
goes  on  record,  it  will  reject  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  because  the  country  would 
be  infinitely  better  off  under  existing 
law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  vote  for  the  conference  report,  but 
with  serious  misgivings.  I  realize  that 
the  cost  involved  for  the  first  year,  at 
least,  will  be  tremendous.  The  1-year 
extension  of  the  emergency  programs, 
which  I  have  never  supported,  is  the 
cause  of  the  exorbitant  expenditures 
which  will  result.  However,  it  will  bring 
about  reduced  surpluses;  and  it  looks 
ahead  to  permanent  legislation  which  is 
sorely  needed.  I  am  pleased  to  see  the 
emergency  programs  being  phased  out. 

While  the  bill  is  by  no  means  what 
I  should  like  to  see  enacted  by  way  of 
farm  legislation,  I  believe  that  its  long- 
range  effect  will  be  beneficial  to  the 
farmers  and  to  the  country  as  a  whole. 
Congress  owes  it  to  the  country  to  do 
away  with  these  emergency  programs. 
For  that  reason  I  shall  support  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  few  minutes  remaining  to  me,  I  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  the  Senate  will  vote 
for  the  conference  report.  As  has  been 
said  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  the  bill  involves  good  work 
by  members  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee. 

By  the  passage  of  the  bill,  we  will  do 
away  with  programs  which  have  been 
costly.  Before  the  first  emergency  pro¬ 
gram  was  placed  on  the  statute  books 
in  1961,  $6.2  billion  worth  of  wheat,  corn, 
and  other  feed  grains  were  on  hand.  As 
'  of  June  30  of  this  year,  the  cost  of  that 
surplus  had  been  reduced  to  $4.9  bil¬ 
lion. 

As  I  have  often  stated,  I  am  against 
the  renewal  of  the  emergency  programs 


unless  we  also  provide  for  corrective 
permanent  legislation  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  emergency  program.  The 
conference  report  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  provides  for  permanent  legislation  for 
corn  and  other  feed  grains,  and  for 
wheat,  as  well. 

Under  the  wheat  legislation  provided 
in  this  bill  we  have  finally  removed  the 
55  million  minimum  national  acreage 
allotment  under  which  the  Government 
has  accumulated  huge  stocks  of  surplus 
wheat  that  are  neither  desirable  nor  nec¬ 
essary.  In  addition,  we  have  also  cor¬ 
rected  the  so-called  15-acre  exemption; 
closed  many  of  the  loopholes  in  the  old 
legislation;  and  placed  the  whole  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  more  realistic  basis.  This 
certificate  program  is  not  perfect  in  every 
respect,  however,  I  feel  confident  that 
it  will  provide  a  much  stronger  founda¬ 
tion  upon  which  to  build  in  the  future. 
It  will  reduce  costs  to  the  Government. 
It  will  maintain  and  ultimately  improve 
farm  income,  and  finally  it  will  contrib¬ 
ute  to  a  more  prosperous  and  healthy 
agriculture. 

The  1964  feed  grain  program,  while 
much  less  than  I  would  desire,  is  cer¬ 
tainly  an  improvement  over  the  1958  act. 
By  providing  for  price  supports  at  from 
50  to  90  percent  of  parity,  it  lends  flexi¬ 
bility  that  was  so  sadly  lacking  in  the 
old  act  when  the  Secretary  was  power¬ 
less  to  set  supports  at  any  level  other 
than  at  65  percent  of  parity  or  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  3 -year  average,  whichever 
was  higher.  Under  this  new  concept  he 
can  act  to  either  encourage  or  discour¬ 
age  the  production  of  corn  and  other 
feed  grains.  However,  I  want  it  clearly 
understood  that  under  no  conditions  can 
the  Secretary  impose  controls  of  any 
kind  on  the  production  of  corn.  Corn 
producers  under  this  new  law  will  be  able 
to  produce  as  much  as  they  wish,  just  as 
they  did  before.  The  only  difference 
now  is  that  the  Secretary  is  given  some 
flexibility,  where  before  he  had  none. 

With  regard  to  the  extension,  for  1963, 
of  the  so-called  emergency  feed  grain 
program,  I  say  only  that  some  good  will 
come  of  it  through  the  reduction  of  the 
huge  stocks  of  Government  grain.  It 
will  be  costly,  but  not  so  costly  as  the 
1958  act,  and  certainly  not  as  costly  as 
the  opponents  would  have  one  believe. 

In  my  opinion  the  assertion  that  the 
emergency  feed  grain  program  for  1963 
contemplates  payments  of  up  to  $100 
to  producers  for  diverting  acreage  twists 
the  facts  beyond  all  recognition. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  corn  producers  in 
1963  will  receive  the  same  price  supports 
of  $1.20  per  bushel  that  they  received 
this  year  and  in  1961  as  well.  The  only 
change  is  in  the  amount  of  land  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  diverted  and  the  rate  of  pay¬ 
ments  for  diversion.  In  1961  and  in  1962 
grain  producers  were  required  to  divert 
20  percent  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  price  supports.  On  this  diversion 
they  would  receive  50  percent  of  the  sup¬ 
port  price  of  $1.20  per  bushel  on  the 
normal  production  per  acre.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  however,  they  were  permitted  to  re¬ 
tire  up  to  another  20  percent  of  their 
historical  base  for  which  they  would  re¬ 
ceive  60  percent  of  the  $1.20  support 
price  on  the  normal  production. 
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In  1963  farmers  will  be  required  to  di¬ 
vert  20  percent  in  order  to  be  eligible 
for  price  supports  of  $1.20  per  bushel, 
and  will  receive  payments  of  50  percent 
of  the  support  price.  They  are  also  per¬ 
mitted  to  retire  up  to  an  additional  30 
percent,  and,  on  this  diverted  acreage 
they  will  receive,  not  60  percent  as  in 
1961  and  in  1962,  but  only  50  percent  of 
the  support  price. 

Overall,  the  program  in  1963  with  the 
exception  noted  above  is  not  too  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  1962  and  1961  programs. 

In  1961  and  1962  a  cooperating  farmer 
could  receive  price  supports  of  $1.20  per 
bushel  in  the  form  of  a  loan  from  the 
Government,  whereas  in  1963  he  will  get 
a  loan  of  $1.02  and  a  payment-in-kind 
of  18  cents  per  bushel.  This  adds  up, 
however,  to  the  $1.20  he  received  in  1961 
and  1962.  And  I  might  add  that  it  makes 
sense  to  give  farmers  18  cents’  worth  of 
grain  instead  of  cash,  when  the  grain 
is  costing  the  Government  13.5  cents  per 
bushel  per  year  to  store. 

In  addition,  farmers  in  1963  who  divert 
20  percent  of  their  acreage  will  receive 
the  same  payment  they  received  in  1961 
and  1962.  As  a  result  the  cost  to  the 
Government  should  certainly  be  less  than 
in  the  past  because  we  are  disposing  of  I 
grain  instead  of  adding  to  the  huge  ac¬ 
cumulated  surpluses  of  feed  grains. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say 
emphatically  that  this  bill  will  not  result 
in  increased  costs  of  food  to  consumers. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  might  well  lead 
to  reduced  costs  to  consumers  if  some 
of  the  statements  made  on  the  Senate 
floor  today  actually  come  to  pass. 

Price  supports  on  corn  are  now  at  $1.20 
per  bushel,  and  on  wheat  $2  per  bushel. 
This  will  also  be  the  price  support  level 
in  1963,  and  the  wheat  price  support 
level  perhaps  will  be  the  same  in  1964. 
Corn  support  levels  could  be  expected  to 
be  considered  lower  in  1964.  What  more 
stability  could  consumers  ask  for. 

Program  costs  will  be  reduced,  thereby 
saving  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
untold  millions  of  dollars.  As  I  indicated 
earlier,  storage  and  other  carrying 
charges  in  1961  alone  for  wheat  and  feed 
grains  cost  taxpayers  $900  million. 
Since  stocks  are  to  be  reduced  under  the  I 
bill,  so  will  carrying  charges,  as  well  as 
other  costs  normally  connected  with 
farm  programs. 

These  programs  institute  no  new  con¬ 
trols.  Wheat  controls  are  tightened  and 
made  more  realistic.  Certainly  Congress 
has  been  trying  to  do  this  for  many 
years.  In  the  case  of  corn,  no  controls 
whatever  are  authorized  or  are  antici¬ 
pated. 

In  my  judgment  the  program  that  the 
Senate  will  approve  today  is  far  superior 
to  the  existing  programs  for  these  com¬ 
modities.  While  it  is  not  perfect,  the 
fact  that  the  Government  will  save 
money;  farm  income  will  be  improved, 
and  stocks  will  be  reduced  is  ample  rea¬ 
son  for  wholehearted  support  by  all 
friends  of  agriculture.  And  last,  I  might 
add,  that  in  my  opinion,  approval  of 
this  program  may  well  save  all  programs 
from  going  by  the  wayside. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
I  have  1  minute  remaining. 

The  conference  report  should  be  re¬ 
jected  for  these  reasons: 
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It  will  injure  the  farmer,  after  he  has 
followed  the  first  year  program. 

It  will  injure  the  consumer,  in  that 
higher  food  prices  are  bound  to  result. 

It  will  hurt  the  taxpayer,  because  he 
will  have  to  pay  higher  taxes  for  reduc¬ 
ing  supplies. 

It  will  weaken  our  position  in  the  in¬ 
ternational  field.  The  purpose  of  the 
bill  is  to  reduce  the  production  of  wheat 
and  feed  grains  in  this  country,  there¬ 
fore,  countries  overseas  can  no  longer 
depend  on  us  to  furnish  them  the  food 
they  need  when  they  get  into  trouble. 

Mr.  COOPER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  vote  against  the  farm 
bill  reported  by  the  conference  of  House 
and  Senate  Members. 

There  are  provisions  of  the  bill  which 
I  supported  in  committee,  and  several 
contain  amendments  which  I  offered  in 
in  order  to  make  them  more  effective 
and  helpful  to  farmers. 

But  we  are  voting  on  a  bill  which  in¬ 
cludes  provisions,  of  extreme  importance 
to  farmers,  which  were  never  considered 
by  the  Committees  on  Agriculture  of 
the  Senate  and  House,  or  by  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives.  These 
provisions  were  placed  in  the  bill  by  the 
conference  committee  of  Members  of  the 
House  and  Senate  and  they  are  only  rec¬ 
ommended  by  four  Members  of  the 
House  and  three  of  the  Senate — all  of 
the  majority  party. 

Under  the  rules,  we  cannot  amend  or 
strike  these  new  provisions — we  can  only 
vote  for  or  against  the  bill  which  has 
been  presented  to  us  by  the  majority 
members  of  the  conference  committee.  I 
must  vote  against  this  bill  because  the 
provisions  in  it  which  we  never  had  a 
chance  to  consider  could  lead  to  a  disas¬ 
trous  situation  for  com  growers  after 
1963. 

The  bill  before  us  extends  the  volun¬ 
tary  feed  grain  program  for  1963,  and 
this  I  approve.  However,  for  the  years 
following  1963,  unless  the  Congress 
should  adopt  a  new  program,  it  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  for  the  1964  and  subsequent 
crops  of  com,  price  supports  shall  be  “at 
such  level,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  or 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  not  result  in  increasing  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of 
corn.”  The  important  words  to  note  are 
“at  such  level  as  will  not  result  in  in¬ 
creasing  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks.” 

This  means  that  if  a  surplus  of  corn 
exists  in  1964  or  in  following  years,  sup¬ 
port  prices  could  be  driven  down  to  50 
percent  of  parity — or  80  cents  a  bushel 
for  corn  at  the  present  level  of  parity — 
which  would  be  disastrous  both  to  corn 
producers  and  to  the  livestock  industry. 
Further,  there  is  a  question  of  whether 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be 
permitted  to  take  over  any  corn  under 
this  provision,  because  the  language  pro¬ 
hibits  him  from  doing  so  if  it  would  in¬ 
crease  Government  stocks.  In  other 
words,  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
cannot  stand  ready  to  take  corn  into 
storage,  there  would  be  no  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  corn. 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  must  be 
to  coerce  the  Congress  and  farmers  to 


adopt  for  the  years  following  1963  the 
compulsory  feed  grain  control  proposal 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  which 
was  rejected  last  year  and  which  has 
been  rejected  this  year. 

The  administration  makes  much  of 
the  so-called  “surplus”  in  feed  grains — 
corn,  sorghum,  barley,  and  rye,  most  of 
which  is  fed  out  to  livestock  and  poul¬ 
try — and  has  been  attempting  for  2 
years  to  place  these  crops  under  com¬ 
pulsory  acreage  controls.  But  with  the 
exception  of  corn,  there  are  no  large  sur¬ 
pluses  of  feed  grains,  and  the  stocks  of 
corn  on  hand  represent  only  a  volume 
which  could  be  used  in  4  to  6  months. 
Drought  and  unusual  needs  could  easily 
wipe  out  the  surplus. 

The  controls  proposed  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  would  in  many  cases  prohibit 
farmers  from  growing  sufficient  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  for  present  livestock 
and  poultry  operations  on  their  own 
farms.  Further,  if  these  mandatory  feed 
grain  controls  were  imposed,  it  would 
have  the  effect  of  preventing  farmers 
from  expanding  their  herds  and  flocks, 
and  could  discourage  young  farmers 
from  becoming  livestock  farmers. 

The  administration’s  proposal  is  not 
only  a  compulsory  control  program  for 
feed  grains.  It  would  be  a  program  to 
control  the  choice  of  farmers  to  manage 
their  farms  as  they  think  necessary,  and 
to  engage  in  a  diversified  and  balanced 
farm  program.  Because  of  the  com¬ 
pulsory  and  coercive  features  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  feed  grain  proposal,  it  has 
been  defeated  for  2  years  in  both  Houses 
of  Congress.  It  was  defeated  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Agriculture,  passed 
by  a  small  margin  on  the  Senate  floor, 
defeated  in  the  House,  and  defeated 
again  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

The  Congress  ought  to  adopt  a  feed 
grain  program  of  a  more  permanent  na¬ 
ture  than  the  present  voluntary  program, 
for  which  I  voted.  I  believe  that  a  vol¬ 
untary  program  can  be  developed  if 
farmers,  the  farm  organizations,  and  the 
Congress,  have  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
px-oach  this  pi'oblem  without  pressures 
and  look  at  reasonable  alternatives.  But, 
I  object  to  the  pi’O vision  in  this  bill 
which  would  reduce  price  supports  for 
corn  after  next  year  to  50  to  90  percent 
of  parity — in  effect  50  percent  of  parity, 
or  80  cents  a  bushel — and  which  would 
amount  to  no  program  unless  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  fanners  adopted  the  com¬ 
pulsory  program  of  the  administration. 

The  conferees  have  added  another 
new  feature  which  has  never  been  con¬ 
sidered  in  either  the  Senate  or  House 
Committees  on  Agriculture,  and  which 
had  no  chance  of  being  fully  considered 
in  this  debate  on  the  bill  reported  by  the 
conference,  as  amendments  cannot  be 
offered.  The  new  feature  is  the  provi¬ 
sion  that  a  payment  of  18  cents  a  bushel 
shall  be  made  on  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acreage  of  coi’n  planted  by  cooperat¬ 
ing  farmei’s — in  addition  to  the  payment 
for  acres  diverted  from  pi-oduction.  Be¬ 
cause  it  has  had  no  consideration  by  the 
House  and  Senate,  it  is  difficult  to  de- 
sci-ibe  the  effect  or  cost  of  this  new  pro¬ 
vision.  It  is  a  type  of  compensatory  pay¬ 


ment.  No  one  can  estimate  its  cost,  and 
many  believe  it  could  lead  to  l-eplacing 
the  present  px-ice  supports,  based  on 
parity,  with  a  system  of  dii’ect  Govern¬ 
ment  payments,  or  the  Bi-annan-type 
program  which  has  been  rejected  in  past 
years  by  the  Congress  and  by  farmers 
thi-oughout  the  country. 

If  farmers  want  to  adopt  such  a  pro¬ 
gram,  or  a  compulsoi-y  control  program, 
that  can  be  their  choice.  But  they 
should  not  be  foi’ced  into  it  by  adoption 
of  this  bill,  which  would  leave  open  to 
them  after  1963  only  the  choice  of  low 
prices  or  compulsory  controls. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  expired. 

The  hour  of  3  o’clock  has  arrived;  and 
the  question  is  on  agx'eeing  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  on  the 
question  of  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report;  and  the  clei-k  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clei’k  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote,  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  .  If  the  Senator  fi’om  Florida  were 
px’esent  and  voting,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“nay.”  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  i-ollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke] 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
SmathersI  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  GrueningI  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hickey] 
are  necessai’ily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  GrueningI  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshix-e  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Murphy], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senatoi-s  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Murphy]  are  neces- 
sai'ily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshii-e  [Mr.  Cotton]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen- 
ingL  If  pi’esent  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshii-e  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshii-e  would  vote  “nay,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  would  vote 
“yea.” 


19480 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[No.  279  Leg.] 

TEAS — 52 


Bartlett 

Hill 

Morse 

Bible 

Holland 

Moss 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Muskie 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Neuberger 

Cannon 

Johnston 

Pastore 

Carroll 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Randolph 

Church 

Kerr 

Russell 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith,  Mass. 

Dodd 

Long,  Hawaii 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Long,  La, 

Symington 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

McGee 

Yarborough 

Gore 

McNamara 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Hayden 

Monroney 

NAYS — 41 

Aiken 

Curtis 

Mundt 

Allott 

Dirksen 

Pearson 

Anderson 

Eastland 

Prouty 

Beall 

Fong 

Proxmire 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Robertson 

Boggs 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Bottum 

Hruska 

Scott 

Bush 

Javits 

Smith,  Maine 

Butler 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Byrd,  Va. 

Keating 

Tower 

Capehart 

Kuchel 

Wiley 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Case 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Cooper 

Morton 

NOT  VOTING- 

-7 

Cotton 

Hickey 

Smathers 

Gruening 

McClellan 

Hartke 

Murphy 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  query  the  majority  leader 
with  respect  to  the  program  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  day,  and  also  for  tomor¬ 
row. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  question  raised,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  Judiciary  Commit¬ 
tee  has  unanimously  reported  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  former  Secretary  of  Labor  Ar¬ 
thur  Goldberg  to  be  an  associate  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  I  hope,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate,  to  have/xhe 
Senate  go  into  executive  session  ancrtake 
up  the  nomination  as  soon  as  tins  col¬ 
loquy  is  ended.  With  that  out  of  the 
way,  it  is  anticipated  that  tfle  Senate 
will  consider  the  remainder  of  the  mari¬ 
time  bills,  which  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  wffl  handle. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the/leadership  that 
the  policy  committee, /hich  will  meet  at 
4  o’clock,  will  give  ue  permission  to  lay 
down  the  postal  pay  and  postal  rate  in¬ 
crease  bill  tonighjr  so  that  it  will  be  the 
pending  busineaf  If  that  permission  is 
granted,  deba^f  will  start  on  the  bill  to¬ 
morrow. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yfeld?  I  did  not  hear  the  last 
statement.  What  will  be  the  pending 
business? 

Mpf  MANSFIELD.  It  is  hoped  that 
the/policy  committee  will  give  its  permis- 
tm  to  lay  down  the  postal  rate  and 
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postal  increase  bill  tonight.  There  will 
be  no  debate — certainly  no  votes — on  it 
tonight,  but  it  is  hoped  that  the  debate 
on  that  bill  will  get  started  tomorrow  at 
10  o’clock. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Montana  knows,  I  wait 
until  a  late  hour  to  make  any  speeches 
on  business  that  is  not  pending  before 
the  Senate.  I  think  I  owe  that  to  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate.  I  have  a  very 
important  matter  coming  before  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee 
tomorrow.  I  could  not  begin  to  take  the 
necessary  time  before  the  committee  to 
make  the  case,  but  I  will  make  the  full 
case  tonight  in  the  Senate  by  a  speech  of 
several  hours,  although  I  could  with¬ 
hold  it  in  case  some  other  bill  came  up 
for  consideration.  I  will  make  my 
speech  in  the  Senate  tonight  so  that  the 
full  committee  may  have  a  full  record 
of  the  case  before  it  meets  tomorrow. 

I  thought  the  Senate  ought  to  know 
tfrat,  from  the  standpoint  of  my  State, 
have  a  very  important  speech  to  mat 
tonight,  which  will  take  several  hours. 

Mr.xMANSFIELD.  I  am  glad/the 
SenatorNhas  made  that  statement  He 
has  been  continuously  courteous  in  hold¬ 
ing  back  hiXspeeches,  day  after/day,  and 
week  after  week,  until  the  lafee  hours  of 
the  aftemoonXhereby  giving  the  Senate 
as  a  whole  a  chance  to  dispose  of  busi¬ 
ness.  For  that  I  am  grateful. 

MESSAGE  FRoX  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from/the  IHouse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  passed  thgbill  (S.  1651)\o  authorize 
the  Commis^jners  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  to  ^delegate  the  function  of  ap¬ 
proving  contracts  not  exceeding  $100,000, 
with  amendments,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  wje 
Honse  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  2795) 
mhibit  the  use  by  collecting  agencies''' 
ind  private  detective  agencies  of  any 
name,  emblem,  or  insignia  which  reason¬ 
ably  tends  to  convey  the  impression  that 
any  such  agency  is  an  agency  of  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
with  an  amendment,  in  which  it  re¬ 
quested  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  12711)  making  appropriations  for 
sundry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and  that  the  House  receded  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  7  to  the  bill,  and  con¬ 
curred  therein  with  an  amendment,  in 
which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  following  bills,  in 
which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 


H.R.  10319.  An  act  to  adjust  the  retirement 
and  relief  compensation  of  certain  police 
fire  department  personnel  of  the  Districy'of 
Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  11378.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services' Act  of 
1949  so  as  to  permit  donations  oj  surplus 
personal  property  to  schools  for  the  mentally 
retarded,  schools  for  the  physically  handi¬ 
capped,  radio  and  television  stations  licensed 
by  the  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion  as  educational  radio  or  Educational  tele¬ 
vision  stations,  and  public/libraries;  and 

H.R.  12964.  An  act  to /amend  the  act  of 
February  9,  1907,  entitled  “An  act  to  define 
the  term  ‘registered  /rurse’  and  to  provide 
for  the  registration  in  nurses  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,’  as  amended,  with  respect  to 
the  minimum  agafiimitation  for  registration. 


ENROLLEl/BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO- 
jUTION  signed 

The  olessage  further  announced  that 
the  Streaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  allowing  enrolled  bills  and  joint  res¬ 
olution,  and  they  were  signed  by  the 
Vice  President : 

H.R.  218.  An  act  to  provide  that  indi¬ 
viduals  enlisted  into  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  shall  take  an  oath  to  sup¬ 
port  and  defend  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States; 

H.R.  575.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  the  upper  division  of  the 
Baker  Federal  reclamation  project,  Oregon, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  1304.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jung 
Hae; 

H.R.  2604.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pietro 
Dattoli; 

H.R.  5312.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
additional  claimants  against  the  United 
States  who  suffered  personal  injuries,  prop¬ 
erty  damage,  or  other  loss  as  a  result  of  the 
explosion  of  a  munitions  truck  between 
Smithfield  and  Selma,  N.C.,  on  March  7,  1942; 

H.R.  5320.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
Knobbes; 

H.R.  6016.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
Thomas  Dendy; 

H.R.  6649.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  C.  W. 
Jones; 

H.R.  6998.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anthony 
Pirotta; 

H.R.  6999.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Henry 

Massari; 

H.R.  7123.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
^Takako  Coughlin; 

H.R.  7438.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna 
C^porossi  Crisconi; 

i.  7704.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chyung 
Sang\Bak; 

H.R>8626.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Wilfrid 
M.  Cheshire; 

H.R.  9578.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Annie 
Yasuko  BoVer; 

H.R.  9587.\^n  act  for  relief  of  Anthony  E. 
O’Sorio; 

H.R.  9603.  ArN  act  for  the  relief  of  Lt. 
Comdr.  Joseph  PSMannix; 

H.R.  9893.  An  ad^  for  the  relief  of  Tadeusz 
Sochacki; 

H.R.  9995.  An  act  the  relief  of  Dwight 
W.  Clarahan; 

H.R.  10566.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  with¬ 
drawal  and  orderly  disposition  of  mineral 
Interests  in  certain  publi\  lands  in  Pima 
County,  Ariz.; 

H.R.  10678.  An  act  for  theNfelief  of  An¬ 
gelo  A.  Russo; 

H.R.  10720.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rex- 
ford  R.  Cherryman  of  Williamsburgw  Va.; 

H.R.  11164.  An  act  to  approve  an  amenda¬ 
tory  repayment  contract  negotiated  with  the 
Quincy  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District, 
authorize  similar  contracts  with  any  of\he 
Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  Districts,  and 
amend  the  Columbia  Basin  Project  Act  o> 


Public  Law  87-703 
87th  Congress,  H.  R.  12391 
September  27,  1962 

an  act 

Tn  inmrove  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the 
Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
'  ricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 


use  590g. 


STAT. 


49  Stat.  1151. 
16  USC  590p. 


He  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may  Food  and  Agrioul- 
be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962”.  ture  Act  of  1962. 

TITLE  I— LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 

Sec.  101.  The  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (49  Soil  Conservation 
Stat  163),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows:  and  Domestic  ai- 

v  (1)  by  repealing  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),and  (g)  of  1“  Act, amend- 

*  section  7;  ......  _  49  stlt.  1148. 

(2)  by  repealing  subsection  (a)  of  section  a; 

(3)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  ot  subsection  (b)  of 
8  of  said  Act,  as  amended,  by  striking  out  the  language  “£ 
to  the  limitations  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “The”;  and 

(4)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said 

Act  to  read  as  follow’s :  . 

“(e)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conservation  and  eco¬ 
nomic  use  of  land,  the  Secretary,  without  regard  to  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  Act,  except  those  relating  to  the  use  of  the  services 
of  State  and  local  committees,  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements, 
to  be  carried  out  during  such  period  not  to  exceed  ten  years  as  he  may 
determine,  with  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  providing  for 
changes  in  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  and  for  practices  or  meas¬ 
ures  to  be  carried  out  primarily  on  any  lands  owned  or  operated  by 
them  and  regularly  used  in  the  production  of  crops  (including  crops 
such  as  tame  hay,  alfalfa,  and  clovers,  which  do  not  require  annual 
tillage,  and  including  lands  covered  by  conservation  reserve  contracts 
under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  70  stat.  191- 
and  developing  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources.  195. 

\eh  agreements  shall  include  such  terms  and  conditions  as -the  becre- 
W\  may  deem  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
ana  may  provide  for  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and  serv¬ 
ices,  and  other  assistance  in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  fair  and  reasonable,  in  consideration  of  the  obligations  undertaken 
by  the  farm  and  ranch  owners  and  operators  and  the  rights  acquired 
by  the  Secretary :  Provided.,  That  agreements  for  the  establishment 
of  tree  cover  may  not  provide  for  annual  payments  with  respect  to 
such  land  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years. 

“(2)  No  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  under  this  subsection  cover¬ 
ing  land  with  respect  to  which  the  ownership  has  changed  m  the  two 
year  period  preceding  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period  unless 
(a)  the  new  ownership  was  acquired  by  will  or  succession  as  a  result 
of  the  death  of  the  previous  owner,  (b)  the  land  becomes  a  part  of  an 
existing  farm  or  ranch,  or  (c)  the  land  is  combined  with  other  land 
as  a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which  the  Secretary  determines 
will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  program :  Provided ,  That  this  pro¬ 
vision  shall  not  prohibit  the  continuation  of  an  agreement  by  a  new 
owner  after  an  agreement  has  once  been  entered  into  under  this  sub¬ 
section. 
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“  (3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect  the 
interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for  sharing, 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments  under  this  subsection. 

“(4)  The  Secretary  may  agree  to  such  modification  of  agreements 
previously  entered  into  as  he  may  determine  to  be  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  program  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

“(5)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regulations  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary,  to 
the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  may  provide  in  any  agreement  hereunder  for  (A)  preservation 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agreement  and  an 
equal  period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and  allotment 
history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement  for  the  purpose  of 
any  Federal  program  under  which  such  history  is  used  as  a  basis  for 
an  allotment  or  other  limitation  on  the  production  of  such  crop ;  or  (B) 
surrender  of  any  such  history  and  allotments. 

“(7)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection.  The  Secretary  M 
authorized  to  utilize  the  facilities,  services,  authorities,  and  funds  (9 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  discharging  his  functions  and 
responsibilities  under  this  subsection  including  payment  of  costs  of 
administration  for  the  program  authorized  under  this  subsection :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  after  June  30,  1963,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  not  make  any  expenditures  for  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection  unless  the  Corporation  has  received  funds  to  cover  such 
expenditures  from  appropriations  made  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  agreements  here¬ 
under  which  would  require  payments,  the  furnishing  of  materials  and 
services,  and  other  assistance,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $10,000,000  for 
any  calendar  year,  except  that  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  agreements 
hereunder  with  respect  to  lands  previously  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  which  would  require  payments,  the  furnishing  of 
materials  and  services,  and  other  assistance,  in  an  additional  amount 
for  the  calendar  year  1963  not  exceeding  $15,000,000.” 

(5)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  section  16  of  said 
Act  to  read  as  follows : 

“(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  use  the  services,  facilities,  and 
authorities  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  purpose  of 
making  disbursements  to  producers  under  programs  formulated  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  8  and  16(e)  of  this  Act:  Provided ,  That  no  such  dyl 
bursements  shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  unless'*! 
has  received  funds  to  cover  the  amount  thereof  from  appropriations 
available  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  such  programs.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  31  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  (50  Stat.  525),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“including  the  retirement  of  lands  which  are  submarginal  or  not  pri¬ 
marily  suitable  for  cultivation,”  and  by  inserting  following  “natural 
resources,”  the  phrase  “protecting  fish  and  wildlife,”  and  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  “,  but  not  to  build 
industrial  parks  or  establish  private  industrial  or  commercial  enter¬ 
prises.” 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  32  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(e)  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  territorial,  and  other 
public  agencies  in  developing  plans  for  a  program  of  land  con- 
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servation  and  land  utilization,  to  assist  in  carrying  out  such  plans 
by  means  of  loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  designated 
by  the  State  legislature  or  the  Governor,  to  conduct  surveys  and 
investigations  relating  to  conditions  and  factors  affecting,  and  the 
methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this 
title,  and  to  disseminate  information  concerning  these  activities. 

Loans  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  shall  be  made  only  if  such 
plans  have  been  submitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45  days 
by,  the  State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  such 
plans,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  such  State  agency.  No 
appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  single  loan  under  this  sub¬ 
section  in  excess  of  $250,000  unless  such  loan  has  been  approved 
by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Loans  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
made  under  contracts  which  will  provide,  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for  the  repayment 
thereof  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the 
i .  Treasury  on  its  marketable  public  obligations  outstanding  at  the 
;  j  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made,  which  are 
'  '  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from  date 
of  issue.  Repayment  of  principal  and  interest  on  such  loans  shall 
begin  within  5  years.” 

|  Sec.  103.  The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Watershed  Pro- 
Stat.  666) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows :  tection  and 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is  amended  by  ^lood  Preven- 
changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  colon  and  adding  mg°£s  ct>a,nend- 
the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  when  a  local  organization  agrees  ?5 
to  operate  and  maintain  any  reservoir  or  other  area  included  in  a  ’ 
a  plan  for  public  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development, 
the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  bear  not  to  exceed  one-half 
of  the  costs  of  (a)  the  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way  acquired 
or  to  be  acquired  by  the  local  organization  for  such  reservoir  or 
other  area,  and  (b)  minimum  basic  facilities  needed  for  public 
health  and  safety,  access  to,  and  use  of  such  reservoir  or  other 
area  for  such  purposes:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in  recreational  development  in 
any  watershed  project  only  to  the  extent  that  the  need  therefor 
is  demonstrated  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by 
him,  taking  into  account  the  anticipated  man-days  of  use  of  the 
\  projected  recreational  development  and  giving  consideration  to 
/  the  availability  within  the  region  of  existing  water-based  outdoor 
recreational  developments :  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary 
shall  be  authorized  to  participate  in  not  more  than  one  recrea¬ 
tional  development  in  a  watershed  project  containing  less  than 
seventy-five  thousand  acres,  or  two  such  developments  in  a  project 
containing  between  seventy-five  thousand  and  one  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres,  or  three  such  developments  in  projects 
exceeding  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther ,  That  when  the  Secretary  and  a  local  organization  have 
agreed  that  the  immediate  acquisition  by  the  local  organization 
of  land,  easements,  or  riglits-of-way  is  advisable  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  sites  for  works  of  improvement  included  in  a  plan  from 
encroachment  by  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other 
development,  the  Secretary  shall  be  authorized  to  advance  to  the 
local  organization  from  funds  appropriated  for  construction  of 
works  of  improvement  the  amounts  required  for  the  acquisition 
of  such  land,  easements  or  rights-of-way;  and,  except  where  such 
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costs  are  to  be  borne  by  the  Secretary,  such  advance  shall  be 
repaid  by  the  local  organization,  with  interest,  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  works  of  improvement,  for  credit  to  such  construction 
funds.” 

(2)  Clause  (A)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  said  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of 
national  needs  and  assistance  authorized  for  similar  purposes 
under  other  Federal  programs,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works 
of  improvement,  involving  Federal  assistance  (excluding  engi¬ 
neering  costs) ,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases  of 
the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water 
or  for  fish  and  wildlife  or  recreational  development,  and”. 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (B)  of  paragraph  2  of  section  4  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such  works  appli¬ 
cable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  construction  cost 
(including  engineering  costs)  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  fea¬ 
tures  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and| 
paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposi® 
of  this  Act:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition  to  and  without  limitation  oir 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  make  loans  or  advancements  under 
section  8,  the  Secretary  may  pay  for  any  storage  of  water  for  antic¬ 
ipated  future  demands  or  needs  for  municipal  or  industrial  water  in¬ 
cluded  in  any  reservoir  structure  constructed  or  modified  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  such  reservoir  structure  where  the  local  organization 
gives  reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  demands 
for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period  of  time  which 
will  permit  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  within 
the  life  of  the  reservoir  structure:  Provided  further ,  That  the  local 
organization  shall  agree  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  any  reservoir  structure  including  such  water  supply  storage  to 
repay  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated  future 
demands:  And  provided  further ,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  cost 
paid  by  the  Secretary  for  such  water  supply  storage  for  anticipated 
future  demands  shall  be  repaid  within  the  life  of  the  reservoir  struc¬ 
ture  but  in  no  event  to  exceed  fifty  years  after  the  reservoir  structure 
is  first  used  for  the  storage  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes, 
except  that  (1)  no  repayment  of  the  cost  of  such  water  supply  storage 
for  anticipated  future  demands  need  be  made  until  such  supply  v'J 
first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall  be  charged  on  the  cost  of  such  wat(\| 
supply  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  until  such  supply  is 
first  used,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest-free  period  exceed  ten  years. 
The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of  computing  the  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balance  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  8.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  (68  Stat.  666),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  5.  (1)  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local 
organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the 
Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the 
local  organization  has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in 
carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the 
local  organization  may  secure  engineering  and  other  services,  includ¬ 
ing  the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  awarding 
of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connection  with  such 
works  of  improvement,  by  retaining  or  employing  a  professional  engi- 
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neer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  or  may  request  the 
Secretary  to  provide  such  services :  Provided ,  That  if  the  local  organi¬ 
zation  elects  to  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  costs  of  such  engi¬ 
neering  and  other  services  secured  by  the  local  organization  as  are 
properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  amount  agreed  upon  in  the  plan  for  works  of  im- 

Srovement  or  any  modification  thereof:  Provided  further ,  That  the 
ecretary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for 
such  services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated  installation  cost 
of  such  works. 

“(2)  Except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  on 
Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  con¬ 
tract  for  the  construction  of  any  structure. 

“(3)  Whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  the  plan  for  any  watershed  or 
subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement 
include  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five 
I  \undred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and 
lie  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(4)  Any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  involving  an  estimated 
Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or 
including  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty- 
five  hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation 
works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  (b)  which  includes  Federal 
assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively, 
for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views 
and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted 
by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

“(5)  Prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under 
this  Act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies,  including  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

\  Sec.  106.  The  last  proviso  of  section  7  of  the  Watershed  Protection 
.md  Flood  Prevention  Act,  68  Stat.  666,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows :  '•'‘Provided  further ,  That  in  connection  with  the  eleven 
watershed  improvement  programs  authorized  by  section  13  of  the  Act 
of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amencled  and  supplemented, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  prosecute  additional 
works  of  improvement  for  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4 
of  this  Act  or  any  amendments  hereafter  made  thereto”. 
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Sec.  201.  Title  IV  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Section  401  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence :  “It  is  also  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
stimulate  and  increase  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  dollars  through  long-term  supply  agreements  and  through 
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the  extension  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  such  commodities,  by 
agreements  either  with  friendly  nations  or  with  the  private  trade, 
thereby  assisting  the  development  of  the  economies  of  friendly 
nations  and  maximizing  dollar  trade. 

(2)  Section  402  is  amended — 

(a)  by  inserting  “,  including  financial  institutions  acting 
in  behalf  of  such  nations,”  after  the  words  “friendly  nations” ; 
and 

(b)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “In  fur¬ 

therance  of  the  purpose  of  maximizing  dollar  sales  through 
the  private  trade,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  and  United 
States  private  trade  under  which  he  shall  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  delivery  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  such  periods  of  time  and  under  the  terms  and  conditions 
set  forth  in  this  title.  Any  agreement  entered  into  hereunder 
with  the  private  trade  shall  provide  for  the  furnishing  of 
such  security  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  and  adequate  assurance  of  payment  of  the 
amount  due  for  agricultural  commodities  sold  pursuant  t/" 
such  agreement.”  * 

(3)  Section  403  is  amended — 

(a)  by  deleting  the  words  “approximately  equal”  from  the 
last  sentence  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  the  word 
“reasonable”;  and 

(b)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “agreement”  in  the  last 
sentence  thereof  the  following:  “,  except  that  the  date  for 
beginning  such  annual  payment  may  be  deferred  for  a  period 
not  later  than  two  years  after  such  date  of  last  delivery,”. 

(4)  Section  405  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  405.  In  the  case  of  such  agreements,  the  Secretary  may  enter 
into  agreements  with  other  friendly  and  historic  supplying  nations  of 
such  commodities  for  their  participation  in  the  supply  and  assistance 
program  herein  authorized  on  a  proportionate  and  equitable  basis. 

(5)  Section  406  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  word  “sec¬ 
tions”  the  following:  “101  (b)  and  (c),”. 

Sec.  202.  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  further  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (4)  after  the  words  “needy 
persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  203.  Section  308  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the  words  “and  in  nonprofit  school 
lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  204.  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6, 1958  (Public  Law  85- 
931),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “needy  persons”  the 
words  “and  in  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs”. 

Sec.  205.  In  any  school  feeding  programs  undertaken  hereafter  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  pursuant  to  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  section  308  of  Public  Law  480  (83d  Congress),  as 
amended,  and  section  9  of  the  Act  of  September  6,  1958,  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  shall  receive  assurances  satisfactory  to  him  that,  insofar 
as  practicable,  there  will  be  student  participation  in  the  financing  of 
such  programs  on  the  basis  of  ability  to  pay,  and  such  programs  snail 
be  undertaken  with  the  understanding  that  commodities  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  those  programs  only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such 
statutes  and  that  commodities  made  available  under  section  416  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  will  be  available  only  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  priorities  established  in  such  section. 
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TITLE  III— COMMODITY  PROGRAMS 


Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 

Sec.  301.  Section  105(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and 
(6): 

“(5)  The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  corn  shall  be 
established  by  the  Secretary  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Eighteen 
cents  per  bushel  of  the  support  price  for  corn,  and  a  comparable  por¬ 
tion  of  the  support  price  for  grain  sorghums  and  barley  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  through  payments  in  kind.  Such  payments  in 
kind  shall  be  made  on  the  number  of  bushels  of  such  feed  grain  deter¬ 
mined  by  multiplying  the  actual  acreage  of  such  feed  grain  planted 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  1963  by  the  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre 
for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage  of  such  feed  grain.  Such  payments 
in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates 
which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  corn,  grain 
<mrghums,  and  barley  (such  feed  grains  to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary 
V  not  less  than  the  support  price  minus  that  part  of  the  support  price 
made  available  through  payments  in  kind)  and,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the 
producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates.  In  the  case  of  any 
certificate  not  presented  for  redemption  within  30  days  of  the  date 
of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning  30  days  after 
its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for  redemp¬ 
tion  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  such  certificates  among  the  producers 
on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  crop  produced 
on  the  farm  with  respect  to  which  such  certificates  are  issued,  or  the 
proceeds  therefrom.  If  the  operator  of  the  farm  elects  to  participate 
in  the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to 
the  producers  on  such  farm  only  if  such  producers  divert  from  the 
production  of  such  feed  grains  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
such  program  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  number  of  acres 
w7hicli  such  operator  agrees  to  divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  so 
provide. 

v  “(6)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
/rice  support  on  the  1963  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley 
that  the  producer  shall  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1963  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary :  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  may 
provide  that  no  producer  of  malting  barley  shall  be  required  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  for  barley  to  participate  in  the 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  if  such  producer 
has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants  barley  only 
of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest  in  1963,  does  not  know¬ 
ingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959  and 
1960,  and  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  I960.'’ 

Sec.  302.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection : 
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“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“(1)  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  special 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963,  without  regard  to 
provisions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural 
conservation  program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments  in 
amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
shall  be  made  to  producers  who  divert  acreage  from  the  production 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley  to  an  approved  conservation 
use  and  increase  their  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  in  1959 
and  1960  to  designated  soil-conserving  crops  or  practices  includ¬ 
ing  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  by  an  equal  amount :  Provided , 
That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor 
beans,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage,  subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to 
diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  cron#" 
but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  whic^ 
would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to 
conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.  Such 
special  agricultural  conservation  program  shall  require  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  take  such  measures  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appro¬ 
priate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects, 
weeds,  and  rodents.  The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash 
or  in  an  equivalent  amount  in  kind  under  such  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  shall  be  an  acreage  equivalent  to  20  per  centum  of  the  aver¬ 
age  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960  or  up  to  twenty-five  acres, 
whichever  is  greater.  Payments  in  kind  only  may  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  30  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  on  the  farm  planted  to  corn,  grain  sorghums, 
and  barley,  in  the  crop  years  1959  and  1960.  Payments  may  be 
made  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect 
at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  feed  grain  program  for 
1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  between  the 
national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963  crops  on  an  amount 
of  the  commodity  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  normaL 
production  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  commodity  on  tin 
farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  ana* 
1960  crop  acreage.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments 
in  acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rota¬ 
tion  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  measures, 
and  topography.  The  Secretary  may  also  make  such  adjustments 
in  yields  as  he  determines  necessary  to  reflect  any  increases  in 
yields  since  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  the  result  of  the 
adoption  or  the  improvement  of  an  irrigation  system  if  such 
improvement  or  adoption  of  such  irrigation  system  was  made  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence  but  such  adjustment  in  yields 
shall  apply  only  to  payments  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted 
612.  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section  105(c)(6)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer 
proves  the  actual  acreages  and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  years,  such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in 
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making  determinations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed 
50  per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of  deter¬ 
mination  of  performance.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  subsection  (g)(1),  barley  shall  not  be  included  in  the 
program  for  a  producer  of  malting  barley  exempted  pursuant  to 
section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  who  partici¬ 
pates  only  with  respect  to  corn  and  grain  sorghums  and  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of 
110  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
barley  in  1959  and  1960. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
this  section  16(g).  Obligations  may  be  incurred  in  advance  of 
appropriations  therefor  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  authorized  to  advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with 
such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  to 
pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in  carrying  out  section  303  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

)“  (3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing 
of  payments  under  this  subsection  among  producers  on  the  farm 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and  in  keeping  with  existing  con¬ 
tracts.” 

Sec.  303.  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance 
of  negotiable  certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  for  feed  grains  (valued  at  not  less  than  the  support  price 
minus  that  part  of  the  support  price  made  available  through  payments 
in  kind)  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such 
certificates  at  such  time  and  in  sucn  manner  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  will  best  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  special  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram  for  1963  authorized  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate 
not  presented  for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  its 
issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carrying  charges,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  beginning  thirty  days 
after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its  presentation  for 
redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate. 

Sec.  304.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  producers  may  par- 
'ucipate  in  the  special  feed  grain  conservation  program  for  1963 
Jithorized  by  this  Act  as  he  determines  necessary  because  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or 
alleviate  a  shortage  in  the  supply  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  or  barely. 

Sec.  305.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsection  (a)  of  section  105  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 
beginning  with  the  1964  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available 
to  producers  for  each  crop  of  corn  at  such  level,  not  less  than  50  per 
centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor,  as 
the  Secretary  determines  will  not  result  in  increasing  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn.” 
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Subtitle  B— Wheat 


PROGRAM  FOR  1963 


Sec.  306.  Price  support  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  made 
available  as  provided  in  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  except  that  (1)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators,  and  only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area, 

(2)  if  the  operator  of  the  farm  elects  to  participate  in  the  program 
formulated  under  section  307 — 

(A)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  the  producers  on 
such  farm  only  if  such  producers  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  program  and 
acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  which  such 
operator  agrees  to  divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  so  provide, 
and 

(B)  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  of  the  1963  crop  to  such 
participating  producers  shall  be  at  a  national  average  of  two 
dollars  per  bushel  and  the  amount  by  which  such  level  of  two  dol¬ 
lars  per  bushel  exceeds  the  national  average  level  available  t<u 
cooperators  who  are  not  participating  producers  shall  be  madfl 
available  as  hereinafter  provided,  and 

(3)  the  national  average  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  of  the  1963 
crop  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participating  producers  shall  be  one 
dollar  and  eighty-two  cents  per  bushel.  The  amount  by  which  the  level 
of  two  dollars  per  bushel  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  available  to 
cooperators  who  are  not  participating  producers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  through  payments  in  kind,  on  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat 
determined  by  multiplying  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  1963  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm. 
Such  payments  in  kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance  of  nego¬ 
tiable  certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
redeem  for  wheat  (such  wheat  to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not 
less  than  the  current  support  price  for  wheat  to  cooperators  who  are 
not  participants  in  the  program  formulated  under  section  307)  and, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates. 
In  the  case  of  any  certificate  not  presented  for  redemption  within  30 
days  of  the  date  of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other 
carrying  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period  begin¬ 
ning  30  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the  date  of  its  presenta*y 
tion  for  redemption  shall  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate^ 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  such  certificates  among 
the  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the 
wheat  crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom.  For 
purposes  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the  “current 
support  price”  for  wheat  during  the  marketing  year  for  the  1963  crop 
shall  be  the  support  price  for  such  crop  to  cooperators  who  are  not 
participants  in  the  program  formulated  under  section  307. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except  a  farm  on  which  a  new  farm 
wheat  allotment  is  established  for  the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  determined  as  provided 
in  subsection  (b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

(1)  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  higher  of 
(i)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  with  adjustments  for 
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abnormal  weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation  practices 
on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered,  but  not  to  exceed  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat.  Such  producers 
may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the  farm  not  in  excess  of  the 
larger  of  one  and  one-half  times  the  amount  diverted  under  the 
preceding  sentence  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage 
diverted  to  10  acres:  Provided ,  That  the  total  acreage  diverted 
shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  or  (ii)  of  the  preceding  sentence. 

(2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conservation  uses 
including  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  such 
measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate 
to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from  erosion,  insects,  weeds, 
and  rodents:  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such 
diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame, 
safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  and  flax  when  such  crops  are 
not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section. 


\  (3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 

/  conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  but 
excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above  and  acreage 
diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed  grains,  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land  on  the 
farm  in  1959  and  1960.  Certification  by  the  producer  with  respect 
to  such  acreage  may  be  accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with 
the  foregoing  provision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to 
soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer-fallow  and  idle  land,  in 
1959  and  1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions  or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop- 
rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to  give 
effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  and  reapportion- 
ment  or  preservation  of  history. 

(4)  The  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the 
farm  in  1963  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted 
under  this  section  below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is 
the  larger — 

(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat ; 
\  (B)  the  average  acreage  of  the  crops  of  wheat  planted  for 

harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1959, 1960,  and  1961  with  adjust¬ 
ments  as  provided  above,  but  not  to  exceed  1 5  acres. 

(b)(1)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  prescribed  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  which 
shall  be  made  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  not 
in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  (available  to  cooperators  wTho  are  not  participants  in 
the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section)  per  bushel  for 
Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the  farm  is  considered  as 
being  located  for  the  administration  of  farm  marketing  quotas  for 
wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre 
of  wheat  for  the  farm,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres 
other  than  acres  devoted  to  special  crops  pursuant  to  the  proviso  in 
subsection  (a)(2)  of  this  section,  payment  for  which  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section. 
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(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in  yields  for  the  1959 
and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal 
factors  affecting  production,  and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable 
acreage,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conserva-  1 
tion  measures,  and  topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves 
the  actual  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years,  such 
yields  shall  be  used  in  making  determinations. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the  sharing  of 
payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis. 
The  medium  of  payment  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary.  If 
payments  are  made  in  wheat,  the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall 
be  converted  to  wheat  at  not  less  than  the  current  support  price  for 
wheat  to  cooperators  who  are  not  participants  in  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  , 
support. 

(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  special 
crops  pursuant  to  the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section 
shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  produc^V 
tion  of  such  crops:  Provided ,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment' 
exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted 
acreage. 

(c)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  conserva- 
1  ion  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  the  program  formulated 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to 
conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal 
program  except  that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of 
cost-sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices  carried  out  on 
any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  under  the  program  formu¬ 
lated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on 
account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
program  formulated  under  this  section. 

(e)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to  producers  under 
this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  may  include 

such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  th|£ 
purposes  of  this  section.  * 

(g)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing  quota  penalty 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  not  be  released  from  storage  for  underplanting 
based  upon  acreage  diverted  hereunder,  and  in  determining  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of  the  acres 
diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be  actual  production 
of  wheat. 

(h)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(i)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize  its 
capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  payments 
authorized  herein  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in 
carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963. 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this 
section  after  June  30,  1963. 
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Sec.  308.  (a)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  changing  the  period  to  a  comma 
at  the  end  of  the  next  to  the  last  sentence  and  adding  the  following : 
“or  section  307  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.” 

(b)  The  special  wheat  program  formulated  under  section  307  of  this 
Act  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allot¬ 
ment  under  section  334 (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended. 

Sec.  309.  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  changing 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  colon,  and  adding  the  following : 
“ Provided  further ,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat 
exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres 
actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961.” 

FROORAM  FOR  1904  AND  SUBSEQUENT  CROPS 

^  Subtitle  B — Wheat 

Sec.  310.  Section  331  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  paragraph  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  paragraphs: 

“Wheat  which  is  planted  and  not  disposed  of  prior  to  the  date  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess  acres  of  wheat  is  an 
addition  to  the  total  supply  of  wheat  and  has  a  direct  effect  on  the 
price  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  may  also  affect 
the  supply  and  price  of  livestock  and  livestock  products.  In  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  wheat  not  disposed  of  prior  to  such  date  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  same  manner  as  mechanically  harvested  wheat  in  order 
to  achieve  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“The  diversion  of  substantial  acreages  from  wheat  to  the  production 
of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would 
burden,  obstruct,  and  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  such  commodities,  and  wTould  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small  changes  in 
the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  sufficient  surplus  to  affect 
seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce.  Large  changes  in  the  supply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a 
Aiore  acute  effect  on  the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  for¬ 
eign  commerce  and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such  adverse  effects 
caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could  further  result  in  a  deficient 
supply  of  the  commodity  in  the  succeeding  year,  causing  excessive 
increases  in  the  price  of  tlie  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  in  such  year.  It  is?  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  to  be  used  to  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage. 

“The  provisions  of  this  part  affording  a  cooperative  plan  to  wheat 
producers  are  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  recurring  surpluses  and 
shortages  of  wheat  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  to  provide  for 
the  maintenance  of  adequate  reserve  supplies  thereof,  to  provide  for 
an  adequate  and  orderly  flow  of  wheat  and  its  products  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to 
farmers  and  consumers,  and  to  prevent  acreage  diverted  from  the  pro- 
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duction  of  wheat  from  adversely  affecting  other  commodities  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce.” 

Sec.  311.  Section  332  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  | 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  provisions  of  such 
section  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“national  marketing  quota 


“Sec.  332.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  April  15  in  any  calendar  year  the 
Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the  marketing 
year  beginning  in  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the 
absence  of  a  marketing  quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  ■ 
shall  be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  following 
marketing  year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years,  if  the  Secretary  i 
determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation  that  a  two-  or  three-year  j 
marketing  quota  program  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  I 
Act. 

“(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  has  been  proclaimed 
for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclain^,, 
the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  such  marketing  yes® 
not  earlier  than  January  1  or  later  than  April  15  of  the  calendar  year1' 
preceding  the  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount 
of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any  marketing  year 
shall  be  an  amount  of  wheat  which  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  be 
utilized  during  such  marketing  year  for  human  consumption  in  the 
United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages,  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat,  (ii)  willbe  utilized  during  such  marketing  year  in 
the  United  States  for  seed,  (iii)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of 
wheat  or  products  thereof,  and  (iv)  as  the  average  amount  which  was 
utilized  as  livestock  (including  poultry)  feed  in  the  marketing  years 
beginning  in  1959  and  I960;  less  (A)  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to  the 
estimated  imports  of  wheat  into  the  United  States  during  such  market¬ 
ing  year  and,  (B)  if  the  stocks  of  wheat  owned  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an 
amount  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desirable  reduc¬ 
tion  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve  the  policy  of  the 
Act :  Provided ,  That  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  stocks  of 
wheat  in  the  Nation  are  insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for 
the  next  succeeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota 
otherwise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  Secretary 
determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover :  And  pre^n 
vided  further ,  That  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  anj^p 
marketing  year  shall  be  not  less  than  one  billion  bushels. 

“(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that, 
because  of  a  national  emergency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the 
demand  for  wheat,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  terminated 
or  the  amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate  investiga¬ 
tion  to  be  made  to  determine  whether  such  action  is  necessary  in  order 
to  meet  such  emergency  or  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat.  If,  on 
the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  is 
necessary,  he  shall  immediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the  amount 
of  any  such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary  and  thereupon  such 
national  marketing  quota  shall  be  so  increased  or  terminated.  In  case 
any  national  marketing  quota  is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  provide  for  such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  established  under  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage.” 
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Sec.  312.  Section  333  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“national  acreage  allotment 

“Sec.  333.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota 
for  wheat  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  at  the 
same  time  shall  proclaim  a  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing 
year  begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  on  the  basis  of  expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings  of 
farm  acreage  allotments  will,  together  with  (1)  the  expected  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  increases  in  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small- 
farm  base  acreages  pursuant  to  section  335,  and  (2)  the  expected  pro¬ 
duction  on  increased  acreages  resulting  from  the  small-farm  exemp¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  section  335,  make  available  a  supply  of  wheat  equal 
to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  such  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  313.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows : 

)  (1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  striking  out  in  the 

first  sentence  thereof  “any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the  1962  and  1963  crops”. 

(2)  By  repealing  subsection  (g)  thereof  and  by  redesignating 
subsections  (h)  and  (i)  thereof  as  (g)  and  (h)  respectively. 

(3)  By  amending  subsection  (i)  thereof,  redesignated  by  this 
section  as  subsection  (h),  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof :  “The  land-use 
provisions  of  section  339  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  re¬ 
ceiving  an  additional  allotment  under  this  subsection.^’ 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

“(i)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  finds  that 

the  acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing  any  type  of  wheat  are  in¬ 
adequate  to  provide  for  the  production  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such 
type  of  wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of  producing  such  type 
of  wheat,  and  (2)  has  produced  such  type  of  wheat  for  commercial 
food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preced¬ 
ing  the  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such 
uniform  percentage  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity. 

)No  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat  acreage 
allotment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat  other  than  such  type 
of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in 
wheat  acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in 
addition  to  the  National,  State,  and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments, 
and  such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and 
section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage 
amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  established 
without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased  allotment 
under  this  subsection.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  increased  allotment  under  this 
subsection  and  the  producers  on  such  farms  shall  not  be  required  to 
comply  with  such  provisions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price 
support.” 

Sec.  314.  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
immediately  after  section  334  thereof  the  following: 
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“commercial  area 

“Sec.  334a.  If  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  State  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in  order  to  , 
promote  efficient  administration  of  this  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area  for  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop.  If  such  State  is 
so  designated,  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  and  marketing  quotas 
for  the  marketing  year  therefor  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
in  such  State.  Acreage  allotments  in  any  State  shall  not  be  increased 
by  reason  of  such  designation.” 

Sec.  315.  Section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“small  farm  exemption 

“Sec.  335.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  part,  no 
farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  fifteen  acres  if  the 
acreage  of  such  crop  of  wheat  does  not  exceed  the  small-farm  base 
acreage  determined  for  the  farm,  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writiii*! 
on  a  form  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  sub™  ' 
ject  to  the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  The  small- 
farm  base  acreage  for  a  farm  shall  be  the  smaller  of  (A)  the  average 
acreage  of  the  crop  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  in  the  three  years 
1959,  1960,  and  1961,  or  such  later  three-year  period,  excluding  1963, 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  with  adjustments 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation  practices 
on  the  farm,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should 
be  considered  for  the  purpose  of .  establishing  a  fair  and  equitable 
small-farm  base  acreage,  or  (B)  fifteen  acres.  The  acreage  allotment 
for  any  farm  shall  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  small-farm  base  acreage 
determined  as  provided  above  on  the  basis  of  the  three-year  period 
1959-1961,  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  by  which  the  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  the  crop  is  reduced  below  fifty-five  million  acres,  or 
(2)  the  acreage  allotment  determined  without  regard  to  (1)  above.  If 
the  operator  of  any  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with  respect 
to  any  crop  of  wheat,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340),  as  amended,  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  larger  of  (A) 
the  small-farm  base  acreage  or  (B)  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm, 
(ii)  the  land-use  provisions  of  section  339  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the 
farm,  (iii)  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support® 
and  (iv)  wheat  marketing  certificates  applicable  to  such  crop  shalN^ 
not  be  issued  with  respect  to  the  farm.  The  additional  acreage 
required  to  provide  acreage  allotments  for  farms  based  upon  small- 
farm  base  acreages  under  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  National, 
State,  and  county  acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  316.  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“referendum 

- 

“Sec.  336.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  one,  two,  or 
three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed,  the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than 
sixty  days  after  such  proclamation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine 
whether  they  favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing  year 
or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  held  pursuant  to 
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this  section,  except  that  a  producer  who  has  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
of  less  than  fifteen  acres  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm 
operator  elected  pursuant  to  section  335  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  referen¬ 
dum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  such  referen¬ 
dum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  produced  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 
year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.  If 
the  Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting 
in  a  referendum  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or 
three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent 
year  or  years  of  such  period.” 

Sec.  317.  Section  337  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  318.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  amended  by  adding  after  section  338  a  new  section  as  follows: 


Ante,  p.  621. 


52  Stat.  55, 
7  USC  1337. 


LAND  USE 


“Sec.  339.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  marketing  quotas  for 
wheat  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on  any  fami  (except  a  new  farm 
l-eceiving  an  allotment  from  the  reserve  for  new  farms)  on  which  any 
crop  is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to 
any  marketing  quota  penalty  applicable  to  such  crops,  as  provided  in 
this  subsection  unless  (1)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary  as 
one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply 
if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  or  as  one  the 
pi’oduction  of  which  will  not  substantially  impair  the  purpose  of  the 
requirements  of  this  section,  or  (2)  no  wheat  is  produced  on  the  fann, 
and  the  producers  have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of  inten¬ 
tion  to  participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage  required  to  be  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  sliall  be  an  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  determined  by  multiplying  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  by  the  diversion  factor  determined  by  dividing  the 
number  of  acres  by  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  reduced 
below  fifty-five  millioir  acres  by  the  number  of  acres  in  the  national 
acreage  allotment.  The  actual  production  of  any  crop  subject  to 
menalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be  l-egarded  as  available  for  market¬ 
ing  and  the  penalty  on  such  crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual 
acreage  of  such  crop  at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is 
harvested,  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm.  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty  on 
such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm  and  any 
subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  which  the 
producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having  an 
interest  in  the  crop  or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  persons  liable  for  the 
payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall  be  liable 
also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from 
the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such 
penalty. 
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“(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on  any  farm 
diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  be  land  which  was  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  in  the  previous  year,  to  the  extent  he 
determines  that  such  requirement  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  subtitle. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  be  grazed 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pro¬ 
gram  with  respect  to  the  1964  and  1965  crops  of  wheat  under  which,  i 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in 
amounts  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  diverted  taking 
into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the  Act,  determined  by  the  Sec-  i 
retary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  Secretary  may  permit 
producers  on  any  farm  to  divert  from  the  production  of  wheat  an  r 
acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  ; 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat : 
Provided ,  That  the  producers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election®! 
divert  such  acreage  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  t(® 
subsection  (a),  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on  the  farm  to 
fifteen  acres.  Such  program  shall  require  (1)  that  the  diverted  acre¬ 
age  shall  be  devoted  to  conservation  uses  approved  by  the  Secretary ; 
(2)  that  the  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil- 
conserving  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  excluding 
the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above,  shall  be  not  less  than  the  total 
average  acreage  of  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including 
summer  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  a  representative 
period,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  adjusted  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions  or  other  factors  affecting  production,  (ii)  established  crop-rota¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  farm,  (iii)  participation  in  other  Federal  farm 
programs,  (iv)  unusually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  conserving  uses,  and  (v)  other  factors  which  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  fair  and 
equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for  the  farm;  and  (3)  that  the  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  not  knowingly  exceed  (i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in 
effect  for  any  commodity  produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as 
the  Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  with  the  farm  acreage 
allotments  on  any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has^ 
a  share :  Provided ,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded® 
a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm^ 
marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance 
with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the 
penalty:  And  provided  further ,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  if 
the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under 
Ante,  p.  621.  section  335.  The  producers  on  a  new  farm  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of 
payment  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis. 
Payments  may  be  made  in  cash  or  in  wheat. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any  payment  on 
account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
land-use  program  formulated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to  producers 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of  deter¬ 
mination  of  performance. 
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“(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to  he  devoted 
to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 
and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in 
surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage 
devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops :  Provided ,  That  in  no  event 
shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be 
applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage. 

“(f)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  including  provision  for 
the  control  of  erosion,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for 
herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

“(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such  regulations  as 
may  be  desirable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

.  “  (h)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize  its 
hpital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  payments 
authorized  in  this  section  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses  necessary 
in  carrying  out  this  section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963. 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses.” 

Sec.  319.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340) . 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows:  55  stat.  203. 

(1)  By  amen  (ling  paragraph  (1)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  normal  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre¬ 
scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the  number 
of  acres  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot- 

)ment  for  such  crop.  In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota 
and  farm  marketing  excess,  any  acreage  of  wheat  remaining  after 
the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  disposal  of  excess 
acres  of  wheat  shall  be  included  as  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm, 
and  the  production  thereof  shall  be  appraised  in  such  manner  as 
the  Secretary  determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  accurate  esti¬ 
mate  of  such  production.  Any  acreage  of  wheat  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  such 
date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  excluded 
in  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing 
excess.  Self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  shall  be  included  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  acreage  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  the  wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
marketing  year.” 
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(2)  By  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  witn 
respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  at  a 
rate  per  bushel  equal  to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
crop  is  harvested.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
is  determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess.” 

(3)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  “twice”  before  “the  normal 
production”  in  the  first  and  second  sentences  thereof,  and  by 
inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof  “twice  the”  between  “of” 
and  “normal”  in  the  phrase  “upon  the  basis  of  normal  produc¬ 
tion”,  by  striking  out  “corn  and”  from  the  first  sentence  thereof, 
and  by  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(4)  By  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any 
crop  of  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  the  fam^| 
and  any  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  subject  to  marketing  quotas  ii^ 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in 
favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty.” 

(51  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (5). 

(6)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  from  paragraph  (6). 

(7)  By  repealing  paragraph  (7),  and  by  renumbering  para¬ 
graphs  (8)  through  (11)  as  (7)  through  (10),  respectively. 

(8)  By  striking  out  “corn  or”  and  “,  as  the  case  may  be,”  from 
paragraph  (8),  redesignated  by  this  section  as  paragraph  (7), 
and  adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  the  following  sentence: 
“If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such  penalty,  such  buyer  and  all 
persons  entitled  to  share  in  the  wheat  marketed  from  the  farm  or  . 
the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such 
penalty.” 

(9)  By  repealing  paragraph  (12),  and  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  paragraphs  to  follow  paragraph  (11),  redesignated  by 
this  section  as  paragraph  (10)  : 

“(11)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection  of  the 
penalty  on  any  amount  of  wheat  shall  be  liable  also  for  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  date  the 
penalty  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“(12)  If  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  not  in  effect  for  anj^ 
marketing  year,  all  previous  marketing  quotas  applicable  to  wTheaW» 
shall  be  terminated,  effective  as  of  the  first  day  of  such  marketing 
year.  Such  termination  shall  not  abate  any  penalty  previously 
incurred  by  a  producer  or  relieve  any  buyer  of  the  duty  to  remit 
penalties  previously  collected  by  him.” 

Sec.  320.  Section  301(b)  (13)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (A)  ; 

(2)  by  inserting  in  paragraphs  (D)  and  (E)  after  the  words 
“in  the  case  of  rice”  the  words  “and  wheat”,  by  inserting  in  said 
paragraphs  after  the  words  “per  acre  of  rice”  the  following :  “or 
wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,”,  and  by  inserting  in  said  paragraph 
after  “determined”  the  following :  “in  the  case  of  rice,  or  during 
the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such 
normal  yield  is  determined  in  the  case  of  wheat”; 

(3)  by  striking  from  paragraph  (G)  the  following:  (A) 
“wheat,”  in  each  of  the  two  places  it  first  occurs  therein;  (B) 
“and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or 
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peanuts,  for  trends  in  yields'’;  (C)  “ten  calendar  years  in  the  case 
of  wheat,  and’' ;  and  (D)  “in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  or  peanuts,”. 

Sec.  321.  Section  371  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows:  7  usc  1371, 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  deleting  “corn,  wheat,”  in  52  stat.  64. 
the  first  sentence  thereof. 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended  by  striking  68  stat.  904 
out  “any  national  acreage  allotment  for  com  or”,  “wheat,”  and 

“in  order  to  effect  the  declared  policy  of  this  Act  or”. 

Sec.  322.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  after  52  stat.  68. 
“parity  payment,”  the  following :  “payment  under  section  339,”.  7  use  1385. 

Sec.  323.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  Ante,  p.  622 
1938,  as  amended,  and  to  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  made  by  sections  310  through  322  of  this  Act  shall  be  in 
effect  only  with  respect  to  programs  applicable  to  the  crops  planted 
for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  1964  or  any  subsequent  year  and  the 
marketing  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1964,  or  any  subsequent 
year. 


) 


WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION  PROGRAM 


Sec.  324.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  amended  (1)  by  designating  subtitles  D  and  E  52  stat.  38. 
as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2)  by  inserting  after  subtitle  7  use  1301 
C  a  new  subtitle  D  as  follows :  et  seq. 


“Subtitle  D — Wheat  Marketing  Allocation 
“legislative  findings 

“Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being  a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the 
great  export  crops  of  American  agriculture  and  its  production  for 
domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance 
of  a  sound  national  economy  and  to  the  general  welfare.  The  move¬ 
ment  of  wheat  from  producer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  com¬ 
modity  or  any  of  the  products  thereof,  is  preponderantly  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce.  Unreasonably  low  prices  of  wheat  to  pro¬ 
ducers  impair  their  purchasing  power  for  nonagricultural  products 
and  place  them  in  a  position  of  serious  disparity  with  other  industrial 
groups.  The  conditions  affecting  the  production  of  wheat  are  such 
that  without  Federal  assistance,  producers  cannot  effectively  prevent 
disastrously  low  prices  for  wheat.  It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  assist 
Yheat  producers  in  obtaining  fair  prices,  to  regulate  the  price  of  wheat 
used  for  domestic  food  and  for  exports  in  the  manner  provided  in  this 
subtitle. 


WHEAT  MARKETING  ALLOCATION 

“Sec.  379b.  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing  quota 
is  in  effect  for  wheat,  beginning  with  the  marketing  year  for  the  1964 
crop,  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  shall  be  in  effect  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  subtitle.  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
(1)  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  year  which  shall  be  the 
amount  of  wheat  which  in  determining  the  national  marketing  quota 
for  such  marketing  year  he  estimated  would  be  used  during  such  year 
for  human  consumption  in  the  United  States,  as  food,  food  products, 
and  beverages,  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat,  and  that  portion 
of  the  amount  of  wheat  which  in  determining  such  quota  he  estimated 
would  be  exported  in  the  form  of  wheat  or  products  thereof  during 
the  marketing  year  on  which  the  Secretary  determines  that  marketing 
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cert  ificates  shall  be  issued  to  producers  in  order  to  achieve,  insofar  as 
practicable,  the  price  and  income  objectives  of  this  subtitle,  and  (2) 
the  national  allocation  percentage  which  shall  be  the  percentage  which 
the  national  marketing  allocation  is  of  the  national  marketing  quota. 
Each  farm  shall  receive  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  for  such  market¬ 
ing  year  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  obtained  by  multiplying  the 
number  of  acres  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  by  the  normal 
yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  multi¬ 
plying  the  resulting  number  of  bushels  by  the  national  allocation 
percentage.  If  a  noncommercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established 
for  any  marketing  year,  farms  in  such  area  shall  be  given  wheat 
marketing  allocations  which  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  given 
producers  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area. 

“marketing  certificates 

“Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  issuance  of  wheat 
marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  pro^ 
ducers  on  any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certificates  are  issued  tfl 
receive,  in  addition  to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  wheat,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat  marketing 
certificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year 
shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing  allocation  for 
such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  marketing 
year  begins  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 
plus  (ii)  the  amount  of  wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty,  which  is  released  from  storage  during  the  marketing 
year  on  account  of  underplanting  or  underproduction.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  in  the 
wheat  croji  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  therefrom. 

“(b)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  marketing  year  in  which  a 
marketing  quota  penalty  is  assessed  for  any  commodity  on  such  farm 
or  in  which  the  farm  has  not  complied  with  the  land-use  requirements 
Ante,  p.  622.  of  section  339  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  which, 
except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe,  the  producer 
exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  com¬ 
modity  in  which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer.  No  producer  shaUfl 
be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  th\, 
entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  wdth  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or 
postpone  payment  of  the  penalty.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm, 
if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop 
Ante,  p.  621.  under  section  335. 

“(c)  Whenever  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  for 
such  marketing  year  the  face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates. 
The  face  value  per  bushel  of  marketing  certificates  shall  be  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied 
by  certificates  exceeds  the  level  of  price  support  for  w7heat  not  accom¬ 
panied  by  certificates  (noncertificate  wheat) . 

“(d)  Marketing  certificates  and  transfers  thereof  shall  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  such  documents,  marketing  cards,  records,  accounts,  certifi¬ 
cations,  or  other  statements  or  forms  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 
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“marketing  restrictions 

“Sec.  379d.  (a)  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  acquiring  marketing 
certificates  from  the  producer  to  whom  such  certificates  are  issued, 
unless  such  certificates  are  acquired  in  connection  with  the  acquisition 
from  such  producer  of  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equivalent  to  the 
marketing  certificates.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be  transferable 
only  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Any 
unused  certificates  legally  held  by  persons  other  than  the  producer  to 
whom  such  certificates  are  issued  shall  be  purchased  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  if  tendered  to  the  Corporation  for  purchase  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  authorized  to  purchase  from  producers  certificates  not 
accompanied  by  wheat  in  cases  where  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
would  constitute  an  undue  hardship  to  require  the  producer  to  transfer 
his  certificates  only  in  connection  with  the  disposition  of  wheat. 

“(b)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  a  wheat  marketing 
allocation  program  is  in  effect,  (i)  all  persons  engaged  in  the  process¬ 
ing  of  wheat  into  food  products  shall,  prior  to  marketing  any  such 
product  for  human  food  in  the  United  States,  acquire  marketing 
certificates  equivalent  to  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  contained  in 
such  product,  and  (ii)  all  persons  exporting  wheat  or  food  products 
shall  prior  to  such  export  acquire  marketing  certificates  equivalent  to 
the  number  of  bushels  so  exported.  Marketing  certificates  shall  be 
valid  to  cover  only  sales  or  exportations  made  during  the  marketing 
year  with  respect  to  which  they  are  issued,  and  after  being  once  used 
to  cover  a  sale  or  export  of  a  food  product  or  an  export  of  wheat  shall 
be  void  and  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions 
hereof,  the  Secretary  may  require  marketing  certificates  issued  for  any 
marketing  year  to  be  acquired  to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made  on  or 
after  the  date  during  the  calendar  year  in  which  wheat  harvested  in 
such  calendar  year  begins  to  be  marketed  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  even  though  such  wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year,  and  marketing  certificates  for  such  marketing  year 
shall  be  valid  to  cover  sales  or  exportations  made  on  or  after  the  date 
so  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(c)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  or  other  undertaking  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  to  secure  the  purchase  of  and  payment  for  such 
marketing  certificates  as  may  be  required,  and  subject  to  such  regu- 
Vtions  as  he  may  prescribe,  any  person  required  to  have  marketing 
Certificates  in  order  to  market  or  export  a  commodity  may  be  permitted 
to  market  any  such  commodity  without  having  first  acquired  market¬ 
ing  certificates. 

“(d)  As  used  in  this  subtitle,  the  term  ‘food  products’  means  any"Food  produots." 
product  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  to  be  used  for  human 
consumption,  including  beverage. 

“assistance  in  purchase  and  sale  of  marketing  certificates 

“Sec.  379e.  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
marketing  certificates,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  author¬ 
ized  to  issue,  buy,  and  sell  marketing  certificates  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Such  regulations  may  au¬ 
thorize  the  Corporation  to  issue  and  sell  certificates  in  excess  of  the 
quantity  of  certificates  which  it  purchases.  Such  regulations  may 
authorize  the  Corporation  in  the  sale  of  marketing  certificates  to 
charge,  in  addition  to  the  face  value  thereof,  an  amount  determined 
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by  the  Secretary  to  be  appropriate  to  cover  estimated  administrative 
costs  in  connection  with  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  certificates  and 
estimated  interest  incurred  on  funds  of  the  Corporation  invested  in 
certificates  purchased  by  it. 

“conversion  factors 

“Sec.  379f.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  conversion  factors  which  ' 
shall  be  used  to  determine  the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in  any  food 
product.  The  conversion  factor  for  any  such  food  product  shall  be 
determined  upon  the  basis  of  the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  manu- 
facture  of  such  product. 

“authority  to  facilitate  transition 

“Sec.  379g.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  take  such  action  as  he 
determines  to  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  transition  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  currently  in  effect  to  the  program  provided  for  in  this  subtitle. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subtitle,  such  authority 
shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  the  authority  to  exempt  all  or* 
a  portion  of  the  wheat  or  food  products  made  therefrom  in  the  chariH 
nels  of  trade  on  the  effective  date  of  the  program  under  this  subtitle 
from  the  marketing  restrictions  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  379d,  or 
to  sell  certificates  to  persons  owning  such  wheat  or  food  products  at 
such  prices  as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  Any  such  certificate  shall 
be  issued  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

“reports  and  records 

“Sec.  379h.  This  section  shall  apply  to  processors  of  wheat,  ware¬ 
housemen  and  exporters  of  wheat  and  food  products,  and  all  persons 
purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  in  wheat  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates.  Any  such  person  shall,  from  time  to  time  on  request  of  the 
Secretary,  report  to  the  Secretary  such  information  and  keep  such 
records  as  the  Secretary  finds  to  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle.  Such  information  shall  be  reported 
and  such  records  shall  be  kept  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of  any 
report  made  or  record  kept,  or  of  obtaining  information  required  to  be 
furnished  in  any  report,  but  not  so  furnished,  the  Secretary  is  hereby 
authorized  to  examine  such  books,  papers,  records,  accounts,  corre¬ 
spondence,  contracts,  documents,  and  memorandums  as  he  has  reasou^ 
to  believe  are  relevant  and  are  within  the  control  of  such  person.  ^ 

“penalties 

“Sec.  379i.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or 
who  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  section  379d  of  this  Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 
States  a  sum  equal  to  two  times  the  face  value  of  the  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  involved  in  such  violation.  Such  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Any  person,  except  a  producer  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer, 
who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  who  participates  or  aids  in  the 
violation  of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  govern¬ 
ing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates 
or  who  fails  to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by 
section  379h  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000 
for  each  violation. 
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“(c)  Any  person  who,  in  his  capacity  as  a  producer,  knowingly 
violates  or  attempts  to  violate  or  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation 
of  any  provision  of  this  subtitle,  or  of  any  regulation,  governing  the 
acquisition,  disposition,  or  handling  of  marketing  certificates  or  fails 
to  make  any  report  or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  section  379h 
shall,  (i)  forfeit  any  right  to  receive  marketing  certificates,  in  whole 
or  in  part  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  with  respect  to  the  farm 
or  farms  and  for  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to  which  any  such 
act  or  default  is  committed,  or  (ii) ,  if  such  marketing  certificates  have 
already  been  issued,  pay  to  the  Secretary,  upon  demand,  the  amount  of 
the  face  value  of  such  certificates,  or  such  part  thereof  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine.  Such  determination  by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to 
the  amount  of  such  marketing  certificates  to  be  forfeited  or  the  amount 
to  be  paid  by  such  producer  shall  take  into  consideration  the  circum¬ 
stances  relating  to  the  act  or  default  committed  and  the  seriousness 
of  such  act  or  default. 

“(d)  Any  person  who  falsely  makes,  issues,  alters,  forges,  or  coun¬ 
terfeits  any  marketing  certificate,  or  with  fraudulent  intent  possesses, 
transfers,  or  uses  any  such  falsely  made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or 
•punterfeited  marketing  certificate,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony 
/id  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  or  both. 

“regulations 


“Sec.  379j .  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  including  but  not 
limited  to  regulations  governing  the  acquisition,  disposition,  or  han¬ 
dling  of  marketing  certificates.’' 

Sec.  325.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

( 1 )  By  inserting  after  section  106  the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  107.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 
beginning  with  the  1964  crop — 

“  ( 1 )  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  shall  be  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or  more  than 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  appropriate  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  401(b), 

“(2)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  wheat  price  support 
for  wheat  not  accompanied  by  marketing  certificates  shall  be  at 
\  such  level  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  taking  into 
)  consideration  competitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value 
of  wheat  in  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which  price 
support  is  made  available  for  feed  grains, 

“  (3)  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators ; 
and  if  a  commercial  wheat-producing  area  is  established  for  such 
crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area, 

“  (4)  the  level  of  price  support  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
a  national  marketing  quota  is  not  proclaimed  or  for  which  market¬ 
ing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  101,  and 

“(5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a 
‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat  produced  on  a  farm 
shall  be  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A)  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  any  other  commodity  on  the 
farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre¬ 
scribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any 
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commodity  in  ■which  he  has  an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii) 
complies  with  the  land-use  requirements  of  section  339  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  pre-  ■ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect 
for  the  crop  of  wheat,  a  ‘cooperator’  with  respect  to  any  crop  of 
wheat  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be  a  producer  who  does  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat.  No 
producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess 
is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty, 
but  the  producer  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on 
such  marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm, 
if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such 
crop  under  section  335.” 

(2)  By  changing  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  third  sentence  in 
section  407  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following :  “ Provided ,  That  ] 
if  a  wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect,  the  current 
support  price  for  wheat  shall  be  the  support  price  for  whea^H 
accompanied  by  marketing  certificate  and  wheat  sold  shall 
accompanied  by  a  marketing  certificate.” 

Sec.  326.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  performance 
rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action  or  advice  of  an  author¬ 
ized  representative  of  the  Secretary  may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the 
requirements  of  subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (g)  of  section  16  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  of  section 
307  of  the  F ood  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  section  339  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  of  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961,  and  payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with 
such  action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  it  desirable  in 
order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

Sec.  327.  In  the  establishment  of  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  the  acreage  which  is  determined  under  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat  under  the 
special  programs  formulated  pursuant  to  section  307  of  this  Act,  sec¬ 
tion  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and 
section  124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  shall  be  credited  to  the 
State,  county,  and  farm  as  though  such  acreage  had  actually  been 
devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat. 

Sec.  328.  Effective  with  the  1964  crop,  during  any  year  in  which  £» 
acreage  diversion  program  is  in  effect  for  feed  grains,  the  Secretary^ 
shall,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  permit  producers  of 
feed  grains  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains 
considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  and  producers  of 
wheat  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered 
as  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  to  such  extent  and  subject 
to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not 
impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  program  for  feed  grains  or  wheat. 


7  USC  1921 
et  seq. 

7  USC  1923. 


TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  (75  Stat.  307)  is  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  By  inserting  in  section  303  after  “use  and  conservation” 
a  comma  and  the  following  “including  recreational  uses  and  fa¬ 
cilities”  ; 
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(2)  By  inserting  in  section  306(a)  after  “soil  conservation 
practices,”  the  following:  “shifts  in  land  use  including  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  recreational  facilities,”; 

(3)  By  striking  out  in  section  309(f)  (1)  the  figure  “$10,000,000” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$25,000,000” ; 

(4)  By  inserting  in  section  312  after  the  words  “and  conserva¬ 
tion”  the  words  “including  recreational  uses  and  facilities”;  and 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows : 

“Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the  term  ‘farmers’  shall  be 

deemed  to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or  who,  with  assistance 
afforded  under  this  title,  intend  to  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2) 
the  term  ‘farming’  shall  be  deemed  to  include  fish  farming.” 

Sec.  402.  Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its  long-standing  policy  of 
favoring  the  use  by  governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and  customary 
channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and  commerce,  and 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  proce¬ 
dures  designed  to  minimize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  through  private  competitive  trade  channels,  both  cooperative 
2nd  noncooperative,  and  to  obtain  maximum  returns  in  the  market¬ 
place  for  producers  and  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Sec.  403.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  reenacted  and 
amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows :  Section  8c (6)  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  (I)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  “ :  Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  orders  appli¬ 
cable  to  cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any  form  of  marketing 
promotion  including  paid  advertising.” 

Sec.  404.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sentence  as  follows: 
“Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  whenever  prior  to  December  31, 
1963,  the  Secretary  determines  it  necessary  in  order  to  assure  the 
Nation  an  adequate  supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination  by  radio- 
active  fallout,  he  may  make  feed  owned  or  controlled  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  available  to  producers  of  milk  in  any  area 
t  or  areas  of  the  United  States  at  such  prices  and  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest.” 

Sec.  405.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  is  declared  unconstitutional, 
or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  in¬ 
valid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  applicability 
thereof  to  other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected 
/hereby. 

Approved  September  27,  1962,  1:00  p.m. 
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FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE,  SEPTEMBER  27,  1962 

OFFICE  OF  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  PRESS  SECRETARY 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

REMARKS  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
UPON  THE  SIGNING  OF  H.R.  12391,  THE 
.  :  •  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  19^2 

IN  THE  PRESIDENT’S  OFFICE 

The  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  represents  an  Impor¬ 
tant  step  forward  In  our  program  to  Increase  farm  income 
while  reducing  costs  to  the  government  of  the  farm  program, 
and  holding  the  accumulation  of  farm  surpluses. 

Last  year  under  the  1961  program  we  made  excellent 
progress.  Farm  income  increased  $1  billion  and  surpluses 
are  down.  This  is  reflected  in  improvement  also  in  the 
economic  health  of  rural  communities.  I  notice  that  deposits 
in  country  banks  in  farm  states  are  a1  ready  up  10  percdnt 
from  i960,  and  industries  which  supply  farmers  have  re¬ 
versed  unfavorable  trends.  This  bill  will  permit  us  to  in¬ 
crease  the  gains  we  have  made  in  all  of  these  sectors  of 
the  economy. 

I  understand  that  feed  grain  stocks  would  have 
climbed  to  more  than  3  billion  bushels  by  1964  without  the 
farm  legislation  the  87th  Congress  has  enacted.  With  this 
legislation  stocks  should  go  down  to  near  the  needed  reserve 
levels  by  1964.  I  think  that  this  is  an  important  point  -- 
with  this  legislation  stocks  should  be  down  to  near  the 
needed  reserve  levels  by  1964. 

Similarly,  as  a  result  of  this  bill,  wheat  carry¬ 
over  stocks  in  a  few  years  will  be  reduced  to  half  of  the 
1961  level. 

This  legislation  brings  to  a  successful  conclusion 
nearly  40  years  of  public  discussion,  some  ten  years  of 
Congressional  debate,  and  a  long  record  of  active  support 
by  farm  groups  for  whatis  called  “two  price  wheat  legisla¬ 
tion.  "  Now  wheat  producers  and  wheat  processors  can  plan 
confidently  for  the  future  instead  of  having  to  operate 
from  year  to  year  under  emergency  bases. 

I  am  especially  pleased  by  the  pilot  program  in 
the  bill  to  explore  means  of  turning  farm  lands  to  non- 
agricultural  purposes,  and  to  broaden  the  authority  of  the 
existing  watershed  and  lending  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  These  may  be  the  most  important  provisions 
of  this  legislation  for  it  opens  up  possibilities  for 
constructive  and  continuing  programs  of  multiple  use  of 
private  and  public  conservation  projects,  expanded  open  air 
space  areas  around  cities,  and  economic  development  of 
some  of  our  less  developed  areas.  With  this  bill  we  can 
also  continue  our  efforts  to  expand  the  Food  for  Peace 
program,  and  encouraging  at  the  same  time  our  prospects 
for  expanded  commercial  trade. 

There  is  provision  for  increasing  participation 
by  the  United  States  in  school  lunch  programs  in  friendly 
countries,  and  for  partial  financing  of  these  programs  by 
the  recipients.  I  am  confident  that  this  Act  will  help  us 
sustain  prosperity,  reduce  burdens  of  surpluses,  and  main- 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  15  (legislative  day,  May  14) ,  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hart  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to 
improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Eederal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz: 

1  On  page  69,  between  lines  11  and  12,  insert  the  fol- 

2  lowing : 

3  “Sec.  404.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  re- 

4  enacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree- 

5  ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 

6  follows:  Section  8c  (6)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period 


5-15-62 - B 


2 


1  at  the  end  of  (I)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

2  following:  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  orders  appli- 

3  cable  to  cherries  ’  such  projects  may  provide  for  any  form 

4  of  marketing  promotion  including  paid  advertising.’  ” 

5  On  page  69,  line  12,  strike  out  “Sec.  404”  and  insert 

6  “Sec.  405”. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Beginning  with  line  6  on  page  11,  strike  out  all  through 

2  line  15  on  page  IB,  and  substitute  the  following: 

3  “Subtitle  A — Feed  Grains 

4  “Sec.  301.  Subtitle  B  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 

6  inserting  after  part  VI  a  new  part  VII  as  follows: 
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“  ‘Part  VII — Marketing  Quotas — Feed  Grains 
“  ‘legislative  findings 

“  ‘Sec.  360a.  The  production  of  feed  grains  is  a  vital 
part  of  the  agricultural  economy  of  the  United  States.  Feed 
grains  move  almost  wholly  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  in  the  form  of  grains,  livestock,  and  livestock  products. 

“  ‘Abnormally  excessive  and  abnormally  deficient  sup¬ 
plies  of  feed  grains  on  the  national  market  acutely  and  directly 
burden,  obstruct,  and  affect  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce.  When  the  available  supply  of  feed  grains  is  exces¬ 
sive,  the  prices  of  feed  grains  are  unreasonably  low  and 
farmers  overexpand  livestock  production  to  find  outlets  for 
feed  grains.  Excessive  supplies  of  feed  grains  cause  the 
marketing  of  excessive  supplies  of  livestock  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  sacrificial  prices,  endanger  the  financial 
stability  of  producers,  and  overtax  the  handling,  processing, 
and  transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  in  feed  grains,  livestock,  and 
livestock  products  is  directed.  Deficient  supplies  of  feed 
grains  result  in  substantial  decreases  in  livestock  production 
and  in  an  inadequate  flow  of  livestock  and  livestock  products 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  with  the  consequence 
of  unreasonably  high  prices  to  consumers  and  loss  of  markets 
for  producers. 

“  ‘Although  certain  feed  grains  are  better  suited  for  pro- 
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duction  in  some  areas  than  other  feed  grains,  in  general,  one 
of  several  feed  grains  can  be  grown  on  the  same  land.  A 
marketing  program  which  provides  for  a  single  quota  appli¬ 
cable  to  feed  grains  and  which  permits  producers  to  deter¬ 
mine,  within  the  quota,  which  feed  grains  they  shall  produce 
will  tend  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act  and  will  permit 
producers  the  maximum  amount  of  freedom  of  choice  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  attainment  of  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“  ‘The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  market¬ 
ing  of  feed  grains  are  such  that,  without  Federal  assistance, 
farmers,  individually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot  effectively 
provide  for  a  balanced  supply  of  feed  grains  and  the  orderly 
marketing  of  feed  grains  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
at  prices  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers. 

“  ‘The  national  public  interest  and  general  welfare  re¬ 
quire  that  the  burdens  on  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
above  described  be  removed  by  the  exercise  of  Federal 
power.  Feed  grains  which  do  not  move  in  the  form  of  feed 
grains  outside  of  the  State  where  they  are  produced  are  so 
closely  and  substantially  related  to  feed  grains  which  move 
in  the  form  of  feed  grains  outside  of  the  State  where  they  are 
produced,  and  have  such  a  close  and  substantial  relation  to 
the  volume  and  price  of  livestock  and  livestock  products  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  that  it  is  necessary  to  regu- 
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late  feed  grains  which  do  not  move  outside  of  the  State  where 
they  are  produced  to  the  extent  set  forth  in  his  Act. 

“  ‘The  diversion  of  substantial  acreage  from  feed  grains  to 
the  production  of  commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply 
or  which  will  be  in  surplus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to 
be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage  would  burden,  obstruct, 
and  adversely  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
commodities,  and  would  adversely  affect  the  prices  of  such 
commodities  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Small 
changes  in  the  supply  of  a  commodity  could  create  a  suffi¬ 
cient  surplus  to  affect  seriously  the  price  of  such  commodity 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Large  changes  in  the 
supply  of  such  commodity  could  have  a  more  acute  effect  on 
the  price  of  the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  and,  also,  could  overtax  the  handling,  processing,  and 
transportation  facilities  through  which  the  flow  of  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  is  directed.  Such 
adverse  effects  caused  by  overproduction  in  one  year  could 
further  result  in  a  deficient  supply  of  the  commodity  in  the 
succeeding  year,  causing  excessive  increases  in  the  price  of 
the  commodity  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  such 
year.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  acreage  diverted 
from  the  production  of  feed  grams  to  he  used  to  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  or  which  will  be  in  sur- 
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plus  supply  if  they  are  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted 
acreage. 

“  ‘national  marketing  quota 
“  ‘Sec.  360b.  (a)  Whenever  prior  to  June  20  in  any  cal¬ 
endar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of 
feed  grains  in  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  will,  in  the  absence  of  a  marketing 
quota  program,  likely  be  excessive,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  that  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  shall 
be  in  effect  for  such  marketing  year  and  for  either  the  follow¬ 
ing  marketing  year  or  the  following  two  marketing  years, 
if  the  Secretary  determines  and  declares  in  such  proclamation 
that  a  two-  or  three-year  marketing  quota  program  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

“‘(b)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  has 
been  proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  such  marketing  year  not  earlier  than  January  1  or 
later  than  June  20  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  marketing  year  begins.  The  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  an  amount  of  feed  grains  which,  during  such 
marketing  year,  the  Secretary  estimates  (i)  will  be  utilized 
in  the  United  States  in  the  production  of  the  volume  of  live- 
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stock  (including  poultry)  and  livestock  products  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet  domestic  consumption  and  export 
requirements,  (ii)  will  be  utilized  for  human  consumption 
in  the  United  States  as  food,  food  products,  and  beverages, 
composed  wholly  or  partly  of  feed  grains,  (iii)  will  be  uti¬ 
lized  in  the  United  States  for  seed  and  industrial  uses,  and 
(iv)  will  be  exported  either  in  the  form  of  feed  grains  or 
products  thereof;  less  (A)  an  amount  of  feed  grains  equal 
to  the  estimated  imports  of  feed  grains  into  the  United  States 
during  such  marketing  year  and,  (13)  if  the  stocks  of  feed 
grains  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  excessive,  an  amount  of 
feed  grains  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  a  desirable 
reduction  in  such  marketing  year  in  such  stocks  to  achieve 
the  policy  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  total  stocks  of  feed  grains  in  the  Nation  are 
insufficient  to  assure  an  adequate  carryover  for  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  marketing  year,  the  national  marketing  quota  other¬ 
wise  determined  shall  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  assure  an  adequate  carry¬ 
over:  And  provided  further,  That  the  national  marketing 
quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year  shall  be  not 
less  than  one  hundred  and  ten  million  tons. 

“‘(c)  If,  after  the  proclamation  of  a  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  marketing  year,  the  Secre- 
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tary  has  reason  to  believe  that,  because  of  a  national  emer¬ 
gency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in  the  demand  for 
feed  grains,  the  national  marketing  quota  should  be  ter¬ 
minated  or  the  amount  thereof  increased,  he  shall  cause  an 
immediate  investigation  to  be  made  to  determine  whether 
such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  such  emergency  or 
increase  in  the  demand  for  feed  grains.  If,  on  the  basis  of  such 
investigation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  is  neces¬ 
sary,  he  shall  immediately  proclaim  such  finding  and  the 
amount  of  any  such  increase  found  by  him  to  be  necessary 
and  thereupon  such  national  marketing  quota  shall  he  so  in¬ 
creased  or  terminated.  In  case  any  national  marketing  quota 
is  increased  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall  provide 
for  such  increase  by  increasing  acreage  allotments  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  part  by  a  uniform  percentage. 

“  ‘national  acreage  allotment 
“  ‘Sec.  360c.  Whenever  the  amount  of  the  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  feed  grains  is  proclaimed  for  any  marketing 
year,  the  Secretary  at  the  same  time  shall  proclaim  a  national 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  amount  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  shall  be 
the  number  of  acres  which  the  Secretary  determines  on  the 
basis  of  expected  yields  and  expected  underplantings  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  will,  together  with  the  expected  produc- 
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tion  (1)  on  increased  acreage  resulting  from  exemptions 
pursuant  to  sections  360f  and  360k,  and  (2)  of  silage  on 
acreage  excluded  from  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  pursuant  to 
section  301  (a)  (11) ,  make  available  a  supply  of  feed  grains 
equal  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for 
such  marketing  year. 

“  ‘apportionment  of  national  acreage  allotment 
“  ‘Sec.  360d.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to 
exceed  1  per  centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  for  each  State.  The  State  base  acreage 
of  feed  grams  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  in 
the  State  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  this  section. 

(b )  (1)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
feed  grains,  less  a  reserve  acreage  of  not  to  exceed  3  per 
centum  thereof  for  use  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
the  counties  in  the  State  on  the  basis  of  the  base  acreage 
of  feed  grains  for  each  county.  The  county  base  acreage  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  in  the 
county  during  the  base  period,  adjusted  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (d)  of  this  section. 
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“  ‘  (2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
to  make  increases  in  county  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis 
of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  an  additional  share  of 
the  national  acreage  allotment  because  of  reclamation  and 
other  new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  feed  grains. 

“  ‘  (e)  (1)  The  county  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary,  through 
the  county  committee,  among  the  farms  in  the  county  on  the 
basis  of  the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  each  farm.  The 
farm  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  shall  be  the  average  acreage 
of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period,  adjusted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

“  ‘  (2)  The  reserve  acreage  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  ('»)  (O  of  this  section  shall  be  available: 

“‘(A)  For  apportionment  to  farms  which  were 
eligible  to  receive  farm  acreage  allotments  under  this 
part,  but  which  through  error  did  not  receive  such  allot¬ 
ments  ; 

“‘(B)  For  making  increases  in  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  the  basis  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  following 
factors:  tillable  acres,  type  of  soil,  topography,  estab¬ 
lished  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  hardship,  in¬ 
equities  in  allotments,  and  such  other  factors  as  the 
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Secretary  determines  should  lie  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing  fair  and  equitable  farm  acreage 
allotments;  and 

“  ‘  (C)  For  apportionment  to  farms  for  which  farm 
acreage  allotments  were  not  determined  because  there 
were  no  acreages  of  feed  grains  on  such  farms  during 
the  base  period  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 
the  suitability  of  the  land  for  the  production  of  feed 
grains,  the  past  experience  of  the  farm  operator  in  the 
production  of  feed  grains,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm 
operator  is  dependent  on  income  from  farming  for  his 
livelihood,  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  other  farms 
owned,  operated,  or  controlled  by  the  farm  operator, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair 
and  equitable  farm  acreage  allotments. 

“‘(d)  In  determining  the  State,  county,  and  farm  base 
acreages — 

“‘(1)  the  base  period  shall  be  the  calendar  years 
1959  and  1960  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage 
allotments  for  the  1963,  1964,  and  1965  crops  of  feed 
grains ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  determining  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  subsequent  crops  of  feed  grains,  the  base 
period  shall  be  the  two  most  recent  calendar  years  dur- 
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ing  which  a  marketing  quota  program  was  in  effect  for 
which  statistics  of  the  Federal  Government  are  available; 

“‘(2)  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  adjustments 
as  he  determines  are  necessary  for  abnormal  conditions 
affecting  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest, 
land  which  is  regarded  as  devoted  to  the  production 
of  feed  grains  under  Federal  farm  programs,  acreage 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  under  this 
part,  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  determines  should 
be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fair  and 
equitable  base  acreages; 

“‘(3)  the  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  he  excluded 
in  determining  the  average  acreage  of  feed  grains  for 
the  State,  county,  or  farm,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a 
farm  which  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 
under  the  small-farm  exemption  in  section  360f,  or 
under  the  exemption  in  section  360k,  the  acreage  on 
the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  but 
not  in  excess  of  the  farm  base  acreage,  shall  not  he 
excluded. 

“‘(4)  the  acreage  of  wheat  produced  on  the  farm 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  pursuant  to  the 
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exemption  provided  in  section  335  (f) ,  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  part  VII,  shall  be  considered  as  an 
acreage  of  feed  grains  in  determining  the  average  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  for  the  State,  county,  or  farm,  and 
shall  not  he  considered  as  an  acreage  of  wheat  in  de¬ 
termining  the  small-farm  base  acreage  for  wheat  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  335. 

“  ‘geographical  applicability 
“  ‘Sec.  360e.  This  part  VII  shall  be  applicable  to  the 
continental  United  States  excluding  Alaska. 

“  ‘small  farm  exemption 
“  ‘Sec.  360f.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  no  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  with  a  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  of  less  than  twenty-five  acres  if  the  acreage  of  such 
crop  of  feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm,  or  (B)  twenty- 
five  acres  unless  the  operator  elects  in  writing  on  a  form  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  be  subject  to 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota.  If  the 
operator  of  anv  such  farm  fails  to  make  such  election  with 
respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of 
section  360h,  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of 
feed  grains  shall  be  deemed  to  he  the  smaller  of  (A)  the 
farm  base  acreage,  or  (B)  twenty-five  acres,  (ii)  the  land- 
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use  provisions  of  section  360j  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the 
farm,  and  (iii)  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

“  ‘befekendum 

“  ‘Sec.  360g.  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  feed 
grains  for  one,  two,  or  three  marketing  years  is  proclaimed, 
the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  such  proc¬ 
lamation  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  conduct  a 
referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  to  determine  whether 
they  favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  the  marketing 
year  or  years  for  which  proclaimed.  Any  producer  who  has 
a  feed  grain  base  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum 
held  pursuant  to  this  section,  except  a  producer  who  has  a 
farm  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  twenty-five  acres  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  vote  unless  the  farm  operator  elected,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  360f,  to  be  subject  to  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota.  The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the 
results  of  any  referendum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in 
the  referendum  voted  against  marketing  quotas,  the  Secretary 
shall  proclaim  that  marketing  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  referendum  is  held.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  two- 
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thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting  in  a  referendum  approve 
marketing  quotas  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  marketing 
years,  no  referendum  shall  he  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or 
years  of  such  period. 

“  'compliance 

"‘Sec.  3 60h.  (a)  (1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for 
any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  he  the  actual  production  of  the 
acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing 
excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount 
equal  to  twice  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  of  feed 
grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop:  Provided,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  he  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  production  of  the 
number  of  acres  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  if  the  producer,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains 
on  the  farm:  Provided,  further,  That  if  there  is  an  acreage  of 
more  than  one  feed  grain  on  the  farm,  in  determining  which 
acreage  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  the  feed  grain  or  grains  which  has  the  highest  value, 
based  on  the  normal  yield  of  the  feed  grain  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  for  the  feed 
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grain,  shall  be  considered  as  the  acreage  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment. 

“‘(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  (i)  “actual 
production”  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a  feed  grain  on  a  farm 
means  the  actual  average  yield  of  such  feed  grain  on  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  feed  grain, 
and  (ii)  “normal  production”  of  any  number  of  acres  of  a 
feed  grain  on  a  farm  means  the  normal  yield  of  such  feed 
grain  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such 
feed  grain.  The  normal  yield  of  any  feed  grain  for  a  farm 
shall  be  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  such  feed  grain  on  the 
farm  during  the  five  calendar  years  immediately  preceding 
the  year  in  which  such  normal  yield  is  determined,  adjusted 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  yields. 
If  for  any  such  year  the  data  are  not  available  or  there  is  no 
actual  yield,  then  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  taking  into  consideration  abnormal  weather  conditions, 
trends  in  yields,  the  normal  yield  for  the  county,  the  normal 
yields  for  similar  or  adjacent  farms,  and  the  yield  in  years 
for  which  data  are  available. 

“‘(3)  In  determining  the  farm  marketing  quota  and 
farm  marketing  excess,  (i)  any  acreage  of  a  feed  grain  re¬ 
maining  after  the  date  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
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disposal  of  excess  acres  of  such  feed  grain  shall  be  included 
as  an  acreage  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  and  the  production 
thereof  shall  he  appraised  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  provide  a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of 
such  production,  (ii)  any  acreage  of  any  feed  grain  classified 
as  wheat  acreage  pursuant  to  section  360i  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  feed  grain  acreage,  and  (iii)  any  acreage  of  feed 
grains  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by 
the  Secretary  prior  to  such  date  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  he  excluded  in  determining  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  and  (iv)  any  acreage 
of  barley  disposed  of  by  grazing  not  later  than  thirty  days 
prior  to  the  date  the  harvest  of  barley  normally  begins  in  the 
county  or  the  area  within  the  county  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  excluded  in  determining  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess.  Marketing  quotas  for 
any  marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  feed 
grains  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  market¬ 
ing  year  begins  notwithstanding  that  the  feed  grains  are 
marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing  year. 

“‘(b)  Whenever  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect 
with  respect  to  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  any  feed  grain  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  producers  on  a  farm  shall  be  subject 
to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  at 
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a  rate  per  bushel  on  the  amount  of  feed  grains  in  the  farm 
marketing  excess  equal  to  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
of  the  particular  feed  grain  involved  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.  Each  pro¬ 
ducer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop  of  feed  grains  on  any 
farm  for  which  a  farm  marketing  excess  of  feed  grains  is 
determined  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess. 

“  ‘  (c)  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  down¬ 
ward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production  as  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  com¬ 
puted  upon  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal  production  and  as 
computed  upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer. 

“  ‘  (d)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 
on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  feed  grains,  the 
entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the  farm  and  any  sub¬ 
sequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in 
which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be  subject  to  a  hen 
in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

‘“(e)  Until  the  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess 
of  feed  grains  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  feed  grains  produced  on 
the  farm  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  specified  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  this  section,  and  such  penalty  on  each  bushel  of 
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feed  grains  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person  with¬ 
in  the  United  States  shall  he  paid  by  the  buyer,  who  may 
deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  penalty  from  the  price 
paid  to  the  producer.  If  the  buyer  fails  to  collect  such 
penalty,  such  buyer  and  all  persons  entitled  to  share  in  the 
feed  grains  marketed  from  the  farm  or  the  proceeds  thereof 
shall  he  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  such  penalty. 

“‘(f)  The  persons  liable  for  the  payment  or  collection 
of  the  penalty  on  any  amount  of  feed  grains  shall  he  liable 
also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per 
amium  from  the  date  the  penalty  becomes  due  until  the 
date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“  ‘substitution  of  wheat  and  feed  grains 
“  ‘Sec.  360i.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  producers  of  wheat  to  have 
acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  considered  as 
devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains,  and  producers  of 
feed  grains  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed 
grains  considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat,  to 
such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation 
of  this  subtitle  B. 

“  ‘land  use 

“‘Sec.  360j.  (a)  (1)  During  any  year  in  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  feed  grains  are  in  effect,  the  producers  on 
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any  farm  (except  a  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d(c)  (2)  (0))  on 
which  any  crop  is  produced  on  acreage  required  to  be  di¬ 
verted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  on  such  crop,  in  addition  to  any  marketing  quota 
penalty  applicable  to  such  crop,  as  provided  in  this  subsec¬ 
tion,  unless  (i)  the  crop  is  designated  by  the  Secretary  as 
one  which  is  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  it  is  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
or  as  one  the  production  of  which  will  not  substantially  im¬ 
pair  the  purpose  of  the  requirements  of  this  section,  or  (ii) 
no  feed  grains  are  produced  on  the  farm,  and  the  producers 
have  not  filed  an  agreement  or  a  statement  of  intention  to 
participate  in  the  payment  program  formulated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  acreage  required  to  be 
diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  on  the  farm 
shall  be  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
the  base  acreage  of  feed  grains  for  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.  The  actual  production  of 
any  crop  subject  to  penalty  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing  and  the  penalty  on  such 
crop  shall  be  computed  on  the  actual  acreage  of  such  crop 
at  the  rate  of  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel, 
as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested,  of  the  feed  grain  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
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the  principal  feed  grain  produced  in  the  county,  multiplied 
by  the  normal  yield  for  such  feed  grain  as  defined  in  section 
360h  (a) .  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  pay  the  penalty 
on  such  crop,  the  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  produced  on  the 
farm  and  any  subsequent  crop  of  feed  grains  subject  to  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  in  which  the  producer  has  an  interest  shall  be 
subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount 
of  the  penalty.  Each  producer  having  an  interest  in  the  crop 
or  crops  on  acreage  diverted  or  required  to  be  diverted  from 
the  production  of  feed  grains  shall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  Secretary 
may  require  the  penalty  on  the  production  of  crops  on  the 
diverted  acreage  to  be  collected  by  the  purchaser  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  the  farm.  The  persons  liable  for  the 
payment  or  collection  of  the  penalty  under  this  section  shall 
be  liable  also  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  the  penalt}^  becomes  due  until  the 
date  of  payment  of  such  penalty. 

“  ‘  (2 )  The  Secretary  may  require  that  the  acreage  on  any 
farm  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  be  land 
which  was  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed  grains  in  the 
previous  year,  to  the  extent  he  determines  that  such  require¬ 
ment  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle. 

( 3 )  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 
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be  grazed  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

( b )  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  with  respect  to  the  1963,  1964,  and 
1965  crops  of  feed  grains  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  payments  may  be  made  in  amounts 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  estimated  basic  county 
support  rate  on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  di¬ 
verted,  taking  into  account  the  income  objectives  of  the 
Act,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
to  producers  with  respect  to  acreage  diverted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  Secretary  may  per¬ 
mit  the  producers  on  the  farm  to  divert  from  the  production 
of  feed  grains  an  acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a) ,  equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains:  Provided,  That  the 
producers  on  any  farm  may,  at  their  election,  divert  such 
acreage,  in  addition  to  the  acreage  diverted  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a) ,  as  will  bring  the  total  acreage  diverted  on 
the  farm  to  twenty-five  acres.  Such  program  shall  require 
( 1 )  that  the  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  approved  bv  the  Secretary;  (2)  that  the  total 
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acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  soil-conserving 
uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land  but  excluding 
the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above  and  acreage  diverted 
under  the  land-use  provisions  for  wheat  pursuant  to  section 
339,  shall  not  he  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including  summer  fallow 
and  idle  land  on  the  farm  during  the  base  period  used  in 
determining  the  farm  acreage  allotment  adjusted  to  the 
extent  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for  (i)  abnormal 
weather  conditions  or  other  factors  affecting  production, 
(ii)  established  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm,  (iii) 
participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  (iv)  un¬ 
usually  high  percentage  of  land  on  the  farm  devoted  to  con¬ 
serving  uses,  and  (v)  for  other  factors  which  the  Secretary 
determines  should  he  considered  for  the  purpose  of  estab¬ 
lishing  a  fair  and  equitable  soil-conserving  acreage  for  the 
farm;  and  (3)  that  the  producers  shall  not  knowingly  exceed 
(i)  any  farm  acreage  allotment  in  effect  for  any  commodity 
produced  on  the  farm,  and  (ii)  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotments  on 
any  other  farm  for  any  crop  in  which  the  producer  has  a 
share:  Provided,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  if  the  entire 
amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  is  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  reg- 
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illations  to  avoid  or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty:  And 
provided  further,  That  no  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  or 
feed  grains  if  the  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing 
quota  for  such  crop  under  section  335,  360f,  or  360k.  The 
producer  on  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
is  established  pursuant  to  section  360d(c)  (2)  (C)  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  payments  hereunder.  The  Secretary  shall 
provide  for  the  sharing  of  payment  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  Payments  may  be  made 
in  cash  or  in  feed  grains. 

“‘(c)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  any 
payment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section. 

“‘(d)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment 
to  producers  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  may  be 
made  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance. 

“‘(e)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  may  include  such  terms  and  conditions, 
in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

“‘(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
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regulations  as  may  be  desirable  to  cany  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

“  ‘(g)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  payments  authorized  in  this  section  and  to 
pay  administrative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this 
section  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  thereafter  to  pay  such  administrative  expenses. 

“‘(h)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
performance  rendered  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  action 
or  advice  of  an  authorized  representative  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  accepted  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section, 
or  of  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  16  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  and 
payment  may  be  made  therefor  in  accordance  with  such 
action  or  advice  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deems  is  desir¬ 
able  in  order  to  provide  fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

“  ‘deficit  areas 

“  ‘Sec.  360k.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  in  any  area  (county,  State,  or  region)  in  which 
the  Secretary  determines  ( 1 )  that  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  would  result  in  hardship  to  producers  in 
such  area,  would  unduly  increase  the  price  of  feed  grains  in 
such  area  relative  to  other  areas,  and  would  disrupt  normal 
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fanning  practices  in  such  area,  and  (2)  that  the  exception 
provided  by  this  section  would  not  impair  the  effective  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  Act,  he  may  provide  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  he  may  prescribe  that  no  farm  marketing  quota 
(that  is,  production  on  the  acreage  allotment)  for  any  crop 
of  feed  grains  shall  he  applicable  to  any  farm  in  such  area,  if 
the  acreage  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  does  not  exceed  the 
farm  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  so  provides,  (i)  for  the  purposes  of  section  360h,  the 
fann  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  he 
deemed  to  be  the  farm  base  acreage,  (ii)  the  land-use  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  360j  shall  be  inapplicable  to  the  farm, 
(iii)  such  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support,  and  (iv)  the  producers  on  such  farm  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  any  referendum  on  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop. 

“  ‘authority  to  exempt  malting  barley 
“  ‘Sec.  3601.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  part,  if  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  barley  the  Secretary 
finds  that  there  is  not  likely  to  be  production  of  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  malting  barley  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor, 
subject  to  such  teims  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe,  the  farm  marketing  quota  or  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
malting  barley  on  any  farm,  if  (i)  the  operator  elects  in 
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writing  on  a  form  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  have  malting  barley  exempt  therefrom,  (ii) 
such  operator  has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of 
barley,  plants  barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety 
for  harvest  during  the  crop  year,  and  does  not  knowingly 
devote  during  such  crop  year  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley 
in  excess  of  110  per  centum  of  the  acreage  devoted  on  the 
farm  to  barley  in  1959  and  1960,  or  such  later  two-year 
period  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  representative,  and 
(iii)  the  farm  base  acreage  and  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  of  feed  grains  are  adjusted  downward  by  such 
amount  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  to  reflect 
the  exclusion  of  such  barley  from  the  farm  acreage  allotment.’ 

“Sec.  302.  Section  2  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking 
out  ‘and’  immediately  following  the  last  semicolon,  by  chang¬ 
ing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  semicolon,  and  by 
adding  immediately  following  such  new  semicolon  the  follow¬ 
ing:  ‘and  to  reduce  the  annual  carryover  of  feed  grains,  to 
stabilize  the  supply  of  feed  grains,  and  to  provide  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  balanced  flow  of  feed  grains  so  that  the  prices  of 
feed  grains  are  fair  to  producers  and  consumers  and  the  total 
supply  of  feed  grains  available  for  utilization  for  livestock  feed 
is  maintained  at  a  level  which  is  consistent  with  the  pro- 
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duction  of  the  quantities  of  livestock  and  the  products  thereof 
that  will  he  consumed  and  exported  at  prices  which  are  fair 
to  producers  and  consumers.’ 


“Sec.  303.  Section  301 


of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 


Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  items: 

“  ‘  (10)  The  term  “feed  grains”  means  corn,  grain 
sorghums,  and  barley. 

“‘(11)  The  term  “acreage  of  feed  grains”  means 
acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  (including 
self-seeded  feed  grains) ,  but  excluding  the  acreage  of  . 
feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  not  in  excess  of  the  acre¬ 
age  of  feed  grains  harvested  for  silage  during  the  base 
period  as  defined  in  section  360d(d)  if  the  operator  of 
the  farm  elects  in  writing  to  have  such  feed  grains  har¬ 
vested  for  silage  excluded.  The  review  provisions  ap¬ 
plicable  to  marketing  quotas  in  sections  361-367  shall 


apply  to  the  determination  of  the  acreage  of  silage  ex¬ 
empt  under  this  subsection. 

“  ‘  ( 12)  The  term  “crop”  as  applied  to  “feed  grains” 
means  all  of  the  crops  of  the  agricultural  commodities 
which  comprise  feed  grains  and  which  are  produced  for 
harvest  in  the  same  calendar  year/ 
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“(2)  Subsection  (b)  (6)  (A)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“‘(6)  (A)  “Market”,  in  the  case  of  cotton,  rice, 
tobacco,  wheat,  and  feed  grains,  means  to  dispose  of,  in 
raw  or  processed  form,  by  voluntary  or  involuntary  sale, 
barter,  or  exchange,  or  by  gift  inter  vivos,  and,  in  the 
case  of  wheat  and  feed  grains,  by  feeding  (in  any  form) 
to  poultry  or  livestock  which,  or  the  products  of  which, 
are  sold,  bartered,  or  exchanged,  or  to  be  so  dis¬ 
posed  of/ 

“(3)  Subsection  (b)  (7)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘  (7)  “Marketing  year”  means,  in  the  case  of  the 
following  commodities,  the  period  beginning  on  the  first 
and  ending  with  the  second  date  specified  below : 

“‘Barley,  July  1-June  30; 

“  ‘Corn,  October  1-September  30  ; 

“‘Cotton,  August  1-July  31; 

“  ‘Grain  sorghums,  July  1-June  30; 

“  ‘Peanuts,  August  1-July  31; 

“  ‘Bice,  August  1-July  31; 

“‘Tobacco  (flue-cured),  July  1-June  30; 

“  ‘Tobacco  (other  than  hue-cured,  October  1- 

September  30; 


“  ‘Wheat,  July  1-June  30. 
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“  ‘  “Marketing  year”  means,  in  the  case  of  “feed 
grains”,  the  marketing  years  for  the  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  comprising  the  feed  grains.’ 

“Sec.  304.  Sections  361,  362,  and  363  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  Section  361  is  amended  by  adding  ‘feed 
grains,’  after  ‘wheat,’,  and  by  changing  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  section  to  a  comma  and  adding  the 
following:  ‘and  to  the  review  of  land-use  penalties 
assessed  pursuant  to  sections  339  and  360j.’ 

“(2)  Section  362  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  ‘Notice  of  the  land-use 
penalty  assessed  pursuant  to  section  339  or  360j  shall 
be  mailed  to  the  farmer.’ 

“(3)  Section  363  is  amended  by  adding  ‘or  land- 
use  penalty’  after  the  word  ‘quota’  wherever  it  appears 
in  such  section. 

“Sec.  305.  Section  372  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
‘feed  grains,’  after  ‘wheat,’  in  subsection  (a)  thereof. 

“Sec.  306.  Sections  373,  374,  and  375  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby 
amended  by  deleting  ‘corn’  wherever  it  appears  and  by  sub¬ 
stituting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘feed  grains’;  and  subsection  (b)  of 
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section  375  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  sentence  and  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  ‘or  to  effectuate  the  provisions  thereof.’ 

“Sec.  307.  Section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  after  ‘Soil  Conservation  Act  payment,’ 
the  following:  ‘payment  under  section  360j,’. 

“Sec.  308.  The  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  made  by  sections  301 
through  307  of  this  Act  shall  he  in  effect  only  with  respect 
to  programs  applicable  to  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  year  1963  or  any  subsequent  year  and  to  the  mar¬ 
keting  years  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  1963  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year. 

“Sec.  309.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

“  (1)  By  amending  section  105  by  deleting  subsec¬ 
tions  (a)  and  (b)  and  substituting  the  following: 

“  ‘  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop — 

“‘(1)  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  are  not  disapproved  by  pro- 
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ducers,  price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall  he  made 
available  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  centum  or 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  after  consideration 
of  (i)  the  factors  specified  in  section  401  (b)  of  this 
Act,  (ii)  the  supplies  of  feed  grains  that  would  be  avail¬ 
able  during  the  marketing  year  at  prices  approximating 
the  support  prices  of  feed  grains,  and  (iii)  consumption 
goals  during  the  marketing  year  for  livestock  and  live¬ 
stock  products,  taking  into  consideration  consumption 
under  special  governmental  programs,  and  imports  and 
exports  of  livestock  and  livestock  products. 

“‘(2)  if  marketing  quotas  for  any  crop  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  are  disapproved  by  pro¬ 
ducers,  price  support  for  corn  of  such  crop  shall  be  at 
such  level  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate 
after  consideration  of  the  factors  specified  in  section 
401  (b). 

“‘(3)  price  support  for  each  crop  of  barley  arid 
grain  sorghums,  respectively,  shall  he  at  such  level  as 
the  Secretary  determines  is  fair  and  reasonable  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  level  at  which  price  support  is  made  avail- 
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able  for  corn,  taking  into  consideration  the  feeding  value 
of  such  feed  grain  in  relation  to  corn  and  the  other  fac¬ 
tors  specified  in  section  401  (b)  of  this  Act. 

“  ‘  (4)  price  support  for  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators. 

“  ‘  (5)  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  a  “cooperator”  with 
respect  to  any  such  feed  grain  produced  on  a  farm  shall 
he  a  producer  who  (i)  does  not  knowingly  exceed  (A) 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains  or  any  other 
commodity  on  thei  farm  or  (B)  except  as  the  Secretary 
may  hy  regulation  prescribe,  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity  in  which  he  has 
an  interest  as  a  producer,  and  (ii)  complies  with  the 
land-use  requirements  of  section  360j  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  marketing  quotas  are  not 
in  effect  for  the  crop  of  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and 
barley,  a  “cooperator”  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  corn, 
grain  sorghums,  and  barley  produced  on  a  farm  shall  be 
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a  producer  who  does  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains.  No  producer  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat  if  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or 
postpone  payment  of  the  penalty,  but  the  producer  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  receive  price  support  on  such  farm 
marketing  excess.  No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  on  the 
farm,  or  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  feed 
grains  on  any  other  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from 
the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section 
335,  360f,  or  360k  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.’ 

“(2)  By  amending  section  105  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  thereof  as  subsection  (b>. 

“(3)  By  amending  section  401  by  inserting  after 
the  comma  before  ‘  ( 2 )  ’  the  following :  ‘  ( 2 )  the  income 
needed  to  provide  a  farm  operator  and  his  family  with 
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a  return  for  his  labor  and  investment  equal  to  the  return 
earned  by  comparable  resources  in  other  occupations’, 
and  by  renumbering  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7), 
and  (8)  as  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  and  (9), 
respectively. 

“(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  section  407  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  hereof, 
(i)  if  a  marketing  quota  for  feed  grains  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use  from 
its  stocks  during  such  marketing  year  not  to  exceed  ten 
million  tons,  or  the  equivalent  in  bushels,  of  feed  grains 
at  not  less  than  2  per  centum  above  the  current  support 
price  for  such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges,  (ii)  if  a  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  any 
marketing  year  is  disapproved  by  producers,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  may  sell  for  unrestricted  use 
from  its  stocks  during  the  marketing  year  not  to  exceed 
two  hundred  million  bushels  of  wheat  at  not  less  than  2 
per  centum  above  the  current  support  price  for  such 
commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges.’  ” 


On  page  34,  beginning-  with  the  period  in  line  13, 
strike  ont  through  the  period  in  line  18,  and  insert  a  colon 
and  the  following:  “And  provided  further,  That  no  producer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  a  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  any  crop  of  wheat  or  feed  grains  if  the  farm  is  exempt 
from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  under  section 
335,  3601,  or  360k.” 

On  page  45,  beginning  in  line  2,  with  the  word  “No”, 
strike  out  through  line  6,  and  insert  the  following:  “No 
producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  or  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  or  feed  grains  on  any  other  farm,  if 
such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  such 
crop  under  section  335,  360f  or  360k.” 

Beginning  on  page  53,  in  line  24,  with  the  word  “No”, 
strike  out  all  through  line  3  on  page  54,  and  insert  the 
following : 

“No  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm 


36 


1  acreage  allotment  for  feed  grains  on  the  farm,  or  the  farm 

2  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  or  feed  grains  on  any  other 

3  farm,  if  such  farm  is  exempt  from  the  farm  marketing  quota 

4  for  such  crop  under  section  335,  360f,  or  360k.” 
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87th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 

> 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  24,  beginning  with  line  1,  strike  out  all  through 

2  line  10,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

3  “(1)  By  amending  subsection  (e)  thereof  by  strik- 

4  ing  out  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  ‘any  of  the  1962, 

5  1963,  and  1964  crops’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘the 

6  1962  crop’. 


5-21-62 - B 
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1  On  page  25,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  “  (other  than 

2  Durum  wheat  to  which  subsections  (e)  and  (h)  are  appli- 

3  cable) 
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87th  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  18,  strike  out  line  17. 

2  Beginning  with  line  20  on  page  29,  strike  out  all  through 

3  line  9  on  page  30,  and  beginning  with  line  11  on  page  54, 

4  strike  out  all  through  line  6  on  page  66. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  bv  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  (15,  beginning  with  line  8,  strike  out  all  through 

2  line  20,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

3  “  (k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

4  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 

5  for  Durum  wheat,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first 
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sentence  thereof  ‘any  of  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops’ 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘the  1962  crop’. 

“  (1)  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

“‘(j)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  finds  that  the  acreage  allotments  of  farms  producing 
any  kind  of  wheat  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  such  kind  of  wheat  to  satisfy 
the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such 
crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  a  county  which  (1)  is  capable  of  producing 
such  kind  of  wheat,  and  (2)  has  produced  such  kind  of 
wheat  for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or  more  of 
the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by  such  uniform  per¬ 
centage  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such  quantity. 
No  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  for  any  crop  if  any  wheat 
other  than  such  kind  of  wheat  is  planted  on  such  farm 
for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments 
authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
National,  State,  and  count}^  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and 
such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future 
State,  county,  and  farm  allotments.  The  provisions  of  par- 
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agraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340  (6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  this  Act, 
relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat 
shall  apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  established  without 
regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased  allotment 
under  this  subsection.  The  land-use  provisions  of  section 
339  shall  not  he  applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  in¬ 
creased  allotment  under  this  subsection  and  the  producers 
on  such  farms  shall  not  be  required  to  comply  with  such  pro¬ 
visions  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support.’  ” 

On  page  65,  line  21,  strike  out  “  (1)  ”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “  (m) 
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87th  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


‘  AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Mundt  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  do- 
^  mestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 

and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  15,  line  7,  immediately  after  the  word  “from” 

2  insert  “erosion,”. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
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Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


t 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows : 

1  Sec.  .  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  sense  of  the  Con- 

2  gress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should,  whenever  he 

3  determines  such  action  will  result  in  more  effective  or  more 

4  economical  administration  of  this  or  any  other  Act  adminis- 

5  tered  by  him,  utilize  the  services  and  facilities  of  cooperative 
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associations  of  producers,  and  accord  such  associations  no  less 
favorable  treatment  under  any  such  Act  than  that  accorded 
individual  producers  or  farmers. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  5,  beginning  with  the  comma  at  the  end  of 

2  line  4,  strike  out  all  through  the  comma  after  the  word 

3  “cultivation”  in  line  7. 

4  On  page  5,  line  14,  strike  out  the  period,  insert  a  semi- 

5  colon  in  lieu  thereof  and  add  the  following:  but  such  pro- 

6  gram  shall  not  provide  assistance  in  the  establishment  of 
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1  On  page  66,  line  21,  strike  out  “  (4)  ”  and  insert  in  lieu 

2  thereof  “  (5) 
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87th  CONGRESS 
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Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to 
the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  main¬ 
tain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 
conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On 
page  66,  between  lines  6  and  7,  insert  the  following: 

1  Subtitle  0— Dairy  Surplus  Reduction 

2  Sec.  330.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 

3  of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 

4  is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
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1 

of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  marketing  year 
ending  March  31,  1963. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  marketing  year 
ending  March  31,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and 
thus  reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support 
program,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  an  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in 
the  following  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  331.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  of  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  their 
marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 
(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  |five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal 
marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  334  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
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adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  hav¬ 
ing  therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk 
production.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 
(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 
much  as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
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reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  332.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  333  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 
when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish¬ 
ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
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quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  333.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  334.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  he  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  trans¬ 
fer  his  normal  marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any 
other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer  who  agrees  to 
utilize  such  normal  marketing  level  for  the  disposition  in 
commercial  channels  of  milk,  butterfat,  or  daily  products 
produced  in  the  same  State  as  that  in  which  the  transferor 
engaged  in  production  or  any  State  adjacent  thereto.  A 
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producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and  there 
engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may  take 
with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing  level. 

Sec.  335.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  he  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  336.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.) ,  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  (7)  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
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of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  he  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  337.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 


8 


1  restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con- 

2  spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 

3  this  section. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 

>  i,.,- 


AMENDMENT 

Proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Humphrey)  , 
to  the  bill  (S.  3225) ,  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  On  page  66,  between  lines  6  and 
7,  insert  the  following: 

1  Subtitle  C — Dairy  Income  Improvement  Program 

2  LEGISLATIVE  FINDING 

3  Sec.  330.  Milk  is  a  basic  source  of  the  Nation’s  food 

4  supply.  Dairy  farming,  which  is  carried  on  in  every  State 

5  of  the  Nation  and  is  an  important  source  of  farm  income, 
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constitutes  a  vital  segment  of  the  agricultural  and  national 
economy.  It  is  in  the  national  interest  that  there  be  ade¬ 
quate  and  balanced  supplies  of  milk.  Surpluses  of  milk  result 
in  low  prices  to  producers  and  impair  their  purchasing 
power;  shortages  result  in  unreasonably  high  prices  to  con¬ 
sumers  and  the  loss  of  markets  for  producers.  Recurring 
shortages  and  surpluses  cause  undesirable  fluctuations  in 
prices  to  producers  and  consumers,  unstable  farm  income, 
and  disorderly  marketing  practices.  The  general  welfare 
requires  that  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  be  protected 
from  the  harmful  effects  of  imbalances  in  the  supply  of  milk 
and  dairy  products.  All  marketings  of  milk  and  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  are  either  in  the  current  of  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  or  directly  affect  such  commerce.  The  intrastate 
marketing  of  milk  and  dairy  products  is  in  competition  with 
the  marketing  of  milk  and  dairy  products  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce.  Milk  and  dairy  products  which  enter 
directly  into  the  current  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
cannot  be  effectively  regulated  without  regulating  that  part 
marketed  within  the  State  of  production.  The  conditions 
affecting  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  and  dairy 
products  are  such  that,  without  Federal  assistance,  farmers 
individually  or  in  cooperation  cannot  maintain  a  flow  of  an 
adequate  and  balanced  supply  of  milk  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  at  prices  fair  and  reasonable  to  producers 
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GENERAL  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  331.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subtitle — 

(a)  The  term  “interstate  commerce  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce”  includes  the  movement  of  milk  and  dairy  products 
in  commerce  between  any  State  or  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  any  place  outside  thereof,  or  within  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

(b)  The  term  “affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce” 
means,  among  other  things,  to  burden,  obstruct,  impede,  or 
otherwise  affect  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  the  free 
and  orderly  flow  thereof,  or  the  production,  storing,  process¬ 
ing,  marketing,  or  transportation  of  milk  and  dairy  products 
for  or  in  such  commerce  or  after  transportation  therein. 

(c)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

(d)  The  term  “milk”  means  bovine  milk,  including  any 
classification,  type,  or  grade  thereof. 

(e)  “Producer”  means  any  person  who  is  engaged  in 
the  production  of  milk  or  butterfat  for  market. 

(f)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partner¬ 
ship,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation,  association, 
trust,  estate,  or  any  other  business  entity. 

(g)  “Pirst  processor”  means  (1)  any  person,  other 
than  a  retail  store  or  establishment  serving  food  for  con¬ 
sumption  on  the  premises,  who  receives,  purchases,  or 
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acquires  milk  or  dairy  products  from  a  milk  producer  for 
disposition  in  any  form  to  others,  and  (2)  any  producer 
who  disposes  of  milk  or  dairy  products  directly  to  consumers, 
retail  stores,  and  establishments  serving-  food  on  the  premises. 

Sec.  332.  In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity 
and  the  means  by  which  they  can  (i)  on  a  compensated  basis 
voluntarily  adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  market¬ 
ing  years  ending  March  31,  1963  and  1964,  more  nearly  to 
equal  demand,  thus  increasing  their  net  returns  and  reducing 

Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  program,  and 

•> 

(ii)  receive  prices  for  such  marketing  years  at  rates  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  337  of  this  Act  for  milk  marketed 
within  their  normal  marketing  levels  hut  receive  prices  which 
have  been  adjusted,  through  surplus  marketing  fees,  to  reflect 
a  lower  level  of  price  support  for  milk  marketed  in  excess  of 
their  normal  marketing  levels,  thus  stabilizing  dairy  farm 
income  for  milk  marketed  within  normal  marketing  levels 
while  reducing  costs  to  the  Government  in  supporting  the 
price  of  milk  marketed  in  excess  of  normal  marketing  levels 
and  discouraging  overexpansion  in  the  production  and  mar¬ 
keting  of  milk,  the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed,  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
other  means  available  to  him,  to  carry  out  for  the  marketing 
years  ending  March  31,  1963  and  1964,  a  dairy  income 
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improvement  program  as  set  forth  in  the  following  sections 
of  this  subtitle. 

SURPLUS  REDUCTION  PAYMENTS 
Sec.  333.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who 
agree  to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  of  the  marketing  years,  ending  March  31,  1963  and 
1964,  their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per 
centum,  or  (ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum,  or 
seven  thousand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their 
normal  marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  334 
of  this  Act  for  such  quarterly  marketing  period  or  periods: 
Provided,  That  surplus  reduction  payments  shall  be  made 
to  a  producer  only  with  respect  to  the  reduction  in  his  mar¬ 
ketings  which  are  below  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level,  or  (ii)  the  level  of  marketings 
which  the  Secretaiy  estimates  would  be  marketed  by  the 
producer  during  the  period  covered  by  his  agreement  with 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  if  he  continued  marketing  at 
the  rate  of  his  marketings  when  he  entered  into  the  agree¬ 
ment,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variations :  And  provided  further, 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 


1  reductions  in  excess  of  10  per  centum  of  the  total  normal 

2  marketing'  levels  for  the  marketing  year  established  for  pro- 

3  ducers  within  any  one  daily  district.  For  this  purpose,  the 

4  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United  States,  exclud- 

5  ing  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  having  therein 

6  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk  production. 

7  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  utilize  surplus  market- 

8  ing  fees  paid  to  it  under  this  Act,  together  with  any  other 

9  funds  available  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  price  support,  for  the 

10  making  of  surplus  reduction  payments  pursuant  to  such 

11  agreements.  Such  payments  (1)  shall  not  exceed  $2.80 

12  per  hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat 

13  content,  or  exceed  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines 

14  will  effectuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  pro- 

15  ducers,  and  (ii)  shall  be  less  than  the  cost  of  acquiring  such 

16  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy  products  had  such  milk  been  mar- 

17  keted.  A  producer  who  fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to 

18  the  extent  required  by  such  agreement  shall  be  entitled  to 

19  the  surplus  reduction  payment  on  the  quantity  by  which  he 

20  actually  reduced  his  marketings,  but  the  amount  of  such  pay- 

21  ment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20  per  centum 

22  of  what  would  have  been  the  payment  on  the  quantity  of  milk 

23  which  he  failed  to  reduce.  Agreements  entered  into  here- 

24  under  may  contain  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre- 
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tary  determines  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
dairy  income  improvement  program. 

NORMAL  MARKETING  LEVEL 
Sec.  334.  If  producers  by  referendum  approve  of  the 
institution  of  a  program  as  provided  in  this  subtitle,  the 
Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  marketing  level  for  the 
marketing  years  ending  March  31,  1963  and  1964,  for  each 
producer  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 
who  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  was  engaged  in  the 
production  of  milk  for  market.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milk  fat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle,  which  the  producer  or  his  predecessor  disposed 
of  in  commercial  channels  during  the  marketing  year  1961- 
1962:  Provided,  however,  That  in  no  event  shall  a  normal 
marketing  level  be  established  for  less  than  fifteen  thousand 
pounds  of  milk.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  adjustments 
in  a  normal  marketing  level  established  hereunder  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  abnormal  conditions  affecting  produc¬ 
tion  or  marketing  including  but  not  limited  to  flood,  drought, 
disease  of  herd,  personal  health,  and  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
ducer  may  have  commenced  production  and  marketing  after 
April  1,  1961.  A  producers  normal  marketing  level  for 
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1  the  marketing*  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 

2  among  quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance 

3  with  the  producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to 

4  such  adjustments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 

5  enable  the  producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans 

6  for  the  marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a 
1  quarterly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal 
8  marketing  level  for  such  period. 

^  Sec.  335.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conversion  { 

Id  factors  as  he  determines  necessary  for  use  in  determining  the 

11  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market  their 

12  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat,  or  other 

13  dairy  products. 

14  Sec.  336.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 

15  pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  subtitle  shall  be  con- 

16  sidered  as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for 
11  the  purpose  of  determining  his  production  of  marketing  his- 

18  torv  under  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may 

19  become  a  factor.  A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  subject 

20  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 

21  transfer  his  normal  marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 

22  any  other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer  who  agrees 

23  to  utilize  such  base  for  the  disposition  in  commercial  channels 

24  of  milk,:  butterfat,  or  dairy  products,  produced  in  the  same 

25  State  as  that  in  which  the  transferor  engaged  in  production, 
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or  any  State  adjacent  thereto.  A  producer  who  moves  from 
one  area  to  another  and  there  engages  in  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk  may  take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of 
his  normal  marketing  level.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds 
available  for  purchase  or  loans  on  dairy  products  under  the 
price  support  program  to  purchase  and  cancel  bases  at  a 
price  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  surplus  reduction  payments 
which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  would  make  for  an 
equal  reduction  in  marketings. 

PEODUCEE  EEFEEENDUM  AND  PEICE  SUPPOET  LEVELS 

Sec.  337.  Not  later  than  February  1,  1963,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  pro¬ 
ducers  who  during  the  marketing  year  1961-1962  marketed 
not  less  than  fifteen  thousand  pounds  of  milk  to  determine 
whether  producers  approve  the  institution  of  a  dairy  income 
improvement  program  for  the  marketing  years  ending  March 
31,  1963  and  1964.  Producers  shall  be  deemed  to  approve 
such  a  program  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  two-thirds 
of  the  producers  who  voted  in  the  referendum  or  that  pro¬ 
ducers  who  voted  in  such  referendum  and  who  marketed  not 
less  than  two-thirds  of  the  total  quantity  of  milk  which  was 
marketed  during  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31, 
1962,  by  all  producers  who  voted  in  such  referendum  ap¬ 
prove  the  institution  of  a  dairy  income  improvement  pro1 
A.S.  3225J - 2 
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gram.  If  producers  approve  a  dairy  income  improvement 
program,  the  level  of  price  support  during  such  marketing 
years  for  milk  and  the  products  of  milk  shall,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  any  other  provision  of  the  law  he  at  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year.  If  producers  do  not  approve  a  dairy  income  improve¬ 
ment  program,  the  level  of  price  support  for  milk  and  the 
products  of  milk,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  shall  be  at  a  level  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  ^ 
parity  price  therefor  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year. 

Sec.  338.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  Act,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7  U.S.C. 

601  et  seq. ) ,  any  order  issued  under  section  8c  thereof 
may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5)  and  (7) 
contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform  price 
for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  he  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied 
by  their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
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there  shall  he  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing-  level  shall  he  apportioned  on  a 
monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  repre¬ 
sentative  period  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  pro¬ 
ducer’s  normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his 
deliveries  of  milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the 
reduction  in  deliveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the 
marketing  area  shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the 
uniform  price  and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incor¬ 
poration  of  provisions  in  an  order  hereunder  shal  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  same  procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other 
provisions  under  section  8c. 

SURPLUS  MARKETING  FEES 
Sec.  339.  (a)  The  marketing  of  milk  in  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  either  in  the  form  of  whole 
milk  or  of  a  product  of  whole  milk  during  any  quarterly 
marketing  period  of  the  marketing  years  ending  March  31, 
1963  and  1964,  by  a  producer  in  excess  of  his  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  marketing  period,  or  by  a  producer  who 
has  no  normal  marketing  level  if  normal  marketing  levels  are 
established  pursuant  to  this  subtitle,  shall  be  subject  to  a  sur- 
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plus  marketing  fee  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  rate  of  the  surplus 
reduction  payment  for  similar  milk  established  pursuant  to 
section  333  of  this  subtitle :  Provided,  however,  That  no  mar¬ 
keting  fee  shall  he  due  on  any  milk  or  product  thereof  mar¬ 
keted  during  a  quarterly  marketing  period  commencing 
before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  surplus  marketing  fee  shall  he  paid  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  by  the  first  processor  who 
acquires  milk  or  milk  products  from  a  producer  in  excess  i 
of  the  producer’s  normal  marketing  level,  hut  an  amount 
equivalent  to  the  surplus  marketing  fee  shall  he  deducted  from 
the  price  paid  by  the  first  processor  to  the  producer:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  case  any  milk  or  milk  product  is  marketed 
directly  by  the  producer  to  any  person  outside  the  United 
States  the  surplus  marketing  fee  shall  he  paid  and  remitted 
by  the  producer.  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  a  first  proc¬ 
essor  who  is  also  a  milk  producer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ac¬ 
quired  that  portion  of  his  production  which  he  markets  in 
excess  of  his  normal  marketing  level.  Such  surplus  market¬ 
ing  fee  shall  become  due  and  payable  within  fifteen  days  fol¬ 
lowing  the  marketing  period  in  which  the  first  processor  re¬ 
ceives  from  any  producer  milk  or  dairy  products  in  excess 
of  his  normal  marketing  level  or  at  the  end  of  such  other 
period  of  time  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe.  The  first 
processor  and  the  producer  shall  he  jointly  and  severally  liable 
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is 

for  any  default  in  the  payment  of  the  surplus  marketing  fee 

2  and  for  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  an- 

3  num  from  the  date  such  fee  becomes  due  until  the  date  of  pay- 

4  ment  thereof  except  that  the  producer  shall  not  be  liable  for 

5  any  such  default  if  the  amount  of  the  fee  was  deducted  by  the 

6  first  processor  from  the  price  paid  to  the  producer. 

7  (c)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  refund  to 

8  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  entitled  thereto 

9  the  amount  of  surplus  marketing  fees  determined  by  the  Sec- 

10  retary  to  have  been  erroneously  paid  to  Commodity  Credit 

11  Corporation. 

12  (d)  In  case  any  person  who  is  entitled  to  a  surplus  re- 

13  duction  payment  or  a  refund  of  surplus  marketing  fee  dies 

14  becomes  incompetent,  or  disappears  before  receiving  such 

15  payment  or  refund  or  is  succeeded  in  law  by  another,  the 

16  payment  or  refund  shall,  without  regard  to  other  provisions 

17  of  law,  be  made  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  fair  and 

18  reasonable  in  all  circumstances.  The  basis  for,  the  amount 

19  of,  and  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  a  surplus  reduction 

20  payment  or  a  refund  of  a  surplus  marketing  fee  from  Corn- 

21  modify  Credit  Corporation,  when  determined  in  accordance 

22  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  amount 

23  of  any  surplus  marketing  fee  established  by  the  Secretary, 

24  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 
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REVIEW  AND  USE  OF  COMMITTEES 
Sec.  340.  The  normal  marketing  level  established  for 
a  producer  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  be  made  and  kept  freely  available  for  public  inspec¬ 
tion  in  the  county  in  which  such  producer  resides  and  in  the 
county  or  counties  in  which  his  dairy  herd  or  herds  are 
maintained.  In  establishing  and  apportioning  marketing 
levels,  the  Secretary  may  utilize  the  services  of  local  county 
and  State  committees  established  under  section  8  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  of  agencies 
established  to  administer  milk  marketing  orders  issued  under 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended 
by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended.  Notice  of  the  normal  marketing  level  shall  be 
mailed  to  each  producer  as  soon  as  practicable  after  its  deter¬ 
mination.  Any  producer  who  is  dissatisfied  with  his  normal 
marketing  level  may,  within  fifteen  days  after  the  date  of 
mailing  to  him  of  the  notice  thereof,  have  such  normal  market¬ 
ing  level  reviewed  by  a  local  review  committee  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Such  review 
committee  shall  be  composed  of  three  producers,  appointed 
by  the  Secretary,  from  one  or  more  of  the  counties  in  which 
the  producer  maintains  his  dairy  herd  or  herds  or  counties 
adjacent  thereto.  Such  committee  shall  not  include  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  any  other  committee  which  determined  the  normal 
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1  marketing  level  for  such  producer.  Unless  application  for 

2  review  is  made  within  such  period  the  original  determination 

3  of  the  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

4  MISCELLANEOUS 

5  Sec.  341.  The  provisions  of  section  364  (relating  to  re- 

6  view  committee) ,  section  365  (relating  to  the  institution  of 

7  proceedings),  section  366  (relating  to  court  review),  and 

8  section  367  (relating  to  stay  proceedings  and  exclusive  juris- 

9  diction)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

10  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1364-1367),  shall  be  applicable  to  re- 

11  views  and  proceedings  under  this  subtitle.  The  provisions  of 

12  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  373  of  the  Agricultural 

13  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  reports  and 

14  records  of  processors  and  farmers  shall  be  applicable  to  each 

15  first  processor  and  to  each  producer,  respectively,  under  this 

16  subtitle.  The  provisions  of  section  388  (relating  to  utiliza- 

17  tion  of  local  agencies )  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

18  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1388),  shall  be  applicable  in 

19  the  administration  of  this  subtitle.  The  several  district  courts 

20  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction 

21  specifically  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle.  If  and 

22  when  the  Secretary  shall  so  request,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 

23  several  district  attorneys,  under  direction  of  the  Attorney 

24  General,  to  institute  proceedings  to  collect  surplus  marketing 

25  fees  provided  in  this  subtitle.  The  remedies  and  surplus 
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1  marketing  fees  provided  for  herein  shall  be  in  addition  to 

2  and  not  exclusive  of  any  other  remedy  under  law. 

3  Sec.  342.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu- 

4  lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 

5  administration  of  this  subtitle. 

6  (b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 

7  of  this  subtitle,  except  section  338  hereof,  shall  be  borne  by 

8  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  shall  be  considered 

9  as  nonadministrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  TIIE  UNITED  STATES 

May  22, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Metcalf)  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
^  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 

modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  On  page  4,  between  lines  25  and  26,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

1  (6)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  at  the  end  of  sec- 

2  tion  16  of  said  Act  to  read  as  follows: 

3  “  (g)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  not  enter  into 

4  an  agreement  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
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and  Minnesota  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 
for  wetland  drainage  on  a  farm  under  authority  of  this  Act, 
if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  made  a  finding  that  wild¬ 
life  preservation  will  he  materially  harmed  on  that  farm  by 
such  drainage  and  such  finding,  identifying  specifically  the 
farm  and  the  land  on  that  farm  with  respect  to  which  the 
finding  was  made,  has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  within  ninety  days  after  the  filing  of  the  application 
for  drainage  assistance :  Provided ,  That  the  limitation  against 
offering  such  financial  and  technical  assistance  shall  terminate 

( 1 )  one  year  after  the  date  on  which  the  adverse  finding  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  filed  unless  during  that 
time  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  a  State  government  agency  to  lease  or  to  purchase  the  wet¬ 
land  area  from  the  owner  thereof  as  a  waterfowl  resource, 

(2)  five  years  in  any  event  after  the  date  on  which  such 
adverse  finding  was  filed,  and  (3)  immediately  upon  any 
change  in  ownership  of  the  land  with  respect  to  which  such 
adverse  finding  was  filed.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  become  effective  July  1,  1962.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  22, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 

-  I 

AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Eastland  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  lettered  5-21-62 - A  intended  to  be  proposed  by 

Mr.  Ellender  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  prog-rams  to  the 
Eederal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s 
excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain 
reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies 
of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs, 
to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  12,  line  11,  strike  out  “small  farm  exemp- 

2  tion”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “exemptions”. 

3  On  page  12,  line  12,  insert  “(1)”  immediately  after 

4  “Sec.  360f.”. 

5  On  page  13,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert  the  following: 
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“  (2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  part, 
the  Secretary  shall,  upon  application  made  pursuant  to  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  him,  exempt  producers  from  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  paying  any  penalty  imder  section  360h  with 
respect  to  any  farm  for  any  crop  of  feed  grains  on  the 
following  conditions : 

“(A)  that  none  of  such  crop  of  feed  grains  is  re¬ 
moved  from  such  farm ; 

“(B)  that  such  entire  crop  of  feed  grains  is  used  for 
seed  on  such  farm  or  fed  on  such  farm  to  livestock  (in¬ 
cluding  poultry)  owned  by  any  such  producer,  or  by  a 
subsequent  owner  or  operator  of  such  farm;  and 

“  (C)  that  such  producers  and  their  successors  com¬ 
ply  with  all  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  compliance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  condition. 

Failure  to  comply  with  any  of  the  foregoing  conditions  shall 
cause  the  exemption  to  become  immediately  null  and  void 
unless  such  failure  is  due  to  circumstances  beyond  the  control 
of  such  producers  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  In  the 
event  an  exemption  becomes  null  and  void  the  provisions  of 
this  part  shall  become  applicable  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
such  exemption  had  not  been  granted.  No  acreage  planted 
to  feed  grains  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the 
crop  covered  by  an  exemption  hereunder  shall  be  considered 


B 


1  in  determining  any  subsequent  feed  grain  acreage  allotment 

2  or  marketing  quota  for  such  farm.  No  price  support  shall  be 

3  made  available  on  any  feed  grains  produced  on  any  such 

4  farm  in  any  crop  year  for  which  an  exemption  is  requested 

5  under  the  authority  of  this  paragraph. 

6  On  page  19,  line  15,  strike  out  the  period  after  the  word 

7  “section”,  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  the  following: 

8  “or  (iii)  the  producers  on  such  farm  are  exempted  pursuant 

9  to  paragraph  (2)  of  section  3 60f.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  0 E  THE  UNITED  STATES 


May  22, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 


Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz: 


1  On  page  17,  line  15,  strike  out  the  quotation  marks. 

2  On  page  17,  between  lines  15  and  1(1,  insert  the  follow- 

3  ing : 

4  “(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

5  the  Secretary  may  require  producers  of  corn,  grain 

6  sorghums,  or  barley,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  any 
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benefit  under  this  or  any  other  law  administered 
Secretary,  to  participate  in  the  special  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  under  this  subsection  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  him  (except  that  a  producer  of  malting 
barley,  or  a  producer  of  barley  on  a  summer  fallow  farm, 
as  described  in  section  105(c)  (6)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  shall  not  be  so  required  to  participate  in 
the  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
barley) 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  22, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Pkoxmire  to  the  amendments 

lettered  5-21-62 - A  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 

Ellender  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 
conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On 
page  13,  beginning  with  the  new  sentence  in  line  17,  strike 
out  all  down  through  line  4  on  page  14,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

1  “Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  whenever 

2  a  referendum  is  conducted  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 


5-22-62 - F 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


9 


first  paragraph  of  this  section  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  marketing  quotas  for  feed 
grains,  the  Secretary  shall  at  the  same  time  conduct  referen¬ 
dum^  to  determine  whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  wheat  and  cotton.  The  eligibility  require¬ 
ments  for  voting  shall  be  determined  in  the  case  of  feed  grains 
by  the  provisions  of  the  first  paragraph  of  this  section,  in  the 
case  of  wheat  by  the  provisions  of  part  III  of  subtitle  B  of 
this  title,  and  in  the  case  of  cotton  by  the  provisions  of  part 
IV  of  subtitle  B  of  this  title. 

“Whenever  referendums  for  feed  grains,  wheat,  and 
cotton  are  conducted  at  the  same  time  as  provided  herein, 
any  farmer  eligible  to  vote  in  more  than  one  such  referendum 
shall  only  be  permitted  to  vote  in  favor  of  marketing  quotas 
for  all  commodities  with  respect  to  which  he  is  eligible  to 
vote  or  against  marketing  quotas  for  all  commodities  with 
respect  to  which  he  is  eligible  to  vote. 

“In  determining  the  results  of  a  referendum  conducted 
under  this  section,  the  votes  cast  in  favor  of  or  against  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  in  the  case  of  feed  grains,  wheat,  and  cotton, 
respectively,  shall  be  counted  separately. 

“The  Secretary  shall  proclaim  the  results  of  any  refer¬ 
endum  held  hereunder  within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of 
such  referendum,  and  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  more 
than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  any  of  the  referen- 
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dums  conducted  voted  against  marketing  quotas  for  the  com¬ 
modity  concerned,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  that  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  will  not  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  crop 
or  crops  of  that  commodity  with  respect  to  which  the  ref¬ 
erendum  was  applicable.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that, 
in  the  case  of  the  feed  grain  referendum,  two-thirds  or  more 
of  the  farmers  voting  approve  marketing  quotas  for  a  period 
of  two  or  three  marketing  years,  no  referendum  with  respect 
to  feed  grains  shall  be  held  for  the  subsequent  year  or  years 
of  such  period. 

“If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  date  prescribed 
in  the  first  paragraph  of  this  section  is  too  early  or  too  late 
to  conduct  simultaneous  referendums  as  provided  herein,  he 
may  advance  or  delay  the  conducting  of  such  referendums 
by  publication  of  the  change  of  date  in  the  Federal  Register.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morton  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  viz : 

1  On  page  42,  line  18,  insert  the  following:  strike  out 

2  "(1).” 

3  On  page  43,  lines  3  through  12,  change  the  comma  after 

4  “subtitle”  in  line  3  to  a  period;  strike  out  the  remainder  of 

5  the  sentence  and  all  of  the  next  sentence,  and  insert  in  lieu 

6  thereof  the  following :  The  national  wheat  allocation  shall  be 
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1  apportioned  among  the  various  classes  of  wheat,  namely, 

2  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat,  Hard  Red  Spring  wheat,  Soft  Red 

3  Winter  wheat,  White  wheat,  and  Durum  wheat,  and  distrib- 

4  uted  to  farms  on  the  basis  of  farm  acreage  allotments,  the 

5  percentage  of  the  wheat  acreage  on  each  farm  that  is  nor- 

6  mally  devoted  to  the  production  of  each  class  of  wheat  and 

7  normal  yields  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
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87tii  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Fulbrigiit  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  66,  line  20,  strike  out  the  word  “and”. 

2  On  page  66,  line  23,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in 

3  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”. 

4  On  page  66,  between  lines  23  and  24,  insert  the  follow- 

5  ing : 
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1  “(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 

2  as  follows: 

3  “  ‘Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  ( 1 )  the  term  “farmers” 

4  shall  be  deemed  to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or 

5  who,  with  assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend  to 

6  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term  “farming”  shall 

7  be  deemed  to  include  fish  farming.’  ” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to  the 
bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  F ederal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  42,  line  24,  strike  out  “exports”  and  insert 

2  “commercial  exports  for  dollars”. 

3  On  page  46,  line  20,  after  the  word  “wheat”  insert  “on 

4  a  commercial  basis  for  dollars”. 
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2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


> 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to 
reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  14,  beginning  with  the  word  “Provided”  on 

2  line  3,  strike  out  all  through  the  word  “Secretary”  on  line 

3  6  and  insert  the  following:  “Provided,  That  the  Secretary 

4  may  permit  such  diverted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro- 

5  duction  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans, 

6  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support  is  not  made 
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available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown 
on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  condition  that  pay¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such 
crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable,  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops,  but  in  no  event  shall 
the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise 
be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  the  conserva¬ 
tion  uses  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for 
the  production  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (So  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  59,  beginning  with  the  word  “Provided”  on 

2  line  21,  strike  out  all  through  line  25,  and  insert  the  follow- 

3  ing:  “Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  permit  such  di- 

4  verted  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar, 

5  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field 

6  crops  for  which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  and 
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flax,  when  such  crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will 
hot  be  in  surplus  supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the 
diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(b)  (4)  of  this  section.” 

On  page  61,  line  13,  strike  out  the  words  “or  sesame” 
and  insert  the  following:  “sesame,  other  annual  field  crops 
for  which  price  support  is  not  made  available,  or  flax, 
payment  for  which  shall  he  computed  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section.” 

On  page  62,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“(4)  Payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage 
devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower, 
sesame,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price  support 
is  not  made  available,  or  flax,  in  accordance  with  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section,  shall  be 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  he  fair  and 
reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of  such 
acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops:  Provided , 
That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half 
the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of 
any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 
conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  26,  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert  the  following: 

1  (6)  By  striking  out  “ten”  wherever  it  appears  in 

2  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  thereof  and  by  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  “five”. 
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87tii  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  23,1902 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to  the 
bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  35,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert  the  following: 

2  “  (e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage  to 

3  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sun- 

4  flower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which  price 

5  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such  crops  are 

6  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus  supply  if 
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permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  de¬ 
voted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration 
the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops: 
Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one- 
half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  be  applicable  if  such 
acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  for  the  production  of  any  such  0 
crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.” 

Renumber  the  remaining  subsections  accordingly. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reason¬ 
able  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to 
conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  32,  strike  out  lines  14  through  16  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  “  (3)  The  diverted  acreage  shall  not  be  grazed  unless  the 

2  Secretary,  after  certification  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 

3  which  such  acreage  is  situated  of  the  need  for  grazing  on  such 

4  acreage,  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  permit  grazing 
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1  thereon  in  order  to  alleviate  damage,  hardship,  or  suffering 

2  caused  hy  severe  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster,  and 

3  consents  to  such  grazing.” 
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87tii  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consum¬ 
ers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  re¬ 
sources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  15,  line  4,  beginning  with  “Such”  strike  out 

2  all  down  through  the  period  in  line  8,  and  insert  in  lieu 

3  thereof  the  following:  “Such  special  agricultural  conserva- 

4  tion  program  shall  require  the  producer  to  carry  out  on 

5  diverted  acres  such  conservation  practices  as  will  preserve 
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1  and  maintain  the  land  free  from  erosion,  weeds,  insects,  and 

2  rodents.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  28,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 

the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 

reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consum¬ 
ers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  re¬ 
sources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  14,  line  3,  strike  out  the  colon,  insert  in  lieu 

2  thereof  a  period  and  the  following:  “Summer-fallow  or  idle 

3  land  shall  not  be  considered  an  approved  conservation  use  in 

4  areas  or  on  farms  that  did  not  use  such  practices  in  1959 

5  and  I960:”. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to  the 
amendment  designated  5-21-62 — A  to  be  proposed  by  Sena¬ 
tor  Ellender  to  tbe  Dill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  ex¬ 
cessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain 
reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  con¬ 
serve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  8,  line  1 ,  strike  out  “  ( 1 )  ”. 

2  On  page  8,  beginning  in  line  2  with  the  comma,  strike 

3  out  through  the  comma  in  line  4. 

4  On  page  27,  line  9,  after  “barley”,  insert  a  comma  and 
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1  the  following:  “excluding  any  such  grains  harvested  for 

2  silage”. 

3  On  page  27,  beginning  in  line  12  with  the  comma,  strike 

4  out  through  line  20. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mai  23,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  amendment  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender  designated 
as  5-21-62 — A  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal 
Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to 
consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  23,  between  lines  18  and  19,  insert  the 

2  following : 

3  “(e)  The  Secretary  may  permit  the  diverted  acreage 

4  to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower, 

5  sunflower,  castor  beans,  other  annual  field  crops  for  which 
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price  support  is  not  made  available,  and  flax,  when  such 
crops  are  not  in  surplus  supply  and  will  not  be  in  surplus 
supply  if  permitted  to  be  grown  on  the  diverted  acreage, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  with  respect  to  di¬ 
verted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  he  at  the  rate 
determined  hy  the  Secretary  to  he  fair  and  reasonable  taking 
into  consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production 
of  such  crops:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  pay¬ 
ment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  would  otherwise  he 
applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conservation  uses 
and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  crop  on  such  diverted  acreage.” 

Renumber  the  remaining  subsections  accordingly. 
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87  th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  amendment  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender,  designated  as 
5-21-62 — A,  to  the  bill  (S.  3225)  to  improve  and  protect 
farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal 
Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable 
and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to 
consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  On  page  20,  line  24, 
strike  out  all  through  line  2,  on  page  21,  and  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

1  “  ( 3 )  The  diverted  acreage  shall  not  be  grazed  unless 

2  the  Secretary,  after  certification  by  the  Governor  of  the  State 

3  in  which  such  acreage  is  situated  of  the  need  for  grazing  on 

4  such  acreage,  determines  that  it  is  necessaiy  to  permit  graz- 
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mg  thereon  in  order  to  alleviate  damage,  hardship,  or  suf¬ 
fering  caused  by  severe  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disaster,  and  consents  to  such  grazing.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  On  page  69,  between  lines  16  and  17,  insert  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

1  Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 

2  and  directed  to  make  a  determination  annually  of  the  amount 

3  of  food  and  fiber  needed  in  the  next  succeeding  year  to  meet 

4  the  domestic  requirements  of  the  United  States,  including 

5  amounts  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of — 
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2 

(1)  the  national  school  lunch  program  (earned  out 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act)  and  the  special 
milk  program  for  children  (carried  out  under  the  Act  of 
July  1,  1958  (72  Stat.  276)  )  ; 

(2)  food  allotment  programs  under  which  the  nu¬ 
tritional  needs  of  low-income  persons,  the  unemployed, 

the  aged,  and  the  handicapped  will  be  more  adequately 

% 

fulfilled;  and 

(3)  a  national  security  reserve  of  food  and  fiber 
products  designed  to  protect  people  of  the  United  States 
against  shortages  of  such  products  in  the  event  of  war  or 
other  national  emergency. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  also  make  a  determination 
annually  of  the  amount  of  food  and  fiber  needed  by  the 
United  States  in  the  next  succeeding  year  to  meet  its  obliga¬ 
tions  under  the  food-for-peace  program  (carried  out  under 
Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress) ,  the  freedom-from- 
hunger  program  (administered  by  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
tural  Organization  of  the  United  Nations) ,  and  other  similar 
programs  in  which  the  United  States  participates  in  order 
to  aid  the  needy  peoples  of  foreign  nations. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  the  annual  determina- 


a 


1  tions  made  by  him  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 

2  this  section  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  February  1  of 

3  each  year  together  with  an  analysis  of  such  determinations 

4  and  with  any  recommendations  he  may  deem  appropriate. 
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2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  23, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Proposed  by  Mr.  Keating  (for  himself,  Mr.  Scott,  Mr. 
Javits,  and  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey)  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  On  page  8,  line  20,  insert  the  following: 

1  “Sec.  104.  No  agreement  or  payment  shall  be  made 

2  under  this  title  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  any 

3  public  facilities  which  may  be  developed  with  Federal  assist- 

4  ance  will  be  available  to  all  persons  without  discrimination 

5  on  account  of  race.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  TIIE  UNITED 


STATES 


May  24,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Curtis  to  the  bill  (S.  3225) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of 
farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  On  page  75,  after  line  15,  insert  the  following: 

2  “(g)  Enter  into  contracts  with  persons,  corporations, 

3  and  associations  under  which  the  agency  shall  agree  ( 1 )  to 

4  sell  grains  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 

5  use  in  the  manufacturing  or  processing  of  commercial 

6  products,  other  than  products  intended  for  human  or  animal 
B 


5-24—62 


2 


1  consumption,  at  such  prices  the  agency  deems  appropriate, 

2  without  regard  to  the  restrictions  contained  in  section  407  of 

3  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  (2)  to  de- 

4  liver  such  grains  over  such  periods,  not  to  exceed  five  years, 

5  as  may  he  necessary  to  assure  the  purchasers  of  a  continuing 

6  supply  of  such  commodities;”. 

7  Keletter  the  subsequent  paragraphs  of  the  section. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  24, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  69,  after  line  16,  insert  the 
following : 

1  Sec.  405.  The  President  is  hereby  authorized  and  di- 

2  rected  to  appoint  a  bipartisan  Commission  composed  of  a 

3  Chairman  and  eight  other  members,  three  of  whom  shall  be 

4  appointed  from  the  agricultural  community,  three  of  whom 

5  shall  he  appointed  from  the  public,  and  three  of  whom  shall 
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be  appointed  from  Government.  Such  Commission  shall 
make  a  study  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  food  and  fiber 
needed  to  meet  domestic  and  export  requirements,  includ¬ 
ing  programs  in  which  the  United  States  participates  in 
order  to  aid  the  needy  peoples  of  foreign  nations,  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  supplies  in  the  national  interest  and  in  the  interest 
of  the  free  people  of  all  nations,  and  the  need  for  strategic 
reserves  of  such  commodities,  and  shall  report  within  twelve 
months  from  the  date  of  this  Act  its  recommendations  with 
respect  thereto.  The  President  is  authorized,  whenever  he 
determines  such  action  necessary,  to  pay  for  each  day’s 
attendance  at  meetings  and  while  traveling  to  and  from  such 
meetings,  transportation  expenses  and,  in  lieu  of  subsistence, 
a  per  diem  in  the  amount  authorized  under  the  Travel  Ex¬ 
pense  Act  of  1949  for  Federal  employees.  No  salary  or 
other  compensation  shall  be  paid.  There  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  this  section. 


. 


' 

l  •  ,  '  , 

ft  •  *7.  r~ 

::  -  -•  «; 

5*-»< 

^  "J.  -  -  ■  ■  c 


V 


:  * 


\  •  t 


{"* 


C/ 


^  ■ 


CJ>  c 


•f 


/ 


o 

Qj 

a> 

a> 

Oj 


o 

P 


tr 

CD 


K 

> 

H 


P 

cr 


to 

h 


CD  CO 
05 


to 


O' 

<t> 


»d 


ft 

O- 


►d 

d 

h 

►d 

o 


o  ^ 

O  Hi 

3  5 


3  9- 


CD  CD 
CD  CD 
CD  H 
<1 
CD 


O  g1 

o.  © 


OHO 
O  ©  Hs 

3S 

3  §£ 

r_  >— i 


C:aQ 

©  p 


Hs  S+  © 
pop 
3  —  Cl. 


P 


3 

P 


3 

H 

p 


4 

© 

09 

o 

3 

H 

o 

© 

09 


EJ-.  P 
©  ^ 
09  © 

Hs1^ 

H  P 
ct- 
Pj  © 
O 

i  s 

*-*«  3. 
O  3 


P 

3 

P- 


P 

3 

&. 


Hs  ^ 
O 

h  P 

©_orq 


H.  3  o 
h-  Jr-1  p 
p-  ®  3 

CD  <—t- 

CB  P  H 
„  3  H 

Sp-p 

pj  CD 
_  p  O 

3  £§ 

o  ©^  p 
s' 

8-  3 

w  §  ET 

H-  CD  (*r, 
°  n  CD 
O  ^ 
o  Hi 


©  o 

H  d- 

£L  d 

^  CD 


3  3 


p-1  © 

©  sa 


Q  ^ 

o  © 

<  g- 
8  8 
3  P. 


3  3  r+ 

O  mO 
O  i— 1 

B  ^  =f 

jpw 


3 

o 


©  O 

3  2 
h-  3 

09*  2 


o  M  3 
°  K2  o 

©  o 

&1  M 
CD 
P-i 


g  o 
©  ^ 


©  3 

2  "o 


cr 


CD 


Hi 

O 

H 


d- 

CD 


OQ 

d 

d 

CD 

CD 

o. 

CD 


2.  £ 


CTQ 


CD 

M 

o 

CD 

CD 

CD 


CD 


H 


CD 

H 

CD 


3 

p 


< 

© 


O  H 


?  2 
H  P 
P  3’ 


09  O 

O  © 

Hs  P  M 
Hs  3  w 
P  p,  3 

3 


P3  o 

09  © 


3J 

H 

O 


3 

« 


© 

o 

H- 


n 

2 

0 

2 

m 

2 

H 


00 

H 

to  W 

O 

ccQ 

S  2 
S  25 
S  o 

SB 

CO 

M 


CO 

to 

to 

cn 


< 


in 


o 

p 


© 

s 


to 

to 

to 


4 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  24,1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarthy  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  66,  between  lines  6  and  7, 
insert  the  following: 

1  Subtitle  C — Dairy  Surplus  Reduction 

2  Sec.  330.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 

3  of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 

4  is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 

5  of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  marketing  year 

6  ending  March  31,  1963. 

•  f  ■ '/  I  * . 
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In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  and  the 
means  by  which  they  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  marketing  year 
ending  March  31,  1963,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and 
thus  reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support 
program,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  an  emergency 
dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in 
the  following  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  331.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  of  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1963,  their 
marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less  than  10  per  centum  or 
(ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per  centum  or  seven  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal 
marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  434  of  this 
Act  for  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period:  Provided , 
That  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  limit  such  agreements  so  as  not  to  effect 
adjustments  in  any  dairy  district  in  excess  of  10  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  marketings  by  all  producers  in  such 
district  during  the  preceding  marketing  year.  For  this  pur- 
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pose,  the  Secretary  shall  divide  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  into  fifteen  dairy  districts  each  hav¬ 
ing  therein  approximately  the  same  proportion  of  total  milk 
production.  Such  payments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per 
hundredweight  of  milk,  basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  con¬ 
tent,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  effec¬ 
tuate  voluntary  reduction  in  marketings  by  producers,  or 
(iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  milk  in  the  form  of  dairy 
products  had  such  milk  been  marketed.  A  producer  who 
fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the  extent  required  by  his 
agreement  shall  he  eligible  to  the  surplus  reduction  payment 
on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually  reduced  his  marketings 
below  his  normal  marketing  level,  provided  he  reduces  by  as 
much  as  10  per  centum  of  his  normal  marketing  level,  but  the 
amount  of  such  payment  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  what  would  have  been  the  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which  he  failed  to  reduce. 
Agreements  entered  into  hereunder  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  emergency  dairy  surplus  re¬ 
duction  payments  program  and  to  assure  that  a  producer’s 
reduction  in  marketings  is  not  offset  through  a  transfer  of 
his  milk  cows  to  another  producer  for  the  production  and 
marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  332.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar- 
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keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  Continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  433  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  calendar  year  1961  or  (ii)  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed  in  a  calendar 
year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his  marketings 

'  r 

when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation.  In  establish¬ 
ing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961  marketings  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  food,  drought,  disease  of  herd,  personal 
health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting  production  or 
marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  producer  may  have 
commenced  production  and  marketing  after  January  1, 
1961.  A  producer's  normal  marketing  level  for  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  shall  he  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among 
quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance  with  the 
producer’s  marketing  pattern  in  1961,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
justments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable  the 
producer  to  carry  out  his  herd  management  plans  for  the 
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marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a  quar¬ 
terly  marketing  period  shall  he  the  producer’s  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  333.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
the  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  334.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  may,  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  trans¬ 
fer  his  normal  marketing  level,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any 
other  producer  or  prospective  new  producer  who  agrees  to 
utilize  such  normal  marketing  level  for  the  disposition  in 
commercial  channels  of  milk,  butterfat,  or  dairy  products 
produced  in  the  same  State  as  that  in  which  the  transferor 
engaged  in  production  or  any  State  adjacent  thereto.  A 
producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and  there 
engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may  take 
with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing  level. 
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Sec.  335.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may 
make  supplemental  payments  to  producers  of  milk  for 
manufacturing  who  enter  into  agreements  under  section 
331,  which  shall  he  in  addition  to  the  surplus  reduction 
payments  made  to  such  producers.  The  amount  of  such 
a  supplemental  payment  to  be  made  with  respect  to  the 
quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  a  producer  may  not  exceed 
the  difference  between  the  United  States  average  price  at 
wholesale  of  milk  for  manufacturing  and  90  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  for  that  quantity  of  such  milk. 

Sec.  336.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

<b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  be  borne  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  337.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.),  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  may  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  (7)  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
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provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  ( 1 )  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  marketing 
adjustment  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  repre¬ 
sentative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  pro¬ 
ducer’s  normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  de¬ 
liveries  of  milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  deliveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  mar¬ 
keting  area  shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uni¬ 
form  price  and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  provisions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to 
the  same  procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  pro¬ 
visions  under  section  8c. 

Sec.  338.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 


1  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 

2  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
^  products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 

4  practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 

5  the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 

6  determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
^  regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 

8  restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  com 

9  spiring  to  discriminate  against  any  producer  in  violation  of 
-*■0  this  section. 


’ 


- 


V 


■ 


Qj 

ft 


O 

0 


0C 

ft 


to 


(0 

0 


CO 

as 

to 


cr 

co 


*0 

*“S 


<D 

CL 


T5 

£ 


^  ° 
O  O 


O 

c/3 

CO 

w 


o 

o 


^  2 
5  1 


C/3  O 

cd  p 
<-i  P- 
C  St. 
©  C d 

M  W 

P  Hi 
ft-  O 

p  ^ 
«  p 
o 


Pj  O 
©  c 


o 

Hts 


3  <B 

p  “ 

o'  o' 


p 


o  p 

CD  CD 
C/3  C/3 

o  c. 

o  P 

CD  3 

u>  P 


P  2“. 

P-  5 

CD  C/3 

iP  „ 

P  3 

£9  P 
rt-  P 
CD 

C/3  M 

P  O 
^  P 
T3  C 
tft  O 


CD 


£  P 

P  ^ 
P  p 


bs  O 


p 

c-  2 


CP 


P3 


P  H-b 

S  o 


o  O 
^  o 


o 

p 


CD 


P"  CD  (ft! 


p  2 


Hfeffq 

°  “ 


p 

(ft? 

|-s 


3  2 


CO 

&  CD 

£  P_i 

2j  j® 


CD 

•"S 

C/3 


so 


p 


dL  CTQ 

a  ^ 

CD  p 


m  C/3 
CD  _ 

S-o 

*1  ft- 

g» 

H”'  CD 


Hb  ^  CD 

pop 

2  c+  P- 

*  r  & 


O  bi 

o  © 

<  rr1 
CD  © 


S  CP  r-t- 

o  p-  o 

o  >— 

B  ^  g 

©  03  ® 


W^3 


°  to  3 

to  ^ 


3  p 


CD 


I  a 

3  2 

r-t-  •< 


3  o 

C/3 

ft- 

O  0^ 


w  2 


■-  B' S 

§  >2 


03 


o 

HH 


HH 


P 
Hfe  £ 


CD  O 


P'  w 


CD 

O  P-i 

2-  & 

PP  Q 

C/3  CD 


5  3 


Pi  o 

V  P 

o  ^ 


HH  o  ^ 
"  P-  H 


o  CD  _ 

o  o  £ 

I  C+-  *i 


> 

2 

n 

2 

0 

£ 

n 

z 

H 


oo 

H 

to  a 
©  £ 
coQ 
M  O 
a  Z 

2  5 

SB 

GO 

GO 


4 


c/i 


o 

p 


00 
ND 
to 
01  « 


CO 

CO 

co 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 333 

S.  3225 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


May  24, 1962 

Ordered  lo  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

• 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S. 
3225)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  69,  after  line  16,  insert  the 
following : 

1  Sec.  405.  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  be  construed 

2  as  authorizing  sales  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation- 

3  owned  commodities,  including  sales  against  payment-in-kind 

4  certificates,  other  than  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 

5  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
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except  that  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  feed  grains  if 
marketing  quotas  are  not  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  feed  grains. 
Congress  hereby  reconfirms  its  long-standing  policy  of  favor¬ 
ing  the  use  by  governmental  agencies  of  the  usual  and 
customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce,  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  to  adopt  policies  and  procedures  designed 
to  minimize  the  acquisition  of  stocks  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  to  encourage  orderly  marketing  of  farm 

commodities  through  private  competitive  trade  channels, 

• 

both  cooperative  and  noncooperative,  and  to  obtain  maxi¬ 
mum  returns  in  the  marketplace  for  producers  and  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1495 

S.  2996 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  5, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Jayits  to  the  bill  (S.  2996) 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  6,  between  lines  9  and  10,  insert  the  following: 

2  “(e)  In  furnishing  assistance  under  this  title,  con- 

3  sistently  with  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  601  (b)  (4) 

4  of  this  Act — 

5  “  ( 1 )  the  Agency  for  International  Development 

6  or  any  other  departments  and  agencies  designated  by 

7  the  President  shall  provide  such  financial  and  admin- 

8  istrative  assistance  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Pres- 

9  ident  to  be  necessary  from  time  to  time  in  order  to  make 

lb  effective  the  efforts  of  the  Commerce  Committee  for  the 
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Alliance  for  Progress,  established  under  the  Department 
of  Commerce  on  May  9,  1962 ; 

“  (2)  the  President  is  requested  to  call  a  conference 
to  be  held  in  1962  for  Private  Enterprise-Public  Co¬ 
operation  for  Latin  American  Development,  inviting 
private  and  governmental  participation  as  he  may  deem 
advisable  from  the  members  of  the  Organization  for 
Economic  Cooperation  and  Development,  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  American  States,  and  Japan,  and  to  direct  the 
appropriate  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  cooperate  with  the  Commerce  Committee  for 
the  Alliance  for  Progress  and  the  United  States  Man¬ 
agement  Advisory  Group  to  the  Organization  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  and  Development,  established  under 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  in  the  preparation  and 
activities  of  such  a  conference;  and 

“(3)  the  President  is  requested  to  encourage  pri¬ 
vate  local,  county,  and  regional  projects  for  managerial 
and  technical  training  in  Latin  America  as  well  as  for 
agricultural,  industrial,  and  other  economic  purposes. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
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Calendar  No.  1495 

S.  2996 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  5, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 

i) 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  (for  himself,  Mr.  Busii, 
Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Keating,  Mr.  Kuchel, 
Mr.  Morse,  and  Mr.  Scott)  to  the  bill  (S.  2996)  to  amend 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz :  At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

1  Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 

2  1961,  as  amended,  containing  a  statement  of  policy,  is 

3  amended  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  in  the  fifth  para- 

4  graph  after  the  word  “religion” :  “It  is  further  the  sense 

5  of  Congress  that  any  attempt  by  foreign  nations  to  create 

6  distinctions  because  of  their  race  or  religion  among  American 

7  citizens  in  the  granting  of  personal  or  commercial  access  or 

8  any  other  rights  otherwise  available  to  United  States  citizens 
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1  generally  is  repugnant  to  our  principles ;  and  in  all  negotia- 

2  tions  between  the  United  States  and  any  foreign  state  arising 

3  as  a  result  of  funds  appropriated  under  this  title  these  prin- 

4  ciples  shall  be  applied  as  the  President  may  determine.  The 

5  Secretary  of  State  shall  report  annually  on  the  measures 

6  taken  to  apply  the  principles  stated  above.” 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hickenlooper  to  the  bill 
(S.  2996)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  ,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  11  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  19  and 

2  add  the  following:  “and  no  other  provision  of  this  Act  shall 

3  be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provi- 

4  sions  of  this  subsection.” 
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F|  !  ' 

AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hickenlooper  to  the  bill 
(S.  2996)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  11,  after  line  24,  insert  the  following  new  sub- 

2  section : 

3  “  (g)  No  other  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  con- 

)  4  strued  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provision  of 

5  law.” 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  5, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Church  to  the  bill  (8.  2996) 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  proper  place 
insert  the  following : 

I  1  Section  506  of  chapter  2,  part  II,  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 

2  ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military 

3  assistance,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new  subsection  (c)  as 

4  follows : 

5  “(c)  The  President  shall  regularly  reduce,  and,  with 

6  such  deliberate  speed  as  orderly  procedure  and  other  relevant 

7  considerations,  including  prior  commitments,  will  permit, 

8  shall  terminate,  all  further  grants  of  military  equipment  and 

9  supplies  to  any  country  having  sufficient  wealth  to  enable 
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1  it,  in  the  judgment  of  the  President,  to  maintain  and  equip 

2  its  own  military  forces  at  adequate  strength,  without  undue 

3  burden  to  its  economy.” 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  5, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Keating  to  the  bill  (S.  2996) , 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  1,  line  8,  after  “Sec.  101”,  insert  the  following: 

2  “  (a) 

3  On  page  2,  between  lines  4  and  5,  insert  the  following: 

4  “  (b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 

5  the  seventh  paragraph  the  following: 

6  “  Tt  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  clear  priorities  should 

7  be  established  among  the  countries  receiving  assistance  under 

8  this  Act  and  that  any  requests  for  appropriations  to  carry  out 

9  programs  of  assistance  under  this  Act  should  be  accompanied 

10  by  information  with  respect  to  the  priorities  assigned  for  the 

11  fiscal  year  for  which  appropriations  are  requested. 
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“  ‘It  is  further  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  the  adminis- 

2  tration  of  these  funds  great  attention  and  consideration  should 

3  be  given  to  those  countries  which  share  the  view  of  the 

4  United  States  on  the  world  crisis  and  which  concentrate 

5  their  own  resources  on  economic  development  rather  than 

6  on  Communist-supported  military  or  propaganda  efforts  di- 

7  rected  against  the  United  States  or  against  other  countries 

8  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act.’  ” 
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Calendar  No.  1746 

H.R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Robertson  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and 
foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz:  On  page  48,  beginning  with  line  20,  strike  out 
all  down  through  line  22,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

1  Sec.  301.  Section  105  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

2  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  subsection  (a)  the  figure 

3  “90”  and  inserting  “80”  and  by  striking  out  the  colon  and 

4  the  proviso  thereof  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection 

5  (c)  the  following  new  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6): 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  16  (legislative  clay,  August  15),  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Humphrey)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve 
and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
»)  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 

modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  On  page  91,  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

1  Subtitle  C— Dairy 

2  Sec.  326.  The  current  rate  of  production  and  marketing 

3  of  milk  in  the  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska, 

4  is  such  as  will  result  in  excessive  and  burdensome  supplies 
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of  milk  and  other  dairy  products  during  the  period  ending 
March  31,  1964. 

In  order  to  afford  producers  the  opportunity  arid  the 
means  by  which  the}^  can  on  a  compensated  basis  voluntarily 
adjust  their  marketings  of  milk  during  the  period  ending 
March  31,  1964,  more  nearly  to  equal  demand  and  thus 
reduce  Government  purchases  under  its  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  carry  out  for 
the  period  ending  March  31,  1964,  an  emergency  dairy  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payments  program  as  set  forth  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  sections  of  this  subtitle. 

Sec.  327.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hereby 
authorized  to  make  surplus  reduction  payments  to  producers 
in  continental  United  States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  agree 
to  reduce,  during  any  one  or  more  quarterly  marketing 
periods  starting  on  or  after  October  1,  1962,  and  ending 
March  31,  1964,  their  marketings  to  a  level  not  (i)  less 
than  10  per  centum  or  (ii)  more  than  the  larger  of  25  per 
centum  or  fifteen  thousand  pounds  of  milk  below  their  normal 
marketing  levels  established  pursuant  to  section  328  of  this 
Act  of  each  such  quarterly  marketing  period.  Such  pay¬ 
ments  shall  not  exceed  (i)  $2.50  per  hundredweight  of  milk, 
basis  3.82  per  centum  butterfat  content,  (ii)  such  rates  as  the 
Secretary  determines  will  effectuate  voluntary  reduction  in 
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marketings  by  producers,  or  (iii)  the  cost  of  acquiring  such 
milk  in  the  form  of  dairy  products  had  such  milk  been  mar¬ 
keted.  A  producer  who  fails  to  reduce  his  marketings  to  the 
extent  required  by  his  agreement  shall  be  eligible  to  the  sur¬ 
plus  reduction  payment  on  the  quantity  by  which  he  actually 
reduced  his  marketings  below  his  normal  marketing  level, 
provided  he  reduces  by  as  much  as  10  per  centum  of  his 
normal  marketing  level,  but  the  amount  of  such  payment 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  20  per  centum  of 
what  would  have  been  the  payment  on  the  quantity  of  milk 
which  he  failed  to  reduce.  Agreements  entered  into  here¬ 
under  may  contain  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
emergency  dairy  surplus  reduction  payments  program  and 
to  assure  that  a  producer’s  reduction  in  marketings  is  not 
offset  through  a  transfer  of  his  milk  cows  to  another  producer 
for  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk. 

Sec.  328.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  normal  mar¬ 
keting  level  for  each  producer  in  the  continental  United 
States,  excluding  Alaska,  who  desires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant 
to  section  327  of  this  Act.  Such  normal  marketing  level 
shall  be  the  number  of  pounds  of  milk,  or  the  number  of 
pounds  of  milkfat,  or  such  units  of  dairy  products  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  the  administration  of 
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this  subtitle  which  is  the  lower  of  (i)  the  producer’s  mar¬ 
ketings  during  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1962, 
or  (ii)  the  Secretary’s  estimate  of  what  would  be  marketed 
in  a  marketing  year  by  the  producer  based  on  the  rate  of  his 
marketings  when  he  enters  into  the  agreement  with  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  adjusted  for  seasonal  variation. 
In  establishing  a  normal  marketing  level,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  such  adjustments  in  the  producer’s  1961-62  market¬ 
ings  as  he  deems  necessary  for  flood,  drought,  disease  of 
herd,  personal  health,  or  other  abnormal  conditions  affecting 
production  or  marketing,  including  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
ducer  may  have  commenced  production  and  marketing  after 
April  1,  1961.  A  producer’s  normal  marketing  level  for 
the  marketing  year  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretaiy 
among  quarterly  marketing  periods  thereof  in  accordance 
with  the  producer’s  prior  marketing  pattern,  subject  to  such 
adjustments  as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  enable 
the  producer  to  cany  out  his  herd  management  plans  for 
the  marketing  year.  The  quantity  thus  apportioned  to  a 
quarterly  marketing  period  shall  be  the  producer’s  normal 
marketing  level  for  such  period. 

Sec.  329.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  conver¬ 
sion  factors  as  he  deems  necessary  for  use  in  determining 
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tlie  quantity  of  milk  marketed  by  producers  who  market 
their  milk  in  the  form  of  farm-separated  cream,  butterfat, 
and  other  dairy  products. 

Sec.  330.  The  quantity  of  milk  reduced  by  a  producer 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  under  this  Act  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  produced  and  marketed  by  him  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  his  production  or  marketing  history  un¬ 
der  any  farm  program  in  which  such  history  may  become  a 
factor.  A  producer  who  moves  from  one  area  to  another  and 
there  engages  in  the  production  and  marketing  of  milk  may 
take  with  him  all  or  any  portion  of  his  normal  marketing 
level. 

Sec.  331.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  make 
supplemental  payments  to  producers  of  milk  for  manufactur¬ 
ing  who  enter  into  agreements  under  section  327,  which  shall 
be  in  addition  to  the  surplus  reduction  payments  made  to 
such  producers.  The  amount  of  such  a  supplemental  pay¬ 
ment  to  be  made  with  respect  to  the  quantity  of  milk 
marketed  by  a  producer  may  not  exceed  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  average  price  at  wholesale  of  milk 
for  manufacturing  and  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for 
that  quantity  of  such  milk. 

A.H.R.  12391a - 2 
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Sec.  332.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  are  necessary  for  the  enforcement  and  the  effective 
administration  of  this  subtitle. 

(b)  Costs  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  provisions 
of  this  subtitle  shall  be  home  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  shall  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Corporation. 

Sec.  333.  Whenever  normal  marketing  levels  are  estab¬ 
lished  under  this  subtitle,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  601  et  seq.) ,  any  order  issued  under  section  8c 
thereof  shall  in  addition  to  the  provisions  in  section  8c  (5) 
and  ( 7 )  contain  provisions  for  an  adjustment  in  the  uniform 
price  for  producers  receiving  surplus  reduction  payments  for 
marketings  below7  their  normal  marketing  level.  Under  such 
provisions  the  total  payments  to  such  producers  under  an 
order  shall  be  equal  to  (1)  the  uniform  price  multiplied  by 
their  normal  marketing  level  minus  (2)  the  lowest  class 
price  under  the  order  multiplied  by  the  amount  by  which 
such  producers  have  reduced  marketings  below  their  normal 
marketing  level.  In  the  computation  of  the  uniform  price 
there  shall  be  included,  at  the  lowest  class  price,  the  volume 
of  milk  upon  which  producers  will  be  entitled  to  surplus 
reduction  payments.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
producer’s  normal  marketing  level  shall  be  apportioned  on 
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a  monthly  basis.  In  the  case  of  a  producer,  part  of  whose 
normal  marketing  level  is  based  on  marketings  which  were 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  order  during  the  represent¬ 
ative  period,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  such  producer’s 
normal  marketing  level  in  accordance  with  his  deliveries  of 
milk  in  such  representative  period  and  the  reduction  in  de¬ 
liveries  from  the  amount  apportioned  to  the  marketing  area 
shall  be  considered  in  the  calculation  of  the  uniform  price 
and  payment  under  such  order.  The  incorporation  of  pro¬ 
visions  in  an  order  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
procedural  requirements  of  the  Act  as  other  provisions  under 
section  8c. 

Sec.  334.  No  person  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  han¬ 
dling  of  milk,  milk  fat,  or  dairy  products  shall  discriminate 
against  any  producer  who  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  Act.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  not  purchase  dairy 
products  from  any  person  whom  the  Secretary  determines 
practices  such  discrimination.  The  several  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  controversies  arising  under  this  section,  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  any  person  or  persons  from  discriminating  or  con¬ 
spiring  to  discriminate  against  an}^  producer  in  violation  of 
this  section. 


1  Sec.  335.  (a)  Notwithstanding  section  201  (c)  of  the 

2  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  may, 

3  in  carrying  out  the  emergency  dairy  program  authorized  in 

4  this  subtitle,  establish  price  supports  for  milk  and  butterfat 

5  at  such  level  between  70  and  75  per  centum  of  the  parity 

6  price  therefor  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

7  (b)  The  authority  granted  by  the  provisions  of  sub- 

8  section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  April 

9  1,  1963. 
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87th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  17  (legislative  day,  August  14),  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income, 
to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  52,  line  19,  immediately  after  the  word  “from” 

2  insert  “erosioli,”. 

3  On  page  72,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert  “including 

4  provision  for  the  control  of  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and 

5  rodents,”. 


8-17-62 - F 


o 

Qj 
( D 
•-S 


► 

d 

o 

d 


ft>  CQ 
CL  H 


(t»  <x> 

to 


o 

d 


D- 

CD 


P 

O' 


CL 

P 


P 

d 

Pi 


O' 

cd 


► 

d 

o 

d 

Ul 

H 


CO 
CD  05 


pi  to 


p  Hb 

B  O 

p-  s 


CD 


*  CTQ 


pop 

(TQ  O  CTQ 

B  B  B 

O  B  O 

d  g  P 


C/3 


P  d 

a* 

2-  co 

?»  z 


J-  Hi  f3 

o  gs  a 


o  » 

c+-  CD 

tr*  cd 

CD  CL, 
©  CO 


ET  CD 

B  Hi 
Hi  co 
p  - 

C© 


©  3  £■ 

CD  Pw 

O  g  ° 

CD  .O 


OS 

2. 


CD 


►d 

d 

B 

•d 

o 

w 

CD 

CO 


o  3 


CD 

O 

B 

CO 

© 

Hi 

<1 

© 


© 

O 


P-,  P-,  ©L, 

©•  ©  eb 

H-H  r© 


Hi 
© 

P 
w 
O 
B 

P 

cr 
Sr1  © 
©  a 


QfQ  © 


p 

CTQ 

hi 


B 

P 


©  g  cd 
»  p,  oi 
© 


g  B 

&  3 


B 

© 

P 


O  rj  S 
^  P  Q. 


CO 


© 

© 

co 

O 


P-,  © 

2  M  ^ 

B  b  3 

sg  & 

p-.^EL  b 

°  ©‘  S- 

co  w 


o 

p  O 

■£  3 

©  B 


O 

©  »— ,* 


P 

B  O  HH 
&  Hs  O 


O  ©■ 
©  © 
CO  CO 


O  HH 
H»  O 


© 

®  1  p 

Hrj  “  P 

&  ®  S 

©  ©H  3 
2  ?§ 
Q  ^  B 

S-M  ©  © 
O  £L, 

©'  ©  O 

3  ^  © 

Q  ^ 

o 
<1 
© 

© 

CD  a  co 
H  P  © 
O  ©  CO 

©Bo 
?  £-  ■  H. 


£3  <-+- 

-  ^ 
°  ? 


DO 


B 

© 

B 

©H 


B 

o 

© 


1:0  ,© 

22  a 

S’  o 

M-  O 
B  H* 

I  ss 

p  ° 
o  © 

^  a 

©  p 


> 


©  g 
cr  ^3 
a  o 

l — '  CO 
© 

M  P- 
W  cr 

w'i 


pi 

z 

0 


03  H* 


PI 

z 

H 


00 

H 

to  W 

«s 

wi 


to 

00 

CD 


i 


W 


o 

p 


© 


s 

Q- 

w 

© 


Z 

e 


H-  £  | 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  17  (legislative  day,  August  14),  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Mtjndt  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agriculture 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  52,  line  19,  after  the  word  “from”  insert 

2  “erosion,”. 

3  On  page  72,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert  the  follow- 

4  ing:  “including  provision  for  the  control  of  erosion,”. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


August  17  (legislative  day,  August  14),  1962 


Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 

i> 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  94,  between  lines  17  and  18, 
insert  the  following  new  section : 

1  Sec.  405.  (a)  In  order  to  assure  the  Nation  of  an 

2  adequate  supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination  by  radioactive 

3  fallout,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  reim- 

4  burse  producers  of  milk  in  any  area  or  areas  of  the  United 

5  States  for  reasonable  costs  incurred  by  them  in  carrying  out 
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1  countermeasures  approved  by  him  to  prevent  or  reduce  the 

2  contamination  of  milk  from  such  fallout. 

3  (b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 

4  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  appropriate  to  effectuate 

5  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

6  (c)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

7  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

8  section. 


~  > 

o  a 

g,  § 

2  ® 


& 


E*  <t> 

CD  QfQ 


O 

P 


P*  2* 

CD  ◄ 
^  <D 


&  a. 

C>  p 
CD  ^ 


P 

P 

P- 


cr 

CD 


P> 

d 

a 

d 

CD 

H 


»-< 


CD  co 
Pi  05 


d 

d3 

o 


- 1 
%  I 


CO  co 
CD  CD 
CO  i-J 
-  <1 
CD 


0^0 
P-,  ®  &J 


3 

p 

<Tt- 


d 


d 

rD 

rjj 

O 

d 

>-s 

o 

CD 

CO 


d-  CD  C-f- 

CD  P-1  CD 
CO  CD  CO 

o*|  g 
d  s.  2 

c+-  Q_j 

CLj  CD  ^ 
O  aj 

«  S  3 


a  o 
g  H» 
S  p 
§  <* 
p 

cr  o 

B 


QTQ 

a  a 

CD  p 

B 


9  & 


CD 


P  a 

5  ^ 

P-.  p 


CD  „ 
O 

CD 

i-3  a- 

p  tr 

’— '  CD 


a  r  2 

gO  t— '•  p 

3  C  PL 

b  _  a 

b  wg- 

8  W  cr 

s  •  CD 


CO 


Q  $ 
o  ® 


CD 


P 


CD 

O 


sj-.^a  b 
o  B  2. 
p  8  “ 


o  o 


p 

B 

P^ 


Hs 


Ms 

o 

a 


a 

®  P 

2.CTQ 


aq 


CD 

t-3 


p-  2 

co  ga 


a 
o 
B 
w 
B 

3 

CD 

a 

B  “ 


CD  | 

2.  P- 
o  a- 
CD  £T. 

co  5 

w  V* 

Hs 


§  p 

g.  % 

co*  2 


to  a 
a-  w  o 

o 

a*  o 

M  •> — -  CO 
CD  ® 

r+  P 

B  O  5- 

9. 


p  o 

crq 

a  _. 

S'  | 
B  E. 


Q  ^3 


CD 


O  M 

CO 

c+  O 
CO 

o  ® 


a 


o 

CD 


CO 


B  a- 
a  P 
p  B' 


O  P- 
O  B 
tr  o 

CO  CD 


►D 
w 
o 

H»  p  M 

^  B  g 

P  P-  a 

w 

B  « 
a  a  a- 
O  O 
*o  a- 

a  cd  d 

O  O  a 
i  c+-  CD 


M 

Z 

a 


n 

z 

H 


00 

-1 

H 

MK 

D  o 


co 


H  2 
co  ^ 

s  a 

2  W 

55  H 

co 

CO 


N> 

00 

CD 


I 


w 


O 

o> 


CD 

s 

a. 

w 

a 


Z 

o 


•ai 

4a 

OD 


t 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN'  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  17  (legislative  day,  August  14),  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  lie  proposed  by  Mr.  Mundt  to  the  bill  (H.E. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  56,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert  the  first  alter- 

2  nate  program — sections  310  through  325. 

3  On  page  66,  between  lines  21  and  22,  insert  the  fol- 

4  lowing: 

5  “(b)  In  the  referendum  held  pursuant  to  subsection 

6  (a)  of  this  section  on  the  national  marketing  quota  pro- 
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claimed  for  the  1963  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  shall 
also  submit  the  question  whether  farmers  favor  a  two-year 
extension  of  the  program  in  effect  for  the  1962  crop  of 
wheat  in  lieu  of  the  program  for  wheat  provided  by  sections 
310  through  325  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 
If  a  majority  of  the  farmers  voting  on  such  question  favor 
such  two-year  extension,  (1)  the  provisions  of  sections  310 
through  325  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall 
thereupon  become  inoperative,  (2)  the  provisions  of  sections 
326  through  329  of  such  Act  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  1963 
and  1964  crops,  and  (3)  the  provisions  of  law  in  effect 
without  regard  to  the  amendments  contained  in  such  Act 
shall  be  in  effect  for  the  1965  and  subsequent  crops  of 
wheat.” 

On  page  91,  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert  the  second 
alternate  program — sections  326  through  329  as  follows: 

“Sec.  326.  (a)  If  a  majority  of  the  farmers  voting  on 
the  question  submitted  pursuant  to  section  336(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  added  by 
section  316  of  this  Act,  favor  a  two-year  extension  of  the 
program  in  effect  for  the  1962  crop  of  wheat,  the  provisions 
of  sections  326  through  329  of  this  Act  shall  be  in  effect  in 
lieu  of  the  provisions  of  sections  310  through  325. 

“(b)  Section  334(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
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Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  (3)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1963  and  1964 
crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be 
reduced  by  10  per  centum.’ 

“Sec.  327.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 

Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 

.  .  ,  .  |  ,  01 

U.S.C.  1340(1)),  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to 

the  1963  and  1964  crops  of  wheat: 

■  •  •  #  ::f. 

“‘(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in 

effect  for  the  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall 

t  ? 

be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 

CJ  L 

The  farm  marketing  quota  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 

» i  i  .  j  /  ,  \  ...  ,  j  |  1  i 

the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 

9  I 

►  \  j  i  i  —  •  U.l 

wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 

•  ( 1  .  f 

farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the 

j  •,  .  , 

normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul- 

t  f  J  *  |  *  *  j  | !  •  *  ]  .  w* 

tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 

r  f  *  .  i  '  .  mm 

farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 

(.(a 

unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
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therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established,  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  based  upon  the  average 
yield  per  acre  for  the  entire  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm: 
Provided,  however ,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  not 
be  larger  than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production, 
so  established,  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  f 
wheat  acreage  allotment.’ 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(2)  ),  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 

1963  and  1964  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  crop  is  harvested. 

“(e)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law  « 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(3)  ) ,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1963  and 

1964  crops  of  wheat: 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  he  re¬ 
garded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  twice  the  nonrial  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
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computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
twice  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in 
the  United  States  for  friendly  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.’ 

“(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  },  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“‘(7)  x4  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted 
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1  to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen 

2  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 

3  the  1962,  1963,  and  1964  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable 

4  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the 

5  smaller  of  (1)  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres,  or  (2)  the 

6  highest  number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the 

7  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or 

8  1961/ 

9  “  (e)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

10  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1336),  is  amended  by  adding 

11  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ‘Notwithstanding  any  other 

12  provision  hereof,  (1)  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  two- 
18  thirds  or  more  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  on 
14  marketing  quotas  held  pursuant  to  section  336  (a)  of  this  Act, 
1®  as  amended  by  section  416  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
10  of  1962,  approve  marketing  quotas  for  the  1963  crop  of 

17  wheat,  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  1963  crop 

18  of  wheat,  and  ( 2 )  farmers  who  have  not  produced  in  excess 

19  of  thirteen  and  five-tenths  acres  of  wheat  in  at  least  one  of 

80  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote 

81  in  the  referendum  conducted  with  respect  to  the  national  mar- 
88  keting  quota  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  July  1,  1964/ 
88  “Sec.  328.  Price  support  for  the  1963  and  1964  crops 

84  of  wheat  shall  be  made  available,  as  provided  in  section  101 

85  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  except  that 
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price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators, 
only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area,  and  if  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  such 
crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  the  producers 
on  the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  participate  in 
the  special  wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  to 
the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

“Sec.  329.  (a)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the 
1963  or  1964  crop  of  wheat,  producers  on  any  farm,  except 
a  farm  on  which  a  new  farm  wheat  allotment  is  established 
for  the  crop,  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be 
entitled  to  payments  determined  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  hereinafter 
prescribed : 

“  ( 1 )  Such  producers  shall  divert  from  the  production  of 
wheat  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  either  (i)  10  per 
centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 :  Provided,  That  such  acreage  in  each  of  such  years  did 
not  exceed  fifteen  acres,  or  (ii)  10  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in 
effect  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

“  (2)  Such  diverted  acreage  shall  be  devoted  to  conser- 
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1  vation  uses  including'  summer  fallow,  approved  by  the  Secre- 

2  tary,  and  such  measures  shall  be  taken  as  the  Secretary  may 

3  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such  diverted  acreage  free  from 

4  erosion,  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents:  Provided,  That  such 

5  diverted  acreage  may  be  devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar, 

6  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame,  if  designated  by  the  Secretary, 

7  subject  to  the  condition  that  no  payment  shall  be  made  writli 

8  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  commodity. 

9  “  (3)  The  total  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 

10  to  soil-conserving  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle 

11  land,  but  excluding  the  acreage  diverted  as  provided  above 

12  and  acreage  diverted  under  the  special  program  for  feed 

13  grains,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total  average  acreage  of 
11  cropland  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses  including  summer 
15  fallow  and  idle  land  on  the  farm  in  1959  and  1960.  Certifi- 
10  cation  by  the  producer  with  respect  to  such  acreage  may  be 
1^  accepted  as  evidence  of  compliance  with  the  foregoing  pro- 
1®  vision.  The  total  average  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving 

19  uses,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land,  in  1959  and 

20  1960,  shall  be  subject  to  adjustment  to  the  extent  the  Secre- 

21  tary  determines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions 

22  or  other  factors  affecting  production,  established  crop-rota- 

23  tion  practices  on  the  farm,  changes  in  the  constitution  of  the 
21  farm,  participation  in  other  Federal  farm  programs,  or  to 

-T>fcun*>  Of  i  f ‘07  I  '■■■■  '(  -i:  ;  n]  ; 


9 


1  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  release  arid 
-  reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history, 
d  “(4)  If  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
4  provisions  of  ( 1 )  ( i )  of  this  subsection  (a),  the  actual 
b  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  shall  not 
b  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat 

7  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959, 

8  1960,  or  1961 ;  and  if  the  diversion  of  acreage  is  made  pur- 

9  suant  to  the  provisions  of  (1)  (ii)  of  this  subsection  (a), 
lb  the  farm  shall  be  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 

11  allotment. 

12  “(b)  (l)  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  pre- 
id  scribed  in  subsection  (a)  producers  on  the  farm  shall  be 
14  entitled  to  payments  which  shall  be  made  by  Commodity 
1**  Credit  Corporation  in  cash  or  wheat  equal  to  45  per  centum 

*  i  I* 

1^  of  the  value,  at  the  estimated  basic  county  support  rate  per 
1^  bushel  for  Number  1  wheat  for  the  county  in  which  the 

O  lr 

Id  farm  is  considered  as  being  located  for  the  administration  of 
lb  farm  marketing  quotas  for  wheat,  of  the  number  of  bushels 
2°  equal  to  the  adjusted  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  for  the  farm, 

21  multiplied  by  the  number  of  diverted  acres  other  than  acres 

22  devoted  to  castor  beans,  guar,  safflower,  sunflower,  or  sesame. 

23  “(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in 
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yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  factors  affecting  production, 
and  to  give  due  consideration  to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rota¬ 
tion  practices,  type  of  soil,  soil  and  water  conservation  meas¬ 
ures,  and  topography.  To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves 
the  actual  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop 
years,  such  yields  shall  he  used  in  making  determinations. 

“  (3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for  the 
sharing  of  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  The  medium  of  payment  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  If  payments  are  made  in  wheat, 
the  value  of  the  payments  in  cash  shall  be  converted  to  wheat 
at  the  market  price  of  wheat  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Wheat  received  as  payment-in-kind 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

“(c)  (1)  Producers  who  divert  acreage  on  the  farm 
under  subsection  (a)  may  divert  additional  acreage  on  the 
farm  not  in  excess  of  the  larger  of  three  times  the  amoimt 
diverted  under  subsection  (a)  or  such  acreage  as  will  bring 
the  total  acreage  diverted  to  ten  acres:  Provided,  That  the 
total  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  sub¬ 
section  (c)  shall  not  exceed  the  larger  of  (i)  the  highest 
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actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  for 
any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  ten 
acres  or  (ii)  the  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

“  (2)  Payments  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  the  acreage 
diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  :  Provided, 
That  (i)  60  per  centum  shall  be  substituted  for  45  per 
centum  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  payment,  (ii)  the 
acreage  diverted  under  this  subsection  (c)  shall  be  added  to 
and  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
and  (iii)  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
pursuant  to  (1)  (i)  of  said  subsection,  the  actual  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  on  the  farm,  shall  be  reduced 
below  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  by 
the  total  amount  of  acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and 
this  subsection  (c) ,  or,  if  the  diversion  under  subsection  (a) 
is  made  pursuant  to  (1)  (ii)  of  said  subsection,  the  wheat 
acreage  on  the  farm  shall  be  reduced  by  the  total  amount  of 
acres  diverted  under  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection  (c) 
below  whichever  of  the  following  acreages  is  the  larger — 

“(A)  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of 
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wheat  which  Would  be  in  effect  except  for  the  reduction 
thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

“(B)  the  highest  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  for  any  of  the  years  1959,  1960, 
or  1961,  but  not  to  exceed  fifteen  acres. 

“(d)  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
to  conservation  uses  for  which  payment  is  made  imder  the 
program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  any  acreage  diverted  to  conservation  uses  for  which 
payment  is  made  under  any  other  Federal  program  except 
that  the  foregoing  shall  not  preclude  the  making  of  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  or  the  Great  Plains  program  for  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  any  acreage  devoted  to  soil-conserving  uses 
under  the  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  adjusting  anv  pay¬ 
ment  on  account  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  program  formulated  under  this  section. 

r 

“(f)  Not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payment  to 
producers  under  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance. 

“(g)  The  program  formulated  pursuant  to  this  section 
may  include  such  terms  and  conditions,  in  addition  to  those 
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specifically  provided  for  herein,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  desirable  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“  (h)  Wheat  stored  to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing 
quota  penalty  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  not  he  released 
from  storage  for  underplanting  based  upon  acreage  diverted 
under  subsection  (c)  above,  and  in  determining  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  wheat  from 
storage  on  account  of  underproduction  the  normal  yield  of 
the  acres  diverted  from  the  allotment  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
actual  production  of  wheat. 

“  (i)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

“(j)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  utilize  its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  payments  authorized  herein  and  to  pay  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  this  section  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1963.  There  is  authorized  to 
he  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
such  administrative  expenses. 

“(k)  Section  334(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments 
for  durum  wheat,  is  amended — 
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“  ( 1 )  by  striking  out  ‘after  reduction  in  the  case  of 
the  1962  crop  as  required  by  section  334(c)  (2)’  and 
inserting  the  following :  ‘after  reduction  as  required  by 
section  334(c)  (2)  or  (3)’,  and 

“(2)  by  striking  out  ‘the  special  1962  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  formulated  under  section  124  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1961’  and  inserting  the  following:  ‘the  special 
wheat  program  for  such  crop  formulated  under  section 
124  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  or  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962’. 

“(1)  Section  334  (i)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  increased  allotments  in 
the  Tulelake  area  in  California,  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  inserting  the  following  sentence  imme¬ 
diately  following  the  seventh  sentence  thereof:  ‘The 
special  wheat  program  formulated  under  section  329  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  receiving  an  additional  allotment 
under  this  subsection.’;  and 

“  (2)  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  the  follow¬ 
ing:  ‘or  1963’. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  17  (legislative  day,  August  14),  1962 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  to  the  bill  (H.K. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce 
costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce 
the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural 
commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  94,  between  lines  17 
and  18,  insert  the  following  new  section: 

1  Sec.  405.  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

2  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 

3  sentence  as  follows:  “Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  when- 

4  ever  the  Secretary  determines  it  necessary  in  order  to  assure 

5  the  Nation  an  adequate  supply  of  milk  free  of  contamination 
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1  by  radioactive  fallout,  lie  may  make  feed  owned  or  controlled 

2  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  available  to  produc- 

3  ers  of  milk  in  anv  area  or  areas  of  the  United  States  at  such 

«/ 

4  prices  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appro- 

5  priate  in  the  public  interest.” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.R. 


Calendar  No.  1746 

12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Tower  to  the  bill  (H.K.  12391) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the 
following : 

1  That  in  order  that  the  farmers  of  this  country  may  carry 

2  on  their  farming  operations  in  the  tradition  of  the  free  enter- 

3  prise  system  unhampered  by  needless  Federal  controls,  the 

4  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 

5  formulate  and  submit  to  the  Congress,  within  one  hundred 
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and  twenty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  pro¬ 
posals  for  legislation  the  aim  and  effect  of  which  will  be  to 
(l)  increase  the  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
annually  on  all  agricultural  commodities  subject  to  such  con¬ 
trols  until  such  controls  have  been  removed  entirely,  and  (2) 
reduce  the  levels  of  price  support  annually  on  all  agricultural 
commodities  for  which  such  support  is  provided  until  such 
support  has  been  removed  entirely.  The  period  of  time  with¬ 
in  which  all  acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  and  price 
support  shall  be  terminated  under  any  proposals  for  legisla¬ 
tion  submitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress  shall  be  not 
more  than  six  years  nor  less  than  four  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Tower  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the 
following : 

1  That  in  order  that  the  farmers  of  this  country  may  carry 

2  on  their  farming  operations  in  the  tradition  of  the  free  enter- 

3  prise  system  unhampered  by  needless  Federal  controls,  the 

4  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 

5  formulate  and  submit  to  the  Congress,  within  one  hundred 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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and  twenty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  pro¬ 
posals  for  legislation  the  aim  and  effect  of  which  will  be  to 
(l)  increase  the  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
annually  on  all  agricultural  commodities  subject  to  such  con¬ 
trols  until  such  controls  have  been  removed  entirely,  and  (2) 
reduce  the  levels  of  price  support  annually  on  all  agricultural 

;  J  •  'A  1  f  v  ?  *  I  ]  *  rp  \|  i  *  \I  f|  /  /  V  f>(  (  I  fP  7  j 

commodities  for  which  such  support  is  provided  until  such 
support  has  been  removed  entirely.  The  period  of  time  with¬ 
in  which  all  acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  and  price  f1 
support  shall  be  terminated  under  any  proposals  for  legisla¬ 
tion  submitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress  shall  be  not 
more  than  six  years  nor  less  than  four  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Fulbright  to  the  bill  (II.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the 
Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide 
adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic 
and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  91,  line  21,  strike  out  the  word  “and”. 

2  On  page  91,  line  24,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in 

3  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”. 

4  On  page  91,  between  lines  24  and  25,  insert  the  folio w- 

5  ing: 
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1  “(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 

2  as  follows: 

3  “  ‘Sec.  343.  As  used  in  this  title  (1)  the  term  “farmers” 

4  shall  be  deemed  to  include  persons  who  are  engaged  in,  or 

5  who,  with  assistance  afforded  under  this  title,  intend  to 

6  engage  in,  fish  farming,  and  (2)  the  term  “farming”  shall 

7  he  deemed  to  include  fish  farming.’  ” 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Russell  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Talmadge)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  pro¬ 
tect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the 
Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s 
excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain 
reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  con¬ 
serve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  On  page 
91,  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert  the  following  new  subtitle: 

1  Subtitle  0 — 1963  x4_creage  Diversion  Program  for 

2  Cotton 

3  Sec.  330.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 

4  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 

5  adding  the  following  new  subsection : 
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mJ 

“(h)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 
“  ( 1 )  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for  1963  for 
cotton  acreage,  without  regard  to  provisions  which  would 
be  applicable  to  the  regular  agricultural  conservation 
program,  under  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  determines,  conservation  payments 
in  amounts  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  shall  be  made  to  producers  who  voluntarily 
divert  acreage  from  the  production  of  cotton  to  an  ap¬ 
proved  conservation  use.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a 
payment,  a  producer  must  (A)  voluntarily  withhold 
from  the  production  of  cotton  a  portion  of  the  1963 
cotton  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  (B)  remain  with¬ 
in  the  1963  cotton  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  the  acreage  withheld  from  production 
under  this  subsection,  (C)  devote  the  acreage  withheld 
from  production  under  this  subsection  to  such  soil  con¬ 
serving  practices  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
and  (I))  increase  the  average  acreage  of  cropland  on 
the  farm  devoted  in  1959  and  I960  to  designated  soil 
conserving  crops  or  practices  (including  idle  land)  by  an 
equal  amount.  The  producer  may,  within  the  limita¬ 
tions  prescribed  herein,  divert  from  production  such  por¬ 
tion  of  the  1963  cotton  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  as 
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he  may  choose  (acreage  withheld  from  the  production 
of  cotton  shall  hereinafter  be  referred  to  as  “diverted 
acreage’').  Such  special  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  shall  require  the  producer  to  take  such  measures 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to  keep  such 
diverted  acreage  free  from  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents. 
The  acreage  eligible  for  payments  in  cash  or  in  an  equiv¬ 
alent  amount  in  cotton  under  such  conservation  program 
shall  he  an  acreage  equivalent  up  to  20  per  centum  of 
the  cotton  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  in  1963  or  up 
to  twenty  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  Such  payments 
in  cash  or  in  cotton  at  the  basic  county  support  rate  for 
the  1962  crop  in  effect  at  the  time  payment  rates  for  the 
1963  special  cotton  program  are  established,  adjusted  to 
reflect  any  changes  between  the  national  support  rates 
for  1962  and  1963  crops,  may  be  made  on  an  amount  of 
cotton  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of 
cotton  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted  average  yield 
per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acreage.  Pay¬ 
ments  in  cotton  only  may  he  made  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  diversion  of  up  to  an  additional  20  per  centum  of  the 
1963  cotton  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm.  Payments 
in  cotton  on  such  additional  acreage  may  be  made  at  the 
basic  county  support  rate  for  the  1962  crop  in  effect  at 
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the  time  payment  rates  for  the  special  cotton  program 
for  1963  are  established,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes 
between  the  national  support  rates  for  the  1962  and  1963 
crops  on  an  amount  of  cotton  not  in  excess  of  60  per 
centum  of  the  normal  production  of  acreage  diverted  from 
the  production  of  cotton  on  the  farm  based  on  its  adjusted 
average  yield  per  acre  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  acre¬ 
age.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  in 
acreage  and  yields  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years 
as  he  determines  necessary  to  correct  for  abnormal  fac¬ 
tors  affecting  production,  and  to  give  due  consideration 
to  tillable  acreage,  crop  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil, 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures,  and  topography. 
To  the  extent  that  a  producer  proves  the  actual  acreages 
and  yields  for  the  farm  for  the  1959  and  1960  crop  years, 
such  acreages  and  yields  shall  be  used  in  making  deter¬ 
minations.  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50 
per  centum  of  any  payments  to  producers  in  advance  of 
determination  of  performance.  In  determining  the  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  under  this  subsection  in  the  case  of  any 
farm,  the  Secretary  may  make  such  adjustments  as  he 
deems  appropriate  to  allow  for  differences  in  the  quality 
of  cotton  ordinarily  produced  in  the  county  in  which 
such  farm  is  located. 

“(2)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
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ated  such  amounts  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  this  section  16  (h).  Obligations 
may  be  incurred  in  advance  of  appropriations  therefor 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to 
advance  from  its  capital  funds  such  sums  as  may  he 
necessary  to  pay  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  such  program  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  may  be  incurred  in 
carrying  out  section  331  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

“  (3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulations  for 
the  sharing  of  payments  under  this  subsection  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  and 
in  keeping  with  existing  contracts. 

“(4)  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  for  payments 
under  this  subsection  for  diverting  from  production  any 
cotton  acreage  received  by  such  producer  in  1963  under 
the  release  and  reapportionment  provisions  of  section 
344  (m)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.” 

Sec.  331.  (a)  Payments  in  cash  shall  be  made  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  payments  in  cotton  shall 
be  made  through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates  which 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  cotton 
and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Com- 
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modity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the 
marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  time  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  1963  acreage  diversion  program  for  cotton 
authorized  by  this  subtitle.  In  the  case  of  any  certificate 
not  presented  for  redemption  within  thirty  days  of  the  date 
of  its  issuance,  reasonable  costs  of  storage  and  other  carry¬ 
ing  charges,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  period 
beginning  thirty  days  after  its  issuance  and  ending  with  the 
date  of  its  presentation  for  redemption  shall  he  deducted  from 
the  value  of  the  certificate. 

(b)  Cotton  received  as  payment-in-kind  under  the  1963 
acreage  diversion  program  for  cotton,  authorized  under  this 
subtitle,  may  he  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  he 
eligible  for  price  support. 

Sec.  332.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  place  such  limits  on  the  extent  that  pro¬ 
ducers  may  participate  in  the  1963  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  for  cotton,  authorized  by  this  subtitle,  as  he  determines 
necessary  because  of  an  emergency  created  by  drought  or 
other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  prevent  or  alleviate  a  shortage 
in  the  supply  of  cotton. 

Sec.  333.  Any  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of 
cotton  under  the  1963  acreage  reserve  program  for  cotton, 


7 

1  authorized  by  this  subtitle,  shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes 

2  of  establishing  future  allotments  as  having  been  planted  on 

3  the  farm  from  which  such  acreage  was  diverted. 

4  Sec.  334.  The  provisions  of  this  subtitle  C  shall  be 

5  ineffective  if  marketing  quotas  for  cotton  are  not  in  effect  for 

6  the  crop  of  cotton  normally  harvested  in  1963. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to 
reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government, 
to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  consumers, 
to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  49,  beginning  in  line  1  after  the  period,  strike 

2  out  all  through  line  5. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hart  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12391) 
to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm 
programs  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal 
Government’s  excessive  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
to  maintain  reasonable  and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate 
supplies  of  agricultural  commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign 
needs,  to  conserve  natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz: 


1  On  page  94,  between  lines  12  and  13,  insert  the  follow- 

2  ing: 

3  “Sec.  404.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  re- 

4  enacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree- 

5  ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  fol- 

6  lows:  Section  8c  (6)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
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1  the  end  of  (i)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

2  following:  Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  orders  ap- 

3  plicable  to  cherries  such  projects  may  provide  for  any  form 

4  of  marketing  promotion  including  paid  advertising/  ” 

5  On  page  94,  line  13,  strike  out  “404”  and  insert  in  lieu 

6  thereof  “405”. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm  income,  to  reduce  costs 
of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  to  con¬ 
sumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve  natural 
resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  On  page  56,  between 
lines  2  and  3,  insert  the  following  new  section: 

1  Sec.  305.  (a)  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

2  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (a)  and 

3  (b)  of  section  105  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

4  “(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 

5  this  Act,  beginning  with  the  1964  crop,  price  support  shall 

6  be  made  available  to  producers  for  each  crop  of  com  at  such 
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level,  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  there¬ 
for,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  result  in  increasing 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  of  corn.” 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  directed  to  consult 
and  advise  with  farmers,  farm  organizations,  and  such  other 
persons  or  groups  of  persons  as  he  determines  concerning 
the  need  for  new  legislation  for  feed  grains,  to  the  extent 
he  deems  such  consultation  and  advice  necessary  or  desirable, 
and  to  make  specific  recommendations  for  feed  grains  in  the 
form  of  proposed  legislation  which  shall  he  submitted  to  the 
Congress  as  soon  as  practicable  during  the  next  session  of 
Congress. 
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87th  CONGRESS 

2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1746 

H.  R.  12391 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  20, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Keating  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Javits,  Mr.  Scott,  Mr.  Case,  and  Mr.  Saltonstall) 
to  the  bill  (H.K.  12391)  to  improve  and  protect  farm 
income,  to  reduce  costs  of  farm  programs  to  the  Federal 
Government,  to  reduce  the  Federal  Government’s  excessive 
stocks  of  agricultural  commodities,  to  maintain  reasonable 
and  stable  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products 
to  consumers,  to  provide  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  domestic  and  foreign  needs,  to  conserve 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  46, 
line  11,  insert  the  following: 

1  Sec.  104.  No  agreement  or  payment  shall  be  made 

2  under  this  title  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  any 

3  public  facilities  which  may  be  developed  with  Federal  as- 

4  sistance  will  be  available  to  all  persons  without  discrimination 

5  on  account  of  race. 
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